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ABSTRACT

INTEGRITY AS IT RELATES TO JOB PERFORMANCE, ORGANIZATIONAL
CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR AND WITHDRAWAL BEHAVIOR:
MODERATING EFFECT OF ORGANIZATIONAL JUSTICE

Karapmar, Ozlem
M.S., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Siimer

January 2015, 107 pages

The aim of the study was to investigate the moderation effect of
organizational justice perceptions in the relationships between integrity and critical
organizational outcome variables, namely, job performance, organizational
citizenship behavior, and withdrawal behaviors (turnover intentions and
absenteeism). High performing employees with constructive organizational
behaviors and without withdrawal behaviors are desired by organizations. Integrity
tests, widely used in personnel selection (e.g., Bergmann, Mundt, & Illgen, 1990),
aim to contribute to the creation of such a work-force. Empirical evidence suggests
that integrity test scores significantly explain the variance in task performance
(Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) and withdrawal behavior (Van Iddekinge, Roth,
Raymark, & Odle-Dusseau, 2012). Organizational justice is defined by Folger and
Cropanzano (1998) as the conditions in organizations leading perceptions of being
treated fairly or unfairly. In the present study, justice perceptions were expected to
moderate the relationships between integrity and interested outcome variables.

Two-hundred-eighty-three employees from different branches of an organization in



the telecommunications sector in Turkey constituted the sample. Supervisory
ratings were used to measure task performance, and absenteeism measure was
obtained from personnel files. Other measures were based on self-report. Although
organizational justice perceptions moderated the integrity-turnover relationship
marginally only, there were some critical findings. Organizational justice perception
correlated positively with job performance and OCB; and negatively with turnover
intentions. Moreover, integrity correlated positively with OCB and negatively with
absenteeism. Age appeared as a critical factor, in fact a moderator, for some
relationships. Limitations of the study are discussed and suggestions for future

research are presented.

Keywords: Integrity, Organizational Justice, Organizational Citizenship Behavior,

Turnover Intentions, Absenteeism



0z

KISISEL BUTUNLUGUN IS PERFORMANSI, ORGUTSEL YURTTASLIK
DAVRANISLARI VE GERI CEKILME DAVRANISLARI ILE ILiSKISI:
ORGUTSEL ADALET ALGISININ MODERASYON ETKISi

Karapinar, Ozlem
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. H. Canan Stimer

Ocak 2015, 107 sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin amact; kisisel biitiinliik/diirtstliik ile is performansi, orgiitsel
yurttaglik davraniglart ve geri ¢ekilme davraniglari (isten ayrilma niyeti ve
devamsizlik) gibi kritik oOrgiitsel ¢iktilarin arasindaki iliskide Orgiitsel adalet
algisinin moderasyon etkisini arastirmaktir. Yapici orgiitsel davraniglar gosteren ve
geri ¢ekilme davraniglarina sahip olmayan yiiksek performansh ¢alisanlar firmalar
tarafindan istenmektedir. ise alimda yaygin bir sekilde kullamlan kisisel biitiinliik
testleri (Bergmann, Mundt, & Iligen, 1990), boyle bir is giicii olusturmaya katki
saglamay1 hedefler. Bilimsel c¢alismalar, kisisel biitiinliik testi sonuglarmin is
performans:1 (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998) ve geri ¢ekilme davraniglarin1 (Van
Iddekinge, Roth, Raymark, & Odle-Dusseau, 2012) yordamada etkili oldugunu
gostermektedir. Orgiitsel adalet, Folger ve Cropanzano (1998) tarafindan, adil ya da
adil olmayan bir sekilde davranildigi algisini olusturan Orgiitsel durumlar olarak
tanimlanmistir. Bu calismada adalet algisinin, kisisel biitlinliik ve orgiitsel ¢iktilar
arasindaki iliskide belirleyici olmasi beklenmektedir. Calismanin 6rneklemini,

Tiirkiye’de Telekomiinikasyon sektoriinde faaliyet gosteren bir firmanin farkh
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birimlerinde gorev yapan 283 calisan olusturmaktadir. Is performansi olarak
yonetici degerlendirmeleri, devamsizlik Ol¢timii olarak ¢alisan dosyalarindaki
devamsizlik bilgileri kullanilmigtir. Diger degiskenlerle ilgili veriler katilimcilarin
0z beyanidir. Bulgular, sadece diiriistliik-isten ayrilma niyeti arasinda marjinal bir
moderasyon etkisini gosterse de, dnemli baz1 tespitler yapilmistir. Orgiitsel adalet
algisi; is performansi ve Orgiitsel yurttaslik davraniglar ile pozitif, isten ayrilma
niyeti ile negatif iliskili bulunmustur. Ayrica, kisisel biitiinliik orgiitsel yurttaslik
davraniglar ile pozitif, devamsizlik davranisi ile negatif iliskili bulunmustur. Yas,
bazi iliskilerde 6nemli bir degisken ya da moderator olarak olarak belirmistir.
Calismanin  kisithliklart  tartisilmig, gelecek aragtirmalar i¢in  Onerilerde

bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kisisel Biitiinliik, Orgiitsel Adalet, Orgiitsel Yurttaslik

Davranislari, Isten Ayrilma Niyeti, Devamsizlik
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

High performing employees who are trouble-free with exemplary behaviors are
desired by all employers. Employers direct their recruitment and selection efforts to
create a workforce composed of such employees. Selection tests, techniques and
instruments are developed and used to minimize misses (e.g., selecting the
candidates who will not perform as expected) and maximize hits (e.g., selecting the
candidates who will perform as expected) during selection decision making.
Integrity tests are among the promising instruments quite widely used in practice
(e.g., Bergmann, Mundt, & Illgen, 1990). Positive relationships between integrity
test scores and job performance have been reported by a number of researchers,
including Hogan and Hogan (1989), Johnson (1991), Klehe and Latham (2003),
Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt (1993), Sackett, Burris, and Callahan (1998), and
Schmidt and Hunter (1998).

Integrity—Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) relationship has not been
widely investigated. In one of the rare examples, Cho and Ringquist (2010)
examined integrity of the leaders (as a dimension of trustworthiness) and OCB of
the employees. In this study, integrity of the leaders was found to predict OCB on
the part of subordinates. Despite existence of only very few studies examining the

integrity-OCB relationship, the association between OCB and counterproductive



work behaviors (CWB) has been studied relatively extensively (e.g., O’Brien &
Allen, 2008; Sackett, Berry & Wiemann, 2006). Moreover, as stated in the next
paragraph in details, integrity and CWB relationship is a commonly accepted and

investigated one.

There are studies reporting a negative relationship between CWB and integrity (e.g.,
Boye & Wasserman, 1996; Jones & Terris, 1983; Neuman & Baydoun, 1998; Ones
& Viswesvaran, 2003). This established negative relationship is important as it hints
at a relationship between OCB and integrity. Furthermore, in some meta-analytic
studies (e.g., Ones et al., 1993) withdrawal behaviors are operationalized as
turnover intentions and absenteeism, and these withdrawal behaviors are treated as
counterproductive work behaviors. In their meta-analysis Ones, Viswesvaran, and
Schmidt (2003) reported a mean true validity of .33 for the personality-based
integrity tests in predicting absenteeism measures. Moreover, in another meta-
analysis by Van Iddekinge et al. (2012), a mean observed adjusted correlation of .09
was reported between turnover and integrity. To summarize, the available evidence
suggests a negative relationship between integrity and counterproductive work

behaviors, and intuitively a positive relationship between integrity and OCB.

Justice perceptions appear to be critical as they relate both to integrity and to
organizational outcome variables. Organizational justice is defined as "the
conditions of employment that lead individuals to believe that they are treated fairly
or unfairly” by Folger and Cropanzano (1998, p. xii). Following extensive research
and a number of iterations, a-four component organizational justice model has been
proposed: distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational justice
(Colquitt, 2001).

The relationships of organizational justice with job performance, OCB, CWB, and

turnover intentions and absenteeism as withdrawal behaviors have also attracted



considerable research attention and been studied by different researchers (e.g., Ali
& Jan, 2012; Ball, Trevino & Sims, 1993; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Flint,
Haley, & McNally, 2012; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998; Greenberg, 1988; Konovsky
& Cropanzano, 1991; Olsen-Buchanan, 1996). The reported relationships of
organizational outcomes with integrity and with organizational justice perceptions
are in the same direction. Furthermore, Greenberg (1990) reported a moderation
effect of distributive justice on the relationship between integrity and theft. In the
light of these studies, in this study, organizational justice perceptions are expected
to moderate the relationship between integrity and job performance, OCB, and

withdrawal behaviors (i.e., turnover intentions and absenteeism).

Hence, the present study aims to investigate the potential moderating role of
organizational justice perceptions in integrity’s relationships with job performance,
OCB, and withdrawal behaviors. To the knowledge of the researcher, this study is

one of the rare attempts to investigate this moderation effect.

The proposed relationships are depicted in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Proposed model of integrity — outcome relationships as moderated by
organizational justice perceptions.

In the following sections, first the existing literature on integrity-organizational
outcome variables relationship is summarized. Next, the relevant literature about
organizational justice perception and its relations with organizational outcome

variables is briefly reviewed. Finally, the hypotheses of the study are presented.

1.2 Integrity

As mentioned previously, the construct of integrity and its measurement have
received an increased research attention in the industrial and organizational
psychology literature. The following is a summary of the current literature on this

construct. It begins with a conceptual description of integrity, and continues with



the measurement issues. Finally, relationships of integrity with the outcome

variables of interests are described.

The construct integrity is sometimes stated to be equal with honesty, and sometimes
these two terms are treated as a subset of one another. The term integrity has its
roots in the Latin adjective integer meaning whole or complete. Honesty and
consistency of character are claimed to be the major components of this construct.
In the same direction, in philosophy, integrity has a broader meaning than honesty,
which is defined as telling the truth at all times and in all circumstances by Kant
(Moore & Stewart, 1989). Then, individuals are judged as having integrity to the
extent that they act according to the widely accepted values, beliefs and principles;
while honesty refers to respect for truthfulness. Nowadays, in the industrial and
organizational psychology literature, although some nuances between these two
terms are generally accepted, they are usually used interchangeably (Murphy,
2000).

1.2.1 Measurement of integrity

Ask a man if he is honest or not; in our confessional society he will tell you. The
honest man delights in the opportunity to assert his virtue. The dishonest man
assuages his guilt by believing that "others do it, too,” and it is, after all,
"normal” to be dishonest. Much more often than not, he will confess to his
untrustworthiness on a paper-and-pencil honesty test (Ash & Maurice, 1988, p.
378).

The need for honest employees has been an important issue since the theft in work
organizations started to be of great cost (Murphy, 1993). To overcome this
challenge, as one of the selection devices, polygraph tests were once used relatively
widely in the selection processes. However, ethical considerations about the usage

of the polygraphs were always an issue (Bergmann, Mundt, & Illgen, 1990). The



main motive behind the recent widespread use of integrity tests is probably the
passage of the Employee Polygraph Protection Act of 1988, which prohibited
requiring or requesting polygraph examinations by private employers (LoBello &
Sims, 1993).

Integrity tests, sometimes also called honesty scales, are actually prototypical
criterion-focused occupational personality measures (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2001).
According to Ones and Viswesvaran (1998), integrity tests have been in our lives
since the late 1940s. Dr. Gilbert Lee Betts developed the first honesty test in 1942,
to screen out the recruits for the USA Army with criminal backgrounds. After
World War Il, in 1947 he published an article about the usage of the test during
employment process to select moral candidates (Ash & Maurice, 1988). Nowadays,
it is such a widely used selection device that, over 2.5 million integrity tests are

reported to be administered annually (O’Bannon, Goldinger, & Appleby, 1989).

According to Murphy (1993), generally integrity tests try to understand one or more
of the four components by related items in the respective scale. These components
are direct admission of related behavior, perceptions about that behavior,
personality or cognition variables which can be related with that behavior, and

finally, reactions to that behavior in hypothetical situations.

A critical distinction has been made between overt integrity tests and personality-
based integrity tests (Sackett, Burris, & Callahan, 1989; Sackett & Wanek, 1996).
Overt integrity tests are the tests which explicitly ask questions about the behaviors
and the constructs. Questions are generally based on the thoughts, feelings,
expected behaviors and past misbehavior about the related construct (Byle &
Holtgraves, 2008; Frost & Rafilson, 1989). Internal consistency estimates for these
tests are .80 or above (Sackett & Harris, 1984). An item of Life Experience
Inventory-Revised (Ash, 1988), which is an overt integrity test, is “Thinking back,



how often did you have to tell lies to your parents?” Covert integrity tests, on the
other hand, have questions which are designed to tap into some general
characteristics that are likely to play a role for that person to engage in concerned
behaviors. Test takers generally do not realize what is being measured (Byle &
Holtgraves, 2008). Also, called personality-based integrity tests, these tests are
specifically developed to predict a variety of counterproductive behaviors (Ones,
Viswesvaran, & Schmidt, 2003). On the grounds of this variety in the concerned
behaviors and the aim of the tests being to find some general characteristics,
internal consistency values of covert tests differ in a wider scope, ranging from .65
to .91 as reported by Ash (1987) and Martelli (1988), respectively. An example
covert integrity test item from Personnel Selection Inventory (PSI-3) (London

House, 1975) is “How often are you unhappy?”

Among the numerous integrity tests, examples of frequently used ones cited by
Ones et al. (1993) are the London House Personnel Selection Inventory (London
House Press, 1975), Stanton Survey (Klump, 1964), Reid Report (Reid
Psychological Systems, 1951), Personnel Reaction Blank (Gough, 1954), PDI-
Employment Inventory (Paajanen, 1985), and Hogan Personality Inventory—
Reliability Scale (R. Hogan, 1981).

1.2.2 Integrity tests and organizational outcomes

The most important reason of the interest on integrity and integrity testing is its
relationship with some important organizational outcomes like job performance,
OCB and withdrawal behavior of turnover intentions and absenteeism. In this

section, these relationships are discussed respectively.



1.2.2.1 Integrity as a predictor of job performance

In a comprehensive meta-analysis, Ones et al. (1993) stated integrity as a valid
predictor of supervisory ratings of job performance with a predictive validity
coefficient of .41. In fact, integrity tests had the greatest increase in validity (20%)
over cognitive ability among selection devices, in predicting job performance
(Schmidt & Hunter, 1998). In the same year, Ones and Viswesvaran (1998)
reported a significant validity of integrity scores for supervisory ratings of job
performance. Moreover, it was reported that integrity was a better predictor of
supervisor ratings of job performance than were personality scales (Ones &
Viswesvaran, 2001). Furthermore, Luther (2000) reported validity of an integrity
(.25) test in a high performance team environment, whose members are increasingly
responsible for organizational decision-making. Other researchers who reported
significant validity of integrity tests in predicting job performance are Hogan and
Hogan (1989), Johnson (1991) and Murphy and Luther (1997). Furthermore, Ones
and Viswesvaran (2007) found a correlation value of .27 between maximal
performance and covert integrity tests. Also, Klehe and Latham (2003) found a

correlation value of .30.

1.2.2.2 Integrity as a predictor of organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB)

There is a scarcity of research on the integrity and OCB relationship. However, the
literature on OCB in general suggests that it could be a relevant outcome variable

with respect to integrity.

OCBs are defined by Organ (1990) as the work-related activities beyond the job

scope, formal contract and incentives of the employees. However, such behaviors



still increase organizational effectiveness. For this reason, they are desired

behaviors of employees and investigated frequently in the literature.

Organ (1988) specified five dimensions of OCB. Altruism is helping co-workers in
their tasks at work. Courtesy means showing respect to others, so that not creating
problems and difficulties in the work place. Sportsmanship refers to having
toleration for less than ideal situations and not complaining about everything by the
help of a general positive attitude. Conscientiousness implies trying more than the
minimum requirement of the role in the organization and having dutiful respect of
the rules. Finally, civic virtue stands for feeling responsible towards the

improvement of the organization and raising fame of it.

As stated above, OCB is considered to be a relevant outcome for this study for some
reasons. First of all, there are a number of studies reporting significant correlations
between OCB and counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) (e.g., O’Brien &
Allen, 2008; Sackett, Berry & Wiemann, 2006). CWBs are defined as the behaviors
of employees which give damage to the organization’s interest (Sackett, 2002).
O’Brien and Allen (2008) investigated organizational behaviors in a four-factor
model. The factors were OCB-I, OCB-O, CWB-I, and CWB-O; “I” referring to
interpersonally-directed behaviors, and “O” referring to organizationally-directed
behaviors. The correlation values of supervisor report of behaviors were -.41 for
OCB-I and CWB-I; and -.54 for OCB-0O and CWB-O. Sackett et al. (2006) reported
the correlation value of OCB and CWB to be -.31. This moderate negative
correlation suggests that OCB and CWB are not necessarily two ends of a single
continuum but represents two distinct but correlating sets of behaviors. Moreover,
the relationship between integrity and CWB has been widely studied (e.g., Boye &
Wasserman, 1996; Jones & Terris, 1983; Neuman & Baydoun, 1998; Ones &
Viswesvaran, 2003). For example, in their meta-analysis Ones et al. (1993) found

that integrity had a mean true validity of .47 in predicting counterproductive work



behaviors. Recent findings in the literature indicate that individual CWBs are all
related with each other; thus, it should not be surprising that integrity tests predict
most CWBs (Berry, Sackett, & Wiemann, 2007). A finding by Boye and
Wasserman (1996) was in the same direction. That is, they reported a correlation of
-.24 between honesty tests and counterproductivity. These authors further stated that
employees engaging in any kind of CWB would engage in other types as well. In
terms of the test types, the overt integrity test predicted CWB slightly better than
covert ones (Frost & Rafilson, 1989).

As indicated above, studies investigating the relationship between integrity and
OCB are very scarce. However, the reviewed literature suggests that these two
variables have common correlates. That is, they both correlate significantly with
CWB, although in different directions. Furthermore, conceptually it makes sense to
expect a positive relationship between OCB and integrity. Indirectly, supporting this
argument, Cho and Ringquist, 2010 found a positive correlation between integrity
of the leadership and OCBs of the subordinates. Hence in the present study,
integrity level of the individual is expected to have some effect on OCBs that they
exhibit.

1.2.2.3 Integrity as a predictor of withdrawal behavior

Withdrawal behaviors are some kind of behaviors which occur when employees
want to decrease their contribution to the job but they are still employed (Kaplan,
Bradley, Lachman, & Hayness, 2009). Voluntary employee tardiness, absenteeism,
and turnover represent physical removal from the workplace and decrease of such a
contribution; thus referred to as “withdrawal behaviors” (Koslowsky, 2000). They
are costly to organizations (Navarro & Bass, 2006). Moreover, withdrawal
behaviors are reported to have negative effects on teammates’ morale and work

motivation (Koslowsky, Sagie, Krausz, & Singer, 1997).

10



Withdrawal behaviors which are included in this study are turnover intentions and
absenteeism. Turnover intentions refer to the extent to which an employee plans to
leave his/her job/organizations, but such thinking has not yet turned into actual
behavior. In their meta-analysis, Van lddekinge, Roth, Raymark, and Odle-Dusseau
(2012) investigated the turnover and integrity relationship and reported an overall
mean observed validity of .07.

In the present study turnover intentions are used rather than actual turnover
behavior because of two reasons. First of all, inclusion of actual turnover behavior
requires a longitudinal design, which is not feasible in the current study. Second,
intentions have been shown to be good proxy measures of actual turnover behavior
in the past research. That is, relatively strong correlations have been reported
between turnover behavior and turnover intentions (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner,
2000; Tett & Meyer, 1993). These correlations are reported to change between .17

and .49 in the turnover literature review of Mobley et al. (1997).

The other withdrawal behavior included in the present study is absenteeism.
Absenteeism has been shown to be predicted by personality-based integrity tests
with a corrected mean validity of .33 (Ones et al., 2003). Moreover, a high
correlation value of .62 between integrity and absenteeism was reported by Jones
and Terris (1983).

The relationships of job performance and withdrawal behavior with integrity have
been well established in the literature. To better understand the mechanism through
which integrity is related to these critical outcome variables, moderators and
mediators of the relationships need to be better understood. In the present study,
organizational justice perceptions, which mainly refer to the extent to which

individuals believe that they are treated fairly in their organization, are expected to
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moderate the relationships between integrity and organizational outcome variables.

The rationale for the expectation is also explained in details later.

1.3 Organizational Justice and Its Components

The construct of organizational justice has received an increased research attention
over the last two decades (Colquitt et al., 2001; Cropanzano, Bowen & Gilliland,
2007). In this section the concept of organizational justice and its components are
reviewed. In the following section, predictive value of organizational justice for the
outcomes of job performance, OCB and withdrawal behaviors of turnover
intentions and absenteeism are discussed. Finally, the rationale for the expected
moderating role of organizational justice in the integrity-organizations outcomes

relationships is presented.

Ryan (1993) mentioned justice as being a favorite topic of research since the very
early philosophical exploration, actually from the age of Plato and Socrates. The
term justice means oughtness or righteousness, briefly; and from the organizational
sciences perspective, justice is socially constructed. This means that, an action is
just if most of the individuals perceive it to be in that way (Cropanzano &
Greenberg, 1997). People’s perceptions of fairness in an organization can
characterize organizational justice (Greenberg & Baron, 2008). Folger and
Cropanzano (1998) defined organizational justice as "the conditions of employment

that lead individuals to believe that they are treated fairly or unfairly" (p. xii).

When organizational justice concept was first introduced in the literature it mainly
referred to distributive justice. The term distributive justice was described by
Deutsch (1985) and Folger and Konovsky (1989) as perceived fairness of the

individual on the received compensation and/or outcomes. The source of
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distributive justice is equity theory and is mostly focused on fair allocation of
economic resources and opportunities such as pay or career options (Greenberg &
Baron, 2008). In this theory, inequity was defined as a perception of a
psychologically observed relationship between the individual’s job inputs and
outputs compared to others (Adams, 1965; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). This
inequity/distributive injustice is mentioned by Térnblom and Vermunt (2007) to
result in psychological tension among employees leading negative feelings like
anger and guilt, as well as motivation to restore justice again. When the ratio is the

same, the individual will perceive to be treated fairly.

The next construct or component of organizational justice is procedural justice and
it was first introduced by Thibaut and Walker (1975). Procedural justice includes
“fairness issues concerning the methods, mechanisms, and processes employed to
determine outcomes” (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998, p. 26). It is related with
perceived fairness of the means and procedures to the outcomes (Folger &
Konovsky, 1989; Greenberg & Baron, 2008) and has given rise to two construct
model of organizational justice. This second construct was derived because justice
perceptions concerning the outcomes was not enough and justice perceptions
concerning the ways used to determine the outcomes needed attention as well
(Deutsch, 1975; Folger, 1977; Leventhal, Karuza & Fry, 1980). Leventhal et al.
(1980) identified six dimensions of the construct of procedural justice in their study.
According to these authors, procedures are perceived to be fair if they are consistent
each time and for each person (consistency), do not take into account self-interest or
are not implemented for the benefit of a third party (bias suppression), are
considered accurate, full and verifiable (accuracy), provide opportunities to correct
the decision if it is false, biased or inconsistent (correctability), represent all the
related parties for their opinions and concerns (representativeness), and finally obey
moral and ethical standards of the proper behavior in the organization (ethicality).

Just like the distributive injustice, discrepancy between the just and the applied
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procedure is perceived as procedural injustice; again turning into psychological
tension, resulting in negative feelings like anger and distress as well as creating an

intention to restore the procedural justice (Térnblom & Vermunt, 2007).

Bies and Moag (1986) introduced the third type of justice perceptions as
interactional justice. Originally, interactional justice had been accepted to be part of
procedural justice that concerns the quality of interpersonal relationships (Bies &
Moag, 1986; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). Later, it was accepted to be an
independent component of the three construct model of organizational justice
perceptions. It is defined as the experienced quality of the treatment during the
implementation of organizational procedures (Bies & Moag, 1986). In the literature,
interactional justice is generally asserted to have two distinct but related
components: interpersonal and informational justice (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg,
1994). Interpersonal justice deals with being behaved respectfully, in a sensitive
manner and having dignity in the relationships (Bies & Moag, 1986). Greenberg
and Beron (2008), described it as the perceived fairness by the individuals of being
treated by others, and others in this description are generally authority figures.
Informational justice, on the other hand, is described as providing adequate
explanations for especially unfavorable events (Greenberg, 1994). From the
employee’s viewpoint, it is the degree of getting relevant information for the
management decisions and organizational level practices (Greenberg & Baron,
2008). This information should be clear, in time, given in an appropriate fashion
and in a reasonably detailed manner (Skarlicki, Barclay, & Pugh, 2008). When
informational and interpersonal justice comes together, implying getting relevant
explanation about the outcomes and when this explanation embodies dignity and

respect, the total effect of justice is expected to increase (Colquitt, 2001).

Although organizational justice research still mainly focuses on distributive and

procedural justice (Greenberg, 1990), the four construct model of justice (i.e.,
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distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and informational) is a generally accepted
framework (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt, Greenberg & Zapata-Phelan, 2005;
McDowall & Fletcher, 2004). This framework actually approves a three construct
model of distributive, procedural and interactional justice; then divides interactional
justice further into two sub constructs as interpersonal and informational justice,

resulting eventually in a four-factor structure of organizational justice.

A number of researchers mentioned high correlations between some or all of these
four constructs (Colquitt et al., 1995; Folger, 1987; Folger & Konovsky, 1989;
McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). In Hauenstein, Mcgonigle, and Flinder’s (2001) meta-
analysis, the correlation between distributive and procedural justice was reported to
be .64. Moreover, in Colquitt’s study (2001), correlations between organizational
justice constructs ranged between .14 and .74. Based on these relatively high
correlations, use of an overall construct of organizational justice rather than
individual composites was recommended (Folger, 1987; Martocchio & Judge,
1995). On the basis of these studies, moderation effect of an overall organizational
justice perception is investigated in the present study. However, examination of

individual justice components is also conducted on an explanatory basis.

1.3.1 Organizational justice and organizational outcomes

Organizational justice has been reported to be related to a number of critical
outcome variables like job performance (Williams, 1999), OCB (Aslam and
Sadagat, 2011), and withdrawal behaviors of turnover intentions (Flint, Haley and
McNally, 2012) and absenteeism (Gellatly, 1995). In this section, these

relationships are briefly discussed.
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1.3.1.1 Organizational justice as a predictor of job performance

The positive relationships between perceived fairness of outcomes, procedures, and
interpersonal treatment and job performance were reported by Cohen-Charash and
Spector (2001), Colquitt et al. (2001), and Williams (1999). Procedural justice was
found to have an independent and the strongest relationship with job performance
(Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Early & Lind, 1987; Konovsky & Cropanzano,
1991). Distributive justice was also found to be related to job performance
(Greenberg, 1988; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991). Moreover, interpersonal justice
(Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002; Ramaswami & Singh, 2003) and informational
justice (Colquitt et al, 2005) were also reported to be correlated with measures of

job performance.

1.3.1.2 Organizational justice as a predictor of OCBs and CWBs

Many researchers have investigated and reported a relationship between
organizational justice perceptions and OCB. Among these studies, some found
distributive justice as a crucial predictor of OCB (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Spector,
2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; Moorman, 1991; Organ, 1990). Procedural justice was
also reported to be a significant predictor of OCB in a variety of studies (e.g.,
Konovsky & Organ, 1996; Moorman, 1991; Organ, 1988; Schappe, 1998). Finally,
Colquitt et al. (2005) found significant relationships between OCB and both
informational and interpersonal justice. Chegini (2009) found OCB to be correlated
with both an overall organizational justice perception as well as four justice

constructs individually.
Organizational justice and CWB relationship has also received considerable

research attention (e.g., Aquino, Galperin & Bennett, 2004; Bennett & Robinson,
2003). Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) found a significant negative correlation
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between CWB and distributive justice; and Colquitt et al. (2001) reported negative
correlations of CWB with interpersonal and informational justice perceptions.

1.3.1.3 Organizational justice as a predictor of withdrawal behavior

Withdrawal behaviors of turnover intentions and absenteeism were investigated for
their relationship with organizational justice perceptions in a number of studies.
Researchers reported a negative relationship between organizational justice and
turnover intentions (Ball, Trevino & Sims, 1993; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001;
Colquitt et al., 2001; Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Olsen-Buchanan, 1996).
Both Gieter et al. (2012) and Kwon et al. (2008) found significant negative

correlations between turnover intentions and all three justice components.

Also, some studies reported a negative correlation between organizational justice
perceptions and absenteeism (e.g., Gellatly, 1995; Hulin, 1991; Skarlicki & Folger
1997). Elovainio, Kivimaki, and Vahtera (2002) found a direct relationship between
absenteeism and both procedural and interactional justice. Distributive justice
perceptions’ relation with absenteeism however was found to be mediated by
organizational commitment and job satisfaction (e.g., Dittrich & Carrell, 1979;
Gibson, 1966; Johns & Nicholson, 1982; Patchen, 1960).

All told, the reviewed literature suggests that both overall justice and components of
justice seem to be important predictors of critical organizational outcomes.
However, in addition to these observed main effects, it is important to understand
whether justice perceptions may strengthen or weaken some other predictors’
relationships with the outcome variables. The predictor of interest in the current
study is integrity, and the question that the present study aims to answer is whether
justice perception regulates/moderates the integrity-outcome relationships. In their

study, Lasson and Bass (1997) stated that employees perceiving mistreatment in

17



their organization reported more engagement in organizational deviance during
integrity tests. Furthermore, Greenberg (1990) incorporated integrity and
organizational justice in the same study, and reported that distributive justice was a
moderator in the relationship between integrity and a counterproductive work
behavior of theft. Thus, a moderation effect of organizational justice, in the

relationship of integrity and organizational outcomes interested can be expected.

1.4 The Present Study

As stated above, the present study aims to investigate the moderation effect of
organizational justice perceptions in the relationship between integrity and critical
organizational outcome variables, mainly job performance, OCB, and withdrawal
behavior of turnover intentions and absenteeism. Much research attention has
focused on the predictive validities of integrity or perception of organizational

justice, separately, with respect to the mentioned outcome variables.

| expect organizational justice to enhance integrity-job performance relationship.
That is, the well-established relationship between integrity and supervisory ratings
of job performance as mentioned in details in above sections are likely to be
strengthened/weakened especially when the work environment is perceived to be
fair/unfair.  Similarly, a fair/unfair work environment is expected to
strengthen/weaken the relationship between integrity and OCB. That is, for
example, | expect a weakening of the established negative relationship between
integrity and withdrawal behaviors especially under conditions of low levels of
justice perceptions. In other words, in all of the following hypotheses of the study
presented below, depending on justice perceptions, the strength of the integrity-
outcome relationships is expected to change. The model to be tested can be seen in

Figure 1.
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Thus, the following hypotheses are tested in the present study:

Hypothesis 1. Organizational justice perceptions moderate the relationship
between integrity and supervisory ratings of job performance.

Hypothesis 2. Organizational justice perceptions moderate the relationship
between integrity and organizational citizenship behaviors.

Hypothesis 3a. Organizational justice perceptions moderate the relationship
between integrity and turnover intentions.

Hypothesis 3b. Organizational justice perceptions moderate the relationship

between integrity and absenteeism.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

Participants of the study were employees working in different cities and locations of
an organization operating in telecommunications sector in Turkey. Participants were
basically chosen from different departments of the head quarter of the organization
and from regional offices in different cities. Among them were electronic engineers,
civil engineers, mechanical engineers, industrial engineers, lawyers, architects,

customer relationship specialists, sales employees, and administrative staff, etc.

Questionnaire package were sent approximately to 1000 employees and initially
367 of them attempted to fill out the package, with a response rate of 37 %. Among
these questionnaires, 283 of them were totally completed by the participants and
were used for the main analyses. Hence, the final sample was composed of 283
employees. Of the participants 64 (23.6%) were women and 207 (76.4%) were men;
12 participants did not indicate their gender. Underrepresentation of women stems
from the policy of the organization; male employees are disproportionally recruited
in the regional offices which mainly involve outdoor work. Ages of the participants
ranged from 23 to 58 years (M = 35.25 years; SD = 7.87 years), and 14 of them did
not indicate their age. In terms of education level; only 1 (0.4%) had a Ph.D., 70
(25.9%) had a master’s degree, 167 (61.9%) had a bachelor’s degree, 18 (6.7%) had
a two-year college degree and the remaining 14 (5.2%) had a high school degree or

lower degree, while 13 participants did not indicate his/her education level. Work
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experience of the participants ranged between 0 and 35 years (M = 8.9 years; SD =
8.98 years). Participants was composed of specialists (N = 91, 35%), senior
specialists (N = 98, 37.7%), and finally managers (N = 71, 27.3%); and 23

participants did not indicate his/her title in the organization.

Summary of these demographic variables for the participants are presented in Table
1.

Table 1. Summary Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Variable N Missing Percentage @ Mean SD  Range
Gender 271 12

Male 207 76.4

Female 64 23.6
Age 269 14 3525 7.87 23-58
Seniority 278 8.9 898 0-35
Education Level 270 13

High school or lower 14 5.2

Two year college 18 6.7

Bachelor's degree 167 61.9

Master's degree 70 25.9

PhD 1 0.4
Title 260 23

Specialist 91 35

Senior specialist 98 37.7

Manager 71 27.3

2.2 Measures

The questionnaire package included measures of integrity, organizational justice

perceptions, organizational citizenship behavior, turnover intentions and
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demographics information form which will be mentioned in details below. Brief
written instructions were provided at the beginning of all the scales. Ratings for the
scales were averaged for each participant to determine the related scale score for

further analyses.

2.2.1 Integrity Scale

To measure the integrity levels of the participants, an overt Turkish integrity scale
developed by Bilgic, Bikmaz, Esgin, and Sahin (2011) was used. Internal
consistency of the scale is reported to be .78 and it consists of three factors of lying,
manipulating, and insincerity. Internal consistency values of these subscales are .80,
.67, and .68, while numbers of items are eight, six, and six, respectively. The item
“Some crimes which do not require punishment should be forgiven” did not load on
any of the factors, so it was not included in the current study. Moreover, after taking
the approval of the developers, some items of the scale which focused on behavioral
acceptance were converted into items tapping only perceptions. In this revised
version, all the items in the insincerity subscale, except one (“The amount of
attention for a customer or employer can be decided on external appearance”), are
reverse coded. A sample item for lying is “Lying can be tolerated when the person
is stucked,” for manipulating it is “It is normal that most of my colleagues behaving
in a dishonest way” and finally for insincerity it is “Relationships should not be
based on self-interest.” Although the original version of the scale asks for the
frequency of the behaviors; since some items are revised for perceptions,
participants are asked to respond to the items rated on a 5 point Likert scale (1 =
“Strongly disagree.” and 5 = “Strongly agree.”). Keeping the original format, higher
scores on the scale suggest less integrity. However, for simplicity in the

explanations of the results, final scale scores of the participants were reversed and
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then analyzed; meaning higher scores indicating higher levels of integrity. The scale

can be seen in Appendix A.

2.2.2 Organizational Justice Perception Scale

This scale is developed by Colquitt (2001) and the version used in this study was
adopted to Turkish by Ozmen, Arnak, and Ozeri (2007). The original version of the
scale is a five-point Likert type scale with 20 items and has four subscales:
distributive, procedural, interpersonal and informational justice. Number of items
for distributive and interpersonal justice scales is four, for procedural justice is
seven, and finally for informational justice is five. The items are rated on a 5-point
scale (1 = “Very few” to 5 = “Substantially”). The reliability values of the subscales
are reported to be .93, .93, .90, and .92, respectively by Colquitt (2001). The
reliability values for the Turkish version subscales of distributive, procedural, and
interactional justice were reported to be as .94, .86 and .88, respectively (Ozmen, et
al., 2007). A sample item for procedural justice is “Are the decision making
processes applied in a consistent way?”; for distributive justice “Are the outcomes
you get adequate in terms of your performance?”; for interpersonal justice “Does
your manager show you respect?” and lastly for informational justice “Does your
manager give the process details in a timely manner?” Only one item of
interpersonal justice, which is “Does your manager incline unfair comment or
criticism?” is a reverse-coded one. Overall score for the scale was used in
hypothesis testing, while the subscale scores were examined for exploratory
purposes. The scale can be seen in Appendix B.
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2.2.3 Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) Scale

The 24-item OCB scale developed by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter
(1990) was used. The items are rated on a 5-point scale (1 = “Certainly disagree”
and 5 = “Certainly agree.”). A rating of 3 on this scale corresponds to “Somewhat
agree”, rather than to ‘“Neutral or Neither Agree/Nor Disagree” to be able to avoid
an artificial inflation of mid-point/neutral responses. The scale provides scores of
altruism, civic virtue, courtesy, conscientiousness and sportsmanship. Number of
items for civic virtue is four and the remaining constructs are measured with five
items each. The items of sportsmanship construct are all reverse coded. The
subscales are reported to have internal reliability values ranging between .54 and
.88 (Podsakoff et al, 1990). The Turkish version of the scale was developed by
Uniivar (2006) for his doctorate thesis. Reliability coefficients of this Turkish
version reported by Uniivar are .76 for altruism and civic virtue, .53 for courtesy,
.59 for conscientiousness, and finally .69 for sportsmanship. In this study, to shorten
the scale, all the subscales are decided to be measured by three items each. So, one
item from civic virtue subscale and two items from each of the remaining subscales
with relatively low factor loadings were removed. Among the remaining 15 items, a
sample item for altruism is “I help others who have been absent,” for civic virtue “I
attend functions that are not required, but help the company image,” for courtesy “I
consider the impact of my actions on coworkers,” for conscientiousness “My
attendance at work is above the norm,” and finally for sportsmanship “I consume a
lot of time complaining about trivial matters.” Higher scores on the scales imply
higher frequency and more positive perception of OCB for the overall measure and

each subscale. The scale is presented in Appendix C.
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2.2.4 Turnover Intentions Scale

For turnover intentions, the three item scale developed by Cammann, Fichman,
Jenkins, and Klech (1983) was used. The scale uses a five-point Likert type scaling
(1 = “Certainly disagree”; 5 = “Certainly agree.”); and again a rating of 3
corresponds to “Somewhat agree”, rather than “Neutral”. The scale was reported to
have a reliability value of .85. The Turkish version of this scale was used by
Mimaroglu (2008) for her doctorate thesis with the reliability value of .67. The only
reverse item of the scale is “I hardly think about resignation.” Higher scores on the
scale reflect higher levels of turnover intentions. The scale can be seen in Appendix
D.

2.2.5 Demographic Information Form

Demographic information such as participants’ gender, age, seniority, education
level, title, and organizational unit was collected at the end of the questionnaire
package. Employee number and/or name-surname information was also requested
for the matching of supervisory ratings of job performance and absenteeism data of

the participants. The demographic information form can be seen in Appendix E.

2.2.6 Job Performance Score

Annual job performance ratings of the employees for the year 2012 were used as a
measure of job performance. In this performance evaluation system, initially first
supervisors evaluate job performance of the employee based on the key
performance indicators determined at the beginning of the year and controlled
through the intranet system of the organization. Number of key performance
indicators is flexible and determined by the supervisors and employees. Following

this first evaluation, a meeting is arranged with the first, second and third level
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manager; and a final performance score is reached at the end of this meeting.
Performance ratings are done on a 5-point graphic rating scale (1 = “Unsuccessful”
and 5 = “Very successful”). Ratings ranged between 2 and 5 (M = 3.19; SD = .84).

2.2.7 Absenteeism

Absenteeism data of the employees for the period of 01.01.2013 and 10.10.2013
were obtained from the card based electronic entrance system records. Employees
in this organization work nine hours a day; so a one-day absenteeism refers to nine
hours of absenteeism. Medical/health related excuses, administrative take-offs from
work and other whole excused days off from work are recorded as the day-based
absenteeism and medical visit permissions and hourly permissions are generally
recorded as the hour-based absenteeism. So, total number of hours not worked

during the specified time period was used as the absenteeism measure.

2.3 Design and Procedure

After the approval of the Human Subjects Review Committee of the university, the
questionnaire package was applied through a widely used online survey application
website (www.surveymonkey.com). A link was created automatically by the
website for the participants to reach the questionnaire. This link was sent by an e-
mail to the original sample of 1000 employees in different locations and
departments, with a detailed explanation about the aim of the study. In this
explanation; how the data would be analyzed (group-based) was explained and
confidentiality of the responses were assured. The completion time for the
guestionnaire package was estimated to be 10-12 minutes, and it was available on
the web site for approximately a month. No due date was stated to the participants
and every day completion percentage was controlled on the related website. Among
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the participants who gave permission for their supervisory ratings of job
performance and absenteeism data to be used in the present study; the data were
acquired from the Human Resources department of the organization. Then all the

data were transferred to the SPSS for the analyses.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Overview

This chapter presents the results of the study in four sections: (1) data screening; (2)
correlations between the study variables, descriptive statistics and reliability
analysis of the scales; (3) hypotheses testing, and finally (4) exploratory analysis

and findings.

In the first section, actions for data screening as handling for missing values and
identifying and dealing with outliers of the data are presented. In the second section,
bivariate correlations among the major variables of integrity, procedural justice,
distributive  justice, interpersonal justice, informational justice, overall
organizational justice, organizational citizenship behaviour, turn-over intentions,
performance, absenteeism and demographic variables are examined. Moreover,
descriptive statistics of the variables of interest along with reliability values are
presented in this section. In the third section, results of the hypothesis testing for the
presumed moderation effect of overall organizational justice over the relationship of
integrity with outcome variables of performance, organizational citizenship
behaviour, withdrawal behaviours, turn-over intentions and absenteeism are
presented. Finally, in the last section, a number of exploratory analyses are
presented.
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3.2 Data Screening

Data screening started with an examination of data for out of range values and
handling of missing data. Scales each participant completed had a total of 65 items,
which resulted in 18,395 item scores for 283 participants. Only 44 item scores were
missing meaning less than 1% missing values. These missing cases did not show
any pattern and did not have a majority in any of the scales or participants. To
handle these missing items, mean of that participant for that scale was computed

and used for replacement.

Later, an outlier analysis was conducted. Standardized z scores of integrity,
procedural justice, distributive justice, interpersonal justice, informational justice,
overall organizational justice, organizational citizenship behaviour, turn-over
intentions, performance, absenteeism, age and seniority were computed. Cases with
standardized z scores in excess of 4 and below of -4 were treated as outliers. One
participant with a standardized z score of -4.22 was deleted as outlier for
organizational citizenship behaviour variable. And, four participants were treated as
outliers on absenteeism because of standardized z scores ranging from 4.41 and
6.83, and they were also deleted. No other outliers were identified on the remaining

variables and major analyses were conducted on the remaining 278 participants.

3.3 Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables, Correlations, and Reliability

Analysis

Means and standard deviations of the major and demographic variables, bivariate
correlations between variables and reliabilities of the scales are presented in Table

2. First, the means of the participants’ responses on the major study variables were
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examined. As can be seen in Table 2, means of the integrity and organizational
citizenship behavior scales were over the mid-point, as would be expected.
Although not as high as these variables, distributive, interpersonal and
informational justice means were also above the mid-point of the respective scales.
Only subscale of procedural justice had a mean value below the mid-point
representing that participants perceived the methods and procedures for distribution
of the benefits as not being fair enough, objective and standardized. Mean for the
turnover intentions variable was also below the moderate level. This finding was
probably not very surprising as the study was carried out by a human resource
specialist of the organization (the researcher herself) and reporting turnover
intentions to this person might have been especially difficult for some of the

participants.

The mean job performance score was close to the midpoint of the performance
rating scale and the examination of the standard deviation suggested that job
performance was normally distributed. As would be expected, absenteeism data (M
= 16 hours; SD = 29.27 hours) were substantially skewed even after the elimination

of the two outliers on this variable.

Secondly, bivariate correlations of the study variables and demographic variables
were examined. Significant positive correlations between gender and age (r = .22, p
<.01), and gender and seniority (r = .14, p < .05) suggested that in this organization
men were more likely to be older than women, and also they were more senior than
women. However, the observed negative relationship between age and education
level (r = -.16, p < .01) meant that younger employees were more educated than
older ones. A significant negative correlation between seniority and education level
(r =-.21, p < .01), suggested that experienced employees were also likely to be less
educated. All the correlations between demographic variables are presented in
Table 2.
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When bivariate correlations of integrity, a major variable of interest in the present
study, with the other variables were investigated; it was found that integrity had
significant positive relationships with procedural justice (r = .15, p < .05),
interpersonal justice (r = .15, p < .05), informational justice (r = .22, p < .01),
overall organizational justice perception (r = .17, p < .01), and organizational
citizenship behaviour (r = .33, p < .01). Moreover, a significant negative correlation
with absenteeism (r = -.15, p < .05), as would be expected, was observed. These
results indicated that employees who reported to have more integrity; perceived the
organization as being more just, had more organizational citizenship behaviour, and
showed less absenteeism. On the other hand, contrary to the expectations, no
significant relationships between integrity and job performance and integrity and

turnover intentions were found.
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Table 2.Correlations, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities of the Study Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1 Integrity .80

2 Procedural Justice 15* .89

3 Distributive Justice .05 .66** .93

4 Interpersonal Justice 5% 56**  40** 87

5  Informational Justice 22%*  61**F 44%*% 78*%* 93

6  Overall Org. Justice A7** 8h**  77**  82** 86** .95

7 Org. Citizenship Beh. 33 A7 07 5% 18**  17** 75

8  Turnover Intentions -07  -26%* -28%* -32** -28** -34** -26** 83

10 Absenteeism -15* .05 .08 -.04 .00 .03 .00 -.05 -.16*

11  Gender -.02 .05 -.02 .00 -.05 -01 -.04 .04 .00 -.07

12 Age 02 -.02 .04 .10 .02 .04 J16*  -23** .00 -.12* .22**

13 Seniority .01 -.05 .02 .09 .00 .02 A5 -22** 03 -08 .14*  87**

14 Education Level .02 .01 -.07 -.08 -.06 -.07 -.00 24** 12 .04 -05 -16** -21**

15 Title .00 -04 -05 -01 .02 -.02 .02 -01 12 .02 -07 .07 10 .07
Mean 408 285 323 389 346 336 412 219 319 16 - 3523 8091 - -
Standard Deviation 046 091 108 092 104 081 041 108 0.84 2927 - 7.87 8.98 - -

Note. Integrity, Organizational Citizenship Behaviour and Turnover Intentions measured on a 5 point Likert scale 1 = Completely Disagree, 5 = Completely Agree;
Organizational Justice variables (Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice, Interpersonal Justice and Informational Justice) measured on a 5 point Likert scale 1 = Very
Few, 5 = Substantially Much; Gender 1 = Women, 2= Men; Education Level 1= High School, 2= Two-year College Degree, 3 = Bachelor’s Degree, 4 = Master’s
Degree, 5 = Doctorate Degree; Title 1 = Entry Level Positions, 2 = High Level Positions; Reliabilities are presented at the diagonal in bold. *p < .05, **p < .01



As expected, all subscales of organizational justice (i.e., procedural justice,
distributive justice, interpersonal justice, and informational justice) had relatively
high positive relationships with each other (r = .56-.66) and with the overall
organizational justice score (r =.77-86). Furthermore, overall organizational justice
perceptions were positively correlated with both organizational citizenship
behaviour (r = .17, p < .01) and job performance (r = .23, p < .01). On the other
hand, it had a significant negative correlation with turnover intentions (r = -.34, p <
.01). These results suggested that participants, who had high levels of justice
perceptions, were more likely to be good at organizational citizenship behaviour
and job performance and had less intention to quit the job. On the other side,
contrary to the general literature, no significant correlation was observed between

perceived organizational justice and absenteeism.

Organizational citizenship behaviour had a significant negative relationship with
turnover intentions (r = -.25, p < .01), meaning that employees who reported to
have more organizational citizenship behaviour had less intentions to quit. Also, job
performance had a negative relationship with absenteeism (r = -.16, p < .05),
suggesting that participants with higher performance levels were less likely to be
absent.

Finally, reliability values of the scales are presented at the diagonal of the
correlation matrix in bold. As can be seen, all the scales used in the present study
had satisfactory internal reliability coefficients.

3.4 Hypothesis Testing

In general, perceived organizational justice was hypothesized to moderate the

relationship between integrity and critical outcome variables i.e., (job performance,
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organizational citizenship behaviour, withdrawal behaviours of absenteeism and
turnover intentions). To investigate the hypothesized moderation effects, four

moderated regression analyses were conducted, one for each outcome variable.

Prior to hypothesis, in each analysis the presumed moderator, that is perceived
organizational justice, and the independent variable, that is integrity, were both
centered as suggested by Aiken and West (1991). Then, the cross product of these
centered variables was computed to create the interaction term. Furthermore, for
each moderated regression analysis, if the related outcome variable had a significant
correlation with any of the demographic variables of gender, age, seniority,
education level, and title, then these demographic variables were treated as the
control variables to be entered in the first step of the moderated regression analysis.
Then, the centered variables of integrity and perceived organizational justice
variables were entered in the next step. Finally, the interaction term of integrity and
perceived organizational justice was entered in the last step of the analysis.

Hypothesis 1 proposed that “Organizational justice perceptions moderate the
relationship between integrity and supervisory ratings of job performance.” To
examine this moderation effect, a moderated regression analysis was conducted.
Since performance variable did not have any significant correlations with any of the
demographic variables, there were no control variables to be entered in the first
step. So, in the first step, centered integrity and perceived organizational justice
variables were entered, while interaction term of these centered variables were

entered in the second step.

As presented in Table 3, variables entered in the first and second steps predicted
performance significantly [R? = .05, F(2, 200) = 5.54, p< .01; R* = .06, F(3, 199) =
4.05, p< .01, respectively]. Integrity and perceived organizational justice variables

which were entered in the first step explained 5% of the variance in supervisory
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ratings of job performance. However, the interaction term of these variables entered
in the second step did not account for a significant additional variance in
supervisory ratings of job performance. When variable effects were analyzed
individually, only perceived organizational justice had a significant main effect (5 =
.23, p < .01) on supervisory ratings of job performance. This means that employees
who perceived the organization as more just, demonstrated higher levels of job
performance. Moreover, since the interaction term did not predict supervisory
ratings of job performance significantly, it is concluded that; the nature of the
relationship between integrity and supervisory ratings of job performance did not
depend on perceived organizational justice, at least for the present sample.
Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.

Table 3. Results of the Analyses Testing the Moderating Effect of Perceived
Organizational Justice on the Relationship between Integrity and Supervisory
Ratings of Job Performance

Adjusted
Beta R? R? AR? F
Step 1. .05 .04 5.54**
Integrity .02
Organizational Justice .23**
Step 2. .06 .04 01 4.05**

Integ. X Org. Justice .07
Note.* p< .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

Hypothesis 2 proposed that “Organizational justice perceptions moderate the
relationship between integrity and organizational citizenship behavior.” To test this
hypothesis, a moderated regression analysis was conducted. Since, organizational
citizenship variable had significant correlations with age and seniority; these two

demographic variables were entered as control variables in the first step of the
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analysis. In the second step, centered integrity and perceived organizational justice
variables were entered, and the interaction term of these centered variables were

entered in the third step.

As can be seen in Table 4, variables entered in all three steps predicted
organizational citizenship behaviour significantly [R* = .03, F(2, 261) = 3.40, p<
.05; R? = .14, F(4, 259) = 10.91, p< .001; R* = .15, F(5, 258) = 8.75, p< .001,
sequentially]. Age and seniority which were entered in first step accounted for 3%
of the variance in organizational citizenship behaviour. Integrity and perceived
organizational justice variables which were entered in the second step, explained an
additional 12% of variance. Lastly, the interaction term of integrity and perceived
organizational justice variables, entered in the third and last step of the analysis, did
not account for a significant additional variance. When effects of the variables were
analyzed individually, neither of the demographic variables had a significant main
effect on organizational citizenship behaviour. However, both integrity (8 = .30, p <
.001) and perceived organizational justice (8 = .12, p < .05) contributed
significantly. Thus, employees who reported themselves to have more integrity
and/or who perceived the organization as more just, were also more likely to display
organizational citizenship behaviour. Finally, since the interaction term did not
contribute significantly to the prediction of organizational citizenship behavior, it
can be stated that the nature of the relationship between integrity and organizational
citizenship behaviour did not vary depending on perceived organizational justice.
Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not supported.
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Table 4. Results of the Analyses Testing the Moderating Effect of Perceived
Organizational Justice on the Relationship between Integrity and Organizational
Citizenship Behaviour

Adjusted
Beta R? R? AR? F
Step 1 .03 .02 3.40*
Age A1
Seniority .05
Step 2 14 13 12 10.91***
Integrity 30***
Organizational Justice  .12*
Step 3 15 13 .00 8.75***

Integ. X Org. Justice  -.03
Note.* p<.05; ** p < .01; *** p <.001

Hypothesis 3 was related with the withdrawal behaviour of the participants, and two
different withdrawal behaviours (i.e., turnover intentions and absenteeism) were
examined in the present study. Hypothesis 3a proposed that “Organizational justice
perceptions moderate the relationship between integrity and turnover intentions.”
To test this hypothesis, again a moderated regression analysis was conducted. Since,
turnover intentions variable had significant correlations with age, seniority, and
education level, these variables were entered as the control variables in the first step
of the analysis. In the second step, centered integrity and perceived organizational
justice variables were entered, while interaction term of these centered variables

were entered in the third step.

As presented in Table 5, variables regressed in all the steps predicted turnover
intentions significantly [R* = .10, F(3, 260) = 9.21, p< .001; R? = .21, F(5, 258) =
13.79, p< .001; R? = .22, F(6, 257) = 12.21, p< .001, sequentially]. Age, seniority

and education entered in first step, accounted for 10% of the variance in turnover
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intentions. Integrity and perceived organizational justice variables which were
entered in the second step explained an additional 12% of the variance. Lastly,
interaction term of integrity and perceived organizational justice variables entered
in the last step of the analysis did not account for any significant additional variance
in turnover intentions. When variable effects were analyzed individually, among the
demographic variables only education level had a significant main effect on
turnover intentions (f = .21, p < .01). This effect shows that, employees who had a
higher education level also were more likely to have turnover intentions. Moreover,
perceived organizational justice had a significant main effect on turnover intentions
(B = -.34, p <.001). That is, employees who perceived the organization as more
just, had lower intentions to leave the organization. Finally, a marginally significant
interaction effect on turnover intentions (5 = -.11, p = .06) was reported, pointing to
the marginally significant moderation effect of perceived organizational justice on

the relationship between integrity and turnover intentions.

Table 5. Results of the Analyses Testing the Moderating Effect of Perceived
Organizational Justice on the Relationship between Integrity and Turnover
Intentions

Adjusted
Beta R? R? AR? F
Step 1 10 .09 9.21***
Age -.16
Seniority -.04
Education Level 21%*
Step 2 21 .20 A2 13.79%**
Integrity -.02
Organizational Justice  -.34***
Step 3 22 .20 .01 12.21%**
Int. X Org. Justice -11

Note.* p<.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001
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To interpret this marginally significant interaction effect, a simple plot analysis
(Figure 2) and significance tests for these simple slopes of the regression lines (of
integrity level predicting turnover intentions) at high and low levels of
organizational justice perception were conducted as suggested by Aiken and West
(1991). Results indicated that none of the slope tests at low and high levels of
organizational justice perceptions were significant (B = .20, t=1.23, p> .05; B = -
.28, t =-1.35, p > .05, respectively). Although the slopes were not significant, there
were some trends that are worth mentioning. First of all, direction of the
relationship between integrity and turnover intentions at different levels of
perceived organizational justice variables tended to change. That is, for participants
with high justice perceptions, as integrity level increased, turnover intentions
decreased. Oppositely, for participants with low justice perceptions, as integrity
level increased, turnover intentions also tended to increase. Moreover, turnover
intention levels of participants (those with high and low justice perceptions) were
close to each other if they had low integrity levels; however, the gap increased as
their integrity levels increased. Finally, irrespective of the integrity level of the
employees; participants who perceived the organization as less just, had
significantly higher levels of turnover intentions. Hence, although marginally
significant, trend wise the data also provided support for the moderating role of

justice perceptions.
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Figure 2. Interaction between perceived organizational justice and integrity for turn-

over intentions.

Hypothesis 3b proposed that “Organizational justice perceptions moderate the
relationship between integrity and absenteeism.” To examine this moderation
effect, a moderated regression analysis was conducted. Since, absenteeism variable
had a significant correlation only with age; age was entered as the control variable
in the first step of the analysis. In the second step, centered integrity and perceived
organizational justice variables were entered, and the interaction term of these

centered variables were entered in the third step.
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As can be seen in Table 6, variables in all the steps predicted absenteeism
significantly [R? = .02, F(1, 255) = 4.01, p< .05; R? = .04, F(3, 253) = 3.41, p< .05;
R? = .04, F(4, 252) = 2.61, p< .05, sequentially]. Age that was entered in first step
accounted for 2% of the variance in absenteeism. Integrity and perceived
organizational justice variables which were entered in the second step, after
controlling for age, explained an additional 2% of the variance. Lastly, interaction
term of integrity and perceived organizational justice variables entered in the third
and last step of the analysis failed to account for any additional variance. When
effects of the variables were analyzed individually, age had a significant main effect
on absenteeism (f = -.12, p < .05). This effect indicates that, younger employees
had more tendencies for absenteeism. Moreover, integrity had significant main
effect on absenteeism (5 = -.15, p < .05), indicating that employees with higher
levels of reported integrity, had lower tendencies for absenteeism. Finally, the
interaction term again did not have a significant effect on absenteeism, meaning that
the nature of the relationship between integrity and absenteeism did not depend on

perceived organizational justice. Therefore, Hypothesis 3b was not supported.

Table 6. Results of the Analyses Testing the Moderating Effect of Perceived
Organizational Justice on the Relationship between Integrity and Absenteeism

Adjusted
Beta R? R? AR? F
Step 1 .02 .01 4.01*
Age -.12*
Step 2 .04 .03 .02 3.41*
Integrity -.15*
Organizational Justice .06
Step 3 .04 .03 .00 2.61*
Int. X Org. Justice .03

Note.* p< .05; ** p < .01; *** p <.001
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3.5 Exploratory Analyses

Besides testing the hypothesis of the study, a number of exploratory analyses were
conducted to examine the effects of age and the subdimensions of organizational
justice perceptions in the relationships between integrity and the four outcome

variables.

The first group of exploratory analyses were about the moderating role of age and
the driving force behind them was the observed significant correlations between age
and outcome variables of organizational citizenship behaviours (r = .16, p < .05),
turnover intentions (r = -.23, p < .01), and absenteeism (r = -.12, p < .05) in this
study. Moreover, the related literature also suggests the possibility of age as a
moderator of the examined relationships. For example, Ones and Viswesvaran
(1998) reported that older job applicants (age 40+) scored slightly higher on overt
integrity tests. That is, older participants scored .08 standard deviation higher on the
tests than the younger ones. Furthermore, although there were some inconsistencies
across studies, age also seemed to be associated with job performance in their meta-
analysis. Waldman and Avolio (1986) reported a positive relationship between age
and peer ratings of job performance whereas Struman (2003) reported an inverted

U-shape relationship between age and job performance.

Moreover, concerning the effect of age on organizational citizenship behaviour,
some studies indicated significant differences among the age groups (Bertolino,
Truxillo, & Fraccaroli, 2013; Uslu & Balci, 2012). In these studies, older teachers
were found to show more organizational citizenship behaviours both towards

individuals and organizations than younger teachers.
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In terms of withdrawal behaviours, there are meta-analytic and individual studies
indicating existence of a relationship between age and turnover intentions. In their
study, Werbel and Bedeian (1989) stated a negative correlation between age and
intention to quit (r = -.16, p < .05), while the value was reported to be (-.14) in the
meta-analysis of Ng and Feldman (2009). Moreover, age effect on the absenteeism
behaviour was again a frequently studied issue in the related literature. In the meta-
analysis performed in 1989 by Martocchio, frequency index (corrected r = -.20) and
time lost index (corrected r = -.11) of absenteeism were reported to decrease with
age. Similarly, Ng and Feldman (2008) stated that irrespective of the causes,
general absence level of the participants was strongly and negatively associated
with age (corrected r = -.28).

The first exploratory moderated regression analysis testing the role of age was
conducted for the integrity-supervisory ratings of job performance relationship.
Since, job performance did not significantly correlate with any of the demographic
variables; the analysis was conducted without controlling any other variable. Hence
in the first step, centered integrity and age scores were entered, and the interaction
term of these centered variables was entered in the second step. Variables in these
two steps did not predict supervisory ratings of job performance significantly and
did not explain any variance [R? = .00, F(2, 199) = .14, n.s. and R? = .00, F(3, 198)
= .14, n.s., sequentially]. When the effects of the variables were analyzed
individually, it was found that none of them had significant effects on job
performance, failing to support the expected moderation of age in the relationship

between integrity and job performance.

Second exploratory analysis about age was conducted for the moderation effect of
age on the relationship between integrity and organizational citizenship behaviour.
Since organizational citizenship behaviour had a significant correlation with

seniority, this variable was entered as a control variable in the first step of the
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analysis. In the second step, centered integrity and age variables were entered while
interaction term of these centered variables was entered in the third step. As
indicated in Table 7, variables in all steps predicted organizational citizenship
behaviour significantly [R* = .02, F(1, 262) = 6.00, p< .05; R* = .13, F(3, 260) =
12.91, p< .001; R? = .16, F(4, 259) = 11.90, p< .01, respectively]. Seniority which
was entered in first step accounted for 2% of the variance in organizational
citizenship behaviour. Integrity and age entered in the second step, explained an
additional 11% of the variance. Lastly, interaction term of integrity and age
variables entered in the last step of the analysis accounted for an additional 3% of
the variance. When the effects of variables were analyzed individually, seniority
had a significant and positive effect on organizational citizenship behaviour (5 =
.15, p <.05). This effect means that as seniority levels of the employees increased,
their frequency of organizational citizenship behaviors was also likely to increase.
Moreover, integrity (# = .32, p < .001) had a significant and positive main effect.
Thus, employees who reported themselves to have more integrity also reported to
display more OCB. Finally, the interaction term had a significant effect (8 = - .16, p
< .01) on organizational citizenship behaviour, suggesting that age moderated the

relationship between integrity and organizational citizenship behaviour.
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Table 7. Results of the Analyses Testing the Moderating Effect of Age on the
Relationship between Integrity and Organizational Citizenship Behaviour

Adjusted
Beta R? R? AR? F
Step 1 .02 .02 6.00*
Seniority A15*
Step 2 13 12 11 12.91***
Integrity 32***
Age A1
Step 3 16 14 .03 11.90***
Integrity X Age - 16**

Note.* p<.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001

To interpret this observed interaction of integrity and age a simple plot analysis (see
Figure 3) and significance tests for these simple slopes of the regression lines (of
integrity level predicting organizational citizenship behavior) at high and low levels
of age were conducted following the steps suggested by Aiken and West (1991).
Results indicated that both of the slope tests at low and high levels of age were
positive and significant (f = .45, t = 8.17, p< .001; g = .13, t = 2.42, p< .05,
respectively). Thus, these significant and positive relationships indicated that as
integrity levels of employees increased, their OCB levels also increased, and older
employees in general showed more OCB than their younger counterparts. It was
also observed that integrity levels of younger employees were more critical in their
OCB levels compared to older ones; that is, OCB levels of younger employees
differed more substantially in accordance with their integrity levels. Moreover, at
low integrity levels, age-related differences in the OCB were more evident.
However, at high levels of integrity, both older and younger employees showed

approximately the same level of OCB.
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Figure 3.Interaction between age and integrity for OCB.

Third exploratory analysis about age was conducted to examine the potential
moderation effect of age in the relationship between integrity and turnover
intentions. Since, turnover intentions variable had significant correlations with
seniority and education level among the demographic variables other than age;
these two variables were entered as the control variables in the first step. In the
second step, centered integrity and age variables were entered, while interaction
term of these centered variables was entered in the third step. Variables in all the
steps predicted turnover intentions significantly [R? = .09, F(2, 261) = 12.85, p<
.001; R? = .10, F(4, 259) = 7.30, p< .001; R* = .11, F(5, 258) = 6.57, p< .001,

sequentially]. Seniority and education level entered in the first step accounted for
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9% of the variance in turnover intentions. However, integrity and age variables
which were entered in the second step and interaction term did not account for any
additional variance. When effects of variables were analyzed individually, both
seniority (# = -.18, p < .01) and education level (5 = .20, p < .01) had significant
main effects on turnover intentions. These effects showed that employees with more
seniority had less intention for turnover and employees with higher education levels
had more turnover intentions. Since none of the major variables and interaction
term had significant effects on turnover intentions, expected moderation of age

between integrity and turnover intention relationship was not supported.

In the final explanatory analysis about age, potential moderation effect of age in the
integrity and absenteeism relationship was examined. Since, absenteeism variable
had no significant correlations with demographic variables other than age, no
variable was controlled for. In the second step, centered integrity and age variables
were entered, while interaction term of these centered variables were entered in the
third step, in the same way as previous analyses. As indicated in Table 8, both
models predicted absenteeism significantly [R* = .04, F(2, 254) = 4.72, p< .05 and
R? = .06, F(3, 253) = 5.54, p< .01, respectively]. Integrity and age variables which
were entered in the first step, explained 4% of the variance; and the interaction term
entered in the second step explained an additional 3% of the variance.When
variables in the models were analyzed individually, integrity (5 = -.14, p < .05) and
age (f = -.13, p < .05) had significant and negative main effects on absenteeism.
Thus, employees with high levels of self-reported integrity and employees who
were older had lesser tendencies for absenteeism. Finally, interaction term also had
a significant and negative effect (# = -.16, p < .01) on absenteeism, meaning that
the nature of the relationship between integrity and absenteeism was moderated by

age.
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Table 8. Results of the Analyses Testing the Moderating Effect of Age on the
Relationship between Integrity and Absenteeism

Adjusted
Beta R? R? AR? F
Step 1 .04 .03 4.72*
Integrity -.14*
Age -.13*
Step 2 .06 .05 .03 5.54**
Integrity X Age - 16**

Note.* p<.05; ** p < .01; *** p <.001

To interpret this significant interaction effect, the interaction was plotted and a

simple slope analysis (see Figure 4) was conducted as suggested by Aiken and West

(1991). Results indicated that slope for the low age group was not significant (f =

1.57, t = 0.25, n.s) whereas the slope for the high age group was negative and
significant (f = -20.15, t = -3.83, p < .001). Thus, although absenteeism levels of

younger employees did not change depending on their integrity, it did change for

older employees such that as their integrity increased, older employees were much

less likely to be absent.
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Figure 4. Interaction between age and integrity on absenteeism.

The second group of exploratory analyses were conducted to examine the potential
moderating effects of subdimensions of organizational justice perceptions in the
relationships between integrity and all the outcome variables. The observed
marginally significant moderation effect of overall organizational justice variable in
the relationship between integrity and turnover intentions inclined this idea. Results
of the 16 moderated regression analyses showed that general patterns were parallel
to the results associated with overall justice perceptions presented above. The

analysis for the moderation effect of procedural justice for the relationship between
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integrity and turnover intentions seems to be remarkable. Again, age, seniority, and
education level were treated as the control variables. In the second step, centered
integrity and perceived procedural justice variables were entered, while interaction
term of these centered variables were entered in the third step. As presented in
Table 9, variables regressed in all the steps predicted turnover intentions
significantly [R? = .10, F(3, 260) = 9.21, p< .001; R? = .17, F(5, 258) = 10.80, p<
.001; R* = .19, F(6, 257) = 9.97, p< .001, sequentially]. Age, seniority and
education entered in first step, accounted for 10% of the variance in turnover
intentions. Integrity and perceived procedural justice variables which were entered
in the second step explained an additional 8% of the variance. Lastly, interaction
term of integrity and procedural justice variables entered in the last step of the
analysis accounted for an additional 2% of the variance in turnover intentions.
When variable effects were analyzed individually, among the demographic
variables only education level had a significant main effect on turnover intentions (f
= .21, p <.01). This effect shows that, employees who had a higher education level
also were more likely to have turnover intentions. Moreover, perceived procedural
justice had a significant main effect on turnover intentions (8 = -.27, p < .001). That
is, employees who perceived the procedures for the outcomes as more just, had
lower intentions to leave the organization. Finally, a significant interaction effect on
turnover intentions (# = -.13, p < .05) was reported, pointing to the moderation
effect of perceived procedural justice on the relationship between integrity and

turnover intentions.
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Table 9. Results of the Analyses Testing the Moderating Effect of Perceived
Procedural Justice on the Relationship between Integrity and Turnover Intentions

Adjusted
Beta R? R? AR? F
Step 1 10 .09 9.21***
Age -.16
Seniority -.04
Education Level 21%*
Step 2 17 .16 .08 10.80***
Integrity -.04
Procedural Justice  -.27***
Step 3 19 17 .02 9.97***

Int. X Proc. Justice -.13*
Note.* p<.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001

To interpret this significant interaction effect, a simple plot analysis (Figure 5) and
significance tests for these simple slopes of the regression lines (of integrity level
predicting turnover intentions) at high and low levels of procedural justice
perception were conducted as suggested by Aiken and West (1991). Results
indicated that none of the slope tests at low and high levels of procedural justice
perceptions were significant (3 =.19,t=1.18, p > .05; B =-.37,t =-1.76, p > .05,
respectively). Although the slopes were not significant, similar to the results
concerning the moderation effect of overall organizational justice, trendwise the
results appeared to be worth mentioning. First of all, direction of the relationship
between integrity and turnover intentions at different levels of perceived procedural
justice variables tended to change. That is, for participants with high procedural
justice perceptions, turnover intentions decreased as integrity level increased.
Oppositely, for participants with low procedural justice perceptions, turnover
intentions tended to increase as integrity level increased. Moreover, turnover
intention levels of participants were close to each other at low integrity levels; yet,

the gap increased as integrity level increased. Finally, at all integrity levels;
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participants who perceived the procedures of the organization as less just, had

significantly higher levels of turnover intentions.
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Figure 5. Interaction between perceived procedural justice and integrity for turn- over

intentions.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

In this chapter, firstly, an overview of the study findings is presented. Then, the
findings are discussed based on the available theoretical and empirical evidence.
Following the contributions and practical implications of the findings, limitations of

the study and some suggestions for future research are made.

4.1 Overview of the Study Findings

The aim of the study was to investigate the moderation effect of organizational
justice perceptions in the relationships between integrity and critical organizational
outcome variables, namely, job performance, organizational citizenship behaviour
(OCB), and withdrawal behaviours (i.e., turnover intentions and absenteeism).
Two-hundred-eight-three employees from different departments and locations of an
organization, operating in the telecommunications sector in Turkey, completed the
questionnaire package including measures of integrity, organizational justice
perception, organizational citizenship behaviour, and turnover intentions.
Supervisory ratings of performance and absenteeism data were obtained from the

Human Resources department of the organization.

Among the hypotheses only the one concerning the moderation effect of perceived

organizational justice in the relationship between integrity and turnover intentions
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was marginally supported. Specifically, the relationship between integrity and
turnover intentions at different levels of perceived organizational justice perceptions
tended to change. That is, for participants with high justice perceptions, as integrity
level increased, turnover intentions decreased. For participants with low justice

perceptions, as integrity level increased, turnover intentions also tended to increase.

Moreover, the observed correlations among the study variables were, in general, in
the expected direction and consistent with the literature. First of all, perceived
organizational justice was positively correlated with job performance as consistent
with Cohen-Charash and Spector’s (2001) findings; and OCB as consistent with
Chegini’s (2009) findings. Also, consistent with Colquitt et al.’s (2001) study, it
negatively correlated with turnover intentions. Furthermore, integrity was positively
correlated with perceived organizational justice as consistent with Martinson, Crain,
Vries and Anderson’s (2010) findings and OCB as consistent with the reported
results in the literature (for the negative relationship between OCB and CWB,
O’Brien & Allen, 2008; and for the predictive relationship of integrity for CWB,
Ones et al. 1993). Also, similar to Ones et al.’s (2003) findings, it negatively

correlated with absenteeism.

Furthermore, age moderated the relationship between integrity and OCB and the
relationship between integrity and absenteeism. That is, as integrity levels of
employees increased, their OCB levels also increased and change for the younger
employees was more evident than that of older employees. Moreover, absenteeism
levels of older employees decreased as their integrity levels increased, although it

did not change for their younger counterparts.
Finally, procedural justice moderated the relationship between integrity and

turnover intentions significantly. Thus, for participants perceiving the procedures of

the organization more just, as their integrity levels increased, their turnover
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intentions decreased. On the other hand, for participants perceiving the procedures
as being less just, as their integrity level increased their turnover intentions tended

to increase.

4.2 Discussion of the Results

As stated above, although only moderation effect of organizational justice in the
relationship between integrity and turnover intentions was marginally significant,

there were some important study findings to discuss here.

First of all, Hypothesis 1 proposing the moderation effect of organizational justice
perceptions in the relationship between integrity and supervisory ratings of job
performance was not supported. There are a number of plausible explanations for
this finding. First of all, it could be related to the relatively narrow range of the
integrity scores and/or supervisory ratings of performance. As can be seen in Table
1, integrity had the highest mean and the second lowest standard deviation among
the study variables. Also, it is possible that employees answering the integrity test
in a less socially desirable way could have avoided providing the demographic
information needed to match data obtained from supervisors/personnel files.
Another possibility is that performance measure used in the study could be partially
responsible for the observed findings. Supervisory ratings of job performance used
in the present study may have fallen short of reflecting true performance levels of
the participants. There is abundance of evidence suggesting that supervisory ratings
may be biased (e.g., Holzbach, 1978). A final plausible explanation could be that
perceptions of justice may not be moderating this relationship in this particular
context. The organization is a newly privatized public one and the employees had
been hired originally as civil servants with work-life-long employment guarantee.

In such contexts it is highly likely that employees would not adjust their
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organizational behaviours in accordance with anything, including fairness
perceptions. Far from it, knowing that they lack other employment options,
employees may be accepting most of the practices whether they are just or not.
Situational strength literature which implies that strong situations restricts real
employee behaviours by decreasing individual differences and push the motivated
behaviours to become more homogenous (Meyer and Dalal, 2009) supports this
idea also. Although integrity failed to predict job performance contrary to the
related literature (Ones et al., 1993); perceived organizational justice predicted
supervisory ratings of job performance significantly consistent with the literature
(e.g. Cohen-Charash and Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; and Williams, 1999).
This meant that employees perceiving the organization as a more just place to work

also performed better.

Hypothesis 2 proposed a moderation effect of organizational justice perceptions in
the relationship between integrity and OCB; however this moderation effect was not
supported. Range restriction (see Table 1) in both integrity and OCB may again be
partially responsible for the failure to support this hypothesis. Moreover, since the
OCB scale is a self-report one rather than supervisory ratings, it might be biased.
Furthermore, similar to the above argument, particular organizational context may
have been responsible for not finding a moderation effect of justice perceptions in
the integrity-OCB relationship. However, when the individual effects were
examined; consistent with the literature, both integrity (see O’Brien and Allen
(2008) and Ones et al. (1993) for indirect evidence) and perceived organizational
justice (Chegini, 2009) predicted OCB significantly. It seems fair to conclude that,
at least for the present sample, the nature of the integrity-OCB relationship does not

depend on the levels of perceived organizational justice.

Hypothesis 3a proposed that organizational justice perceptions would moderate the

relationship between integrity and turnover intentions. This moderation effect was
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found to be marginally significant. Although the direction of the relationship was
negative as expectedly; contrary to the related literature (Van lddekinge et al.,
2012), integrity failed to predict turnover intentions. A number of plausible
explanations are in order. First, as stated before, the observed narrow range of the
scores on the integrity measure, caused largely by social desirability effects, may
have contributed to these insignificant results. Second, since the scale was applied
by an HR department employee (i.e., the researcher herself) participants might have
been reluctant in expressing their real turnover intentions. However, this does not
seem to be a strong possibility as perceived organizational justice predicted
turnover intentions negatively and significantly, as expected (Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al.,, 2001). That is, employees who perceived the
organization as more just, had lower intentions to leave the organization. Trend
wise, however, the data yielded some marginal support for the moderating role of
justice perceptions, in the integrity-turnover intentions relationship. Turnover
intentions of participants, perceiving the organization as a more just place,
decreased as their integrity levels increased. Oppositely, turnover intentions of
participants, perceiving the organization as a less just place, increased as their
integrity levels increased. Finally, the gap between turnover intention levels of
participants increased as their integrity levels also increased, while they were closer

for lower integrity levels.

Hypothesis 3b proposed the moderation effect of organizational justice perceptions
in the relationship between integrity and the other withdrawal behaviour of
absenteeism; however, this hypothesis was not supported. First of all, again, it is
plausible that organizational justice perceptions may have null effects in such an
organizational context with respect to the integrity-absenteeism relationship.
Secondly, absenteeism data were obtained from the HR department which stores

absenteeism data recorded electrically, using a card-reading system at the building
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entrances. Employees skipping the card based entrance system (which seems to be
possible!), departments not seriously controlling the entrance-exit data of the
employees, and/or managers not recording hourly leave requests and approvals may
have contributed to the distortion of the resulting absenteeism data. Moreover,
situational strength literature implies that strong situations restricting employee
behaviours, decrease individual differences and motivated behaviours become more
homogenous (Meyer & Dalal, 2009). Thus, the card based entrance system may
have forced the participants of this study to be at work more than what would
happen based on their personal tendencies. Yet, it is important to note that
absenteeism data did not seem totally void. For example, age significantly predicted
absenteeism consistent with the reported empirical evidence (Ng & Feldman,
2008).That is, younger employees had more tendencies for absenteeism.
Furthermore, integrity had a significant and negative predictive effect on
absenteeism (Ones et al., 2003), indicating that employees reporting higher levels of
integrity, had lower tendencies for absenteeism. In terms of the predictive effect of
organizational justice perception on absenteeism; it was not significant despite the
related literature (e.g., Skarlicki & Folger, 1997) and furthermore the observed
insignificant effect was positive, again contrary to the available evidence (Gellatly,
1995). The probable reason of this could be again the narrow range and attitude

based-nature of the integrity test items.

In this study, in addition to the analyses testing the hypothesis of the study, a
number of exploratory analyses were also conducted. These analyses investigated
the moderation effect of age and the subdimensions of organizational justice
perception for the organizational outcome variables of interest and suggested some
important findings. Firstly, age was found to be a significant moderator of the
relationship between integrity and OCB. Simple slope analysis showed that, as
integrity levels of employees increased, their OCB levels also increased, and older

employees displayed more OCB than younger ones regardless of their integrity
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levels. Moreover, at high integrity levels, employees showed almost the same level
of OCB regardless of their age; however, age influenced the level of OCB much
more if employees reported low integrity levels. Secondly, age moderated the
relationship between integrity and absenteeism significantly. When this moderation
effect was interpreted with simple slope analysis it was found that, although
integrity levels of younger employees did not significantly affect their absenteeism
levels, it affected older ones significantly such that as they reported to have more
integrity, they also displayed less absenteeism. Finally, procedural justice
moderated the relationship between integrity and turnover intentions significantly.
Simple slope analysis for this effect showed that, for participants who perceived the
procedures of the organization to be more just, as their integrity levels increased,
their turnover intentions decreased. On the other hand, for participants who
perceived the procedures to be less just, as their integrity levels increased their

turnover intentions also increased.

4.3 Contributions of the Study

This study is believed to have some potential to contributions to the existing
literature. First of all, although the relationships of integrity with job performance
(Klehe & Latham, 2003), CWB (which is known to be associated negatively with
OCB as stated by O’Brien & Allen in 2008) (Ones & Viswesvaran, 2003), turnover
(Van Iddekinge et al., 2012), and absenteeism (Ones et al., 2003); as well as the
relationships of organizational justice perceptions with these outcome variables
(Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Flint, Haley, & McNally, 2012; Folger &
Cropanzano, 1998; Greenberg, 1988) have been well established in the literature, to

the knowledge of the researcher, this study is a rare attempt examining the
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moderation effect of organizational justice perceptions in the integrity-outcome

variables relationships.

Secondly, although integrity tests have been identified as one of the widely used
selection instruments in Western cultures (O’Bannon, et al., 1989; Schmidt &
Hunter, 1998), they are not being widely used in the process of personnel selection
in Turkey. Sozer (2004), for example, reported that only 8.5 % of organizations use
integrity tests as a selection tool for non-managerial positions; while the percentage
decreases to 5.5 % for managerial positions. Moreover, although integrity tests and
the relationships between integrity and some critical organizational outcomes have
been frequently studied in the Western cultures (Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Neuman &
Baydoun, 1998; Ones et al., 1993; Van lIddekinge et al., 2012), studies in Turkey
and/or with Turkish participants are in fact quite rare (Bilgic et al., 2011; Tasdoven
& Kaya, 2014). Thus, this study is expected to increase the awareness concerning
integrity testing in the personnel selection processes in Turkey and hence contribute

to the emerging national literature on this topic.

Thirdly, this study is believed to be a methodologically sound one. Although the
data were collected from one-single organization at one point in time, use of
multiple sources of information strengthens the study’s methodological soundness.
In addition to self-report measures of integrity, OCB, turnover intentions, and
organizational justice perceptions, electronically recorded absenteeism data and
annual performance ratings by supervisors were also used. The use of multiple
sources in data collection is believed to reduce common method bias significantly.

Finally, since the organization in this study is a big and country-wide organization;
participants consisted of employees from different cities of Turkey, age groups,
departments, jobs (responsibilities and tasks) and hierarchical levels. This variety is

believed to contribute to the representativeness of the sample.
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4.4 Practical Implications

Results of the study have also some implications for organizational practices. This
study reported a significant positive predictive effect of integrity on OCB and a
negative one on absenteeism, both being critical organizational outcomes variables.
This finding suggests that a sound measure of integrity may be very valuable for
work organizations. Moreover, organizational justice perceptions were found to be
significant predictors of job performance (positively), OCB (positively) and
turnover intentions (negatively). So, it is believed that organization investing in the

establishment of a fairness climate may have multiple benefits

Age played an important role in this study as one of the major variables predicting
critical outcomes or as a moderator variable affecting the relationship of other
variables. It predicted absenteeism negatively as stated by the literature
(Martocchio, 1989); and also moderated the integrity-absenteeism relationships.
Older employees seem to be more conscientious concerning regular attendance than
younger ones. Thus intervention programs aiming to reduce absenteeism may
especially be designed to target younger employees. Concerning the career
challenges that are more likely to be faced by younger specialists (e.g., dual career
couples with school-aged children), organizations may introduce/offer more flexible
employment protocols, such as tele-commuting or flexible work schedules, to

especially reduce absenteeism behavior of younger employees.

Especially, some of the observed significant correlations between variables seem to
have important implications. First of all, as anticipated by the related literature
(Podsakoff, Whiting, Podsakoff, & Blume, 2009), turnover intentions and OCB
levels of the employees were negatively and significantly correlated (r = -.25, p <

.01). This finding suggests that organizations may benefit from both selecting and
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developing employees with potential to show OCBs. Seniority had a positive
relationship with OCB contrary to the previous research (Aslan, 2009) and a
negative relationship with turnover as expected by the literature (YYanadori & Kato,
2007). OCBs in this organization may be congruent with organizational culture and
more senior employees can be expected to be more knowledgeable about the
cultural expectations. So, to enhance a culture supportive of OCB, mixed teams in
which junior employees work together with high tenured employees may be
established. Education level of the participants correlated positively with turnover
intentions, as expected (Breaugh & Dossett, 1989). This intention may be caused by
more opportunities in the labor market for those who are more educated and hence
with higher perceptions of employability. So, to decrease this intention, educated

employees may be specifically targeted to stay with the organization.

4.5 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

Although the study has potential to make some contributions to the literature, it has
some limitations that need to be acknowledged first. In the following paragraphs,
critical limitations of the study are mentioned and for some of these limitations

suggestions for future research are presented.

First, integrity literature tends examine integrity within the personnel selection
framework and ability of such tests are examined in predicting job performance. In
the present study, however, participants were veteran employees, not candidates
actively searching for a job. Relative restricted range of the scores on the critical
variables of interest also stem from the use of already working people rather than

job applicants. Thus, future studies examining the predictive ability of integrity
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testing in the selection context, employing a longitudinal design may provide a

better test of the hypotheses.

Second, integrity test applied in this study was an adapted version of a test (Bilgic et
al., 2011) developed in Turkey. Original version of the test consisted of behavior
based questions; however the version applied in this study was adapted to measure
attitudes of the participants. Future studies may focus on improving the

psychometric qualities of the integrity measure.

Third, in the present study, turnover intentions rather than actual turnover behaviors
were investigated as an outcome variable. Although the literature (Mobley et al.,
1997) indicated a strong relationship between turnover intentions and actual
turnover behavior, objectivity and reliability of the study would probably increase if

real turnover behavior could have been measured.

Forth, the organization from which the sample of the study was obtained is a large
one with sub-cultures characterizing different departments. For example, employees
from certain departments were observed to be absent more often than those from
others. Thus in some departments, absenteeism behavior seemed to arise from a
group level drive (be a function of departmental culture/climate), rather than a
personal tendency. Moreover, some department managers are known to be very
strict about working hours and require their subordinates to fill out permission
forms recording absenteeism data. However, some managers are more flexible and
use their discretion in giving permission to leave without entering this information
to the system. AIll these departmental variations may have influenced the
reliability/validity of the absenteeism data collected. For this reason, sounder

measures of absenteeism should be employed in future research.
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Fifth, for the plainness of the study, OCBs of the participants were investigated as
an overall concept. Future studies may benefit from examining this construct at the

component level.

Finally, the researcher of the study is a current HR employee and for this reason
participants might have had a motivation to inflate their self-ratings on the integrity
and OCB measures. Moreover, because of this very same reason they might have
refrained from reflecting their real perceptions about organizational justice and their
turn over intentions. Thus, future research should consider using outside researchers

in such studies.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

Integrity Scale

Asagida genel yaklagimlariniz, degerleriniz ve davraniglariniz ile ilgili ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Her bir maddede ifade edilen davranisa katilma dereceniz uygun rakami

isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

E:

o = £ g =
QL o © = sl o =
- 3 S35 X3
E2E |nEZfcs
) | W= O o T | ) e
L = < _ s = & D <
XM ¥ g md OM X4

1 | Is yerinde insanlar baz1 durumlarda yalan
sOyleyebilir.

2 | Kolay bir is olsa bile, yapilan is ¢ok
zorluymus gibi davranilabilir

3 | Insanlarin gerektiginde kendilerini
kurtarmak i¢in yalan sdylemeleri kabul | 1 2 3 4 3)
edilebilir bir durumdur.

4 | Bircok calisan igyerinden degeri 10 TL’y1
gecen bir seyleri evine gotliriiyor olabilir.
5 | Isyerinden degeri 5 TL’yi gegen bir seyi 1 9 3 4 5
eve gotlirmek dogru degildir. ®

6 | Sikisilan durumlarda yalan sdylemek hos

[N
N
w
o
(6]

[N
N
w
I
(6a]

goriilebilir.

7 Insvgnlgrln arkasindan konusmak dogru 1 5 3 4 5
degildir. ®

8 |Is yapilirken kuraldisi davranmakta 1 9 3 4 5

sakinca yoktur.

81



bahsetmesinde sakinca yoktur.

g £
3| 2 = = =
v g © = = o =
Xz Z S| §8 X3
SEE | Nz Z2 =z
o 8 £ SE =T EgE
Vo2 |8 Sg w3
9 | Sikisildiginda kacamak cevaplar vermekte
1 2 3 4 5
sakinca yoktur.
10 | Ne durumda olursa olsun karsidaki kisiyi 1 9 3 4 5
aldatmak kabul edilemez bir durumdur. ®
11 | Bir kisinin diislinceleri ve davranislar
. 1 2 3 4 5
arasinda tutarsizlik olmasi normaldir.
12 | Miskiler ¢ikar iizerine kurulmamalidir. ® 1 9 3 4 5
13 | Birgok arkadagimin  diiriist olmayan
. 1 2 3 4 5
davranislarda bulunmasi1 normaldir.
14 | Bagkalarinin ne yaptigim1 6grenmek igin
onlar gizlice gozlemlenebilir. 1 2 3 4 5
15 | Baskasinin yaptig1 bir isi kendim yapmis
gibi gostermek kabul edilemez bir |1 2 3 4 5
durumdur. ®
16 | Bir miisteriyle veya is sahibiyle ne kadar
ilgilenilecegine dis gorlintisiine bakarak | 1 2 3 4 5
karar verilebilir.
17 | Isyerinde isyeri malzemelerinden calinan
. 1 2 3 4 5
olmasi normal bir durumdur.
18 | Acinmadigr halde bir insana aciniyormus
o o1 1 2 3 4 5
gibi davranilabilir.
19 | Ucuz alman bir hediye pahali gibi
sunulabilir. 1 2 3 4 S
20 | Insanlarm diiriist olmayan bir davrams
kapatmak  i¢in  ilgisiz  konulardan | 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX B

Organizational Justice Scale

Asagida yer alan Orgiitsel adalet algilarina yonelik ifadeler 3 kisimda
siniflandirilmistir.  Liitfen her bir maddede yer alan soruyu uygun rakami

isaretleyerek derecelendiriniz.

I. Orgiitsel kazammlarin (iicret artisi, takdir, ilerleme, 6diil vb.) calisanlara
dagitilmas1 kararinda yoneticilerin bazi islemler ve yontemler kullandigi

bilinmektedir. Asagida sizden yoneticilerinizin kullandig1 bu islem ve yontemlere

(sorularda siire¢ olarak  gegmektedir) iliskin  degerlendirme yapmaniz
beklenmektedir.

Cok Az
Kismen
Yeterince
Biiyiik
Olciide

Az

1| Fikirlerinizi ve duygularimizi bu siiregler
esnasinda ifade edebiliyor musunuz?

2| Bu siregler esnasinda elde edilen
kazanimlar tizerinde etkiniz var midir?

3| Bu siirecler tutarli bir sekilde uygulaniyor

[N
N
w
o
(6]

[N
N
w
I
(6a]

mu?
4 ﬁlllj’)suregler onyargilardan uzak uygulaniyor 1 9 3 4 5
5| Bu siirecler dogru ve tutarli bilgilere mi
1 2 3 4 5
dayandirilmistir?

6| Siirecler sonucu ulagilan  kazanimlarin
diizeltilmesini talep edebilir misiniz?

7| Bu siiregler etik ve ahlaki standartlara uygun
mudur?
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II. Asagidaki ifadeler elde ettiginiz kazanimlarla (iicret artisi, takdir, ilerleme, odiil
vb.) ilgilidir. Kazanimlarinizin miktar1 ve karsiligi konusunda her bir maddede yer

alan soruyu degerlendirmeniz beklenmektedir.

N = &
c )
< 2 | | 2=
£ |, | 5|8 |22
o | < < > @ :Q
1 | Elde ettiginiz kazanimlar isteki ¢abanizi 1 9 3 4 5
yansitir mi1?
2 | Elde ettiginiz kazanimlar tamamladiginiz 1 5 3 4 5

ise uygun mudur?

3 | Elde ettiginiz  kazanimlar  kuruma
yaptiginiz katkiyr yansitir m1?

4 | Elde ettiginiz kazanimlar  gostermis
oldugunuz performansa uygun mudur?
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III. Asagidaki ifadeler kazanimlarimizi (licret artisi, takdir, ilerleme, 6diil vb.)
yonlendiren yoneticileriniz ile ilgilidir. Yoneticilerinizin sizinle olan iletisimini ve
bilgi paylasimint her bir maddede yer alan soru ile degerlendirmeniz

beklenmektedir.

[¢B}

(&)
3 5| |22
E [ B =
S | |2 | B | &2
o | < | ¥ |> | 2D

- - 5
1 | Size nazik davranir mi? 1 9 3 4 5

2 | Size deger verir mi?

[N
N
w
I
(6a]

3 | Size saygili davranir m1?

4 | Size haksiz yorum ve elestiriler yoneltir
mi? ®
5 | Sizinle olan diyaloglarinda samimi midir?

6 | Siirecleri biitiiniiyle agiklar mi1?

7 | Siireclere yonelik agiklamalart mantikl
midir?

8 | Siireglere yonelik ayrintilart zamaninda
aktarir mi1?

9 | Bilgi aktarirken herkesin anlayabilecegi
dilden konusur mu?
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APPENDIX C

OCB Scale

Asagidaki maddeler is ortamindaki duygu ve diisiincelerinizi anlamaya yoneliktir.
Her bir maddedeki ifadeye katilma derecenizi uygun buldugunuz rakami
isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Katilmiyoru

m

“ IBiraz
Kesinlikle
Katilivorum

Katilmiyoru
Katiliyorum
Olduk¢a

Katiliyvorum

= |Kesinlikle

1 | Onemsiz konular hakkinda yakimarak ¢ok
zaman harcarim. ®
2 | Pireyi deve yapma egilimindeyimdir. ®

N
s
o1

[ERN
N
w
SN
o1

3 | Hareketlerimin arkadaglarim {izerinde
yaratabilecegi  etkiyi géz  Oniinde | 1 2 3 4 5
bulundururum.
4 | Zorunlu olmasa da oOnemli olan 3 4 5
toplantilara katilirim.

5 | Arkadaglarima yardim etmeye her zaman

hazirimdir.

6 | Katilmak zorunlu olmadig: halde firma
imajinin  yararina olacak faaliyetlere | 1 2 3 4 5
katilirim.

7 | Firmayla ilgili duyurulari, mesajlar1 ve
diger yazili materyalleri takip eder ve |1 2 3 4 5
okurum.
8 |Ise gelememis arkadaslarima yardim
ederim.
9 |Isle ilgili sorunlari olan arkadaslarima
kendi istegimle yardim ederim.
10 | Olumlu seyler yerine daima yanlislar

. 1 2 3 4 5
tizerine odaklanirim. ®
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11 | Diger c¢alisanlarla ilgili  olabilecek
L2 1 2 3 4 5
sorunlar1 engellemek i¢in dnlemler alirim.
12 | Ise devamliligim ortalamanin tistiindedir. 1 5 3 4 5
13 | Davraniglarimin diger insanlarin islerini
it e e 1 2 3 4 5
nasil etkiledigini géz oniine alirim.
14 | Fazladan molalar vermem. 1 5 3 4 5
15 | En vicdanl ¢alisanlardan biriyimdir. 1 9 3 4 5
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APPENDIX D

Turnover Intentions Scale

ifadeye ne 6lgiide katildiginizi uygun olan rakami isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

Asagida yer alan ifadeler ile is yerinde ortaya koydugunuz davraniglar ve sahip

oldugunuz tutumlar degerlendirilmek istenmektedir. Her bir maddede yer alan

E| €
2| E £ = =
L S| © = =l o B
<2z Z 8/ 88/ X5
cE El vz £2|E2
0 S | £ - = S w8
" $2 3538383
Onlimiizdeki bir sene iginde su an
calistiginiz firma disinda bir firmada aktif | 1 2 |3 4 5
olarak is arama ihtimalim bulunmaktadir.
Istifa etmek nadiren aklima gelir. ® 1 3 4
Oniimiizdeki sene biiyiik bir ihtimalle su 4
an ¢alistigim firmadan baska bir yerde yeni

bir is ariyor olacagim.
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APPENDIX E

Demographic Information Form

Asagida yer alan kisisel bilgileriniz istatiksel analiz ve bazi Orgiitsel
bilgilerinizin ¢alismaya dahil edilmesi amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Caligmanin

amaclandigi sekilde sonuglanmasi igin, bilgileri eksiksiz doldurmaniz 6nemlidir.

Cinsiyetiniz: Erkek: ............. Kadm: ...........

Yasmz: .................

Egitim Durumunuz: Lise: ...... MYO: ........ Universite: ...... Yiiksek Lisans: ......
Unvanmiz: ..............

Direktorliigiiniiz: ...............

Sirketinizdeki Hizmet Siireniz: Yil: ........... Ay: ...
Sirketteki bilgilerimin bu c¢alisma kapsaminda kullanilmasina izin veriyorum:
Evet... Hayir...

Sicil numaraniz veya Ad - Soyadiniz: ............coooiiiiiii

Desteginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.
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APPENDIX F

Tiirkge Ozet

Bu ¢alismanin amaci; kisisel biitiinliik/diirtistliik ile is performansi, orgiitsel
yurttaglik davraniglar1 ve geri ¢ekilme davranmiglar1 gibi kritik Orgiitsel ¢iktilarin

arasindaki iliskide orgiitsel adalet algisinin moderasyon etkisini arastirmaktir.

Giris

Ozellikle organizasyonlarin karsilastig1 hirsizlik vakalar1 ve diger iiretkenlik karsiti
davranislar nedeniyle, is hayatinda diiriist insanlara duyulan ihtiya¢ giindeme gelmis
ve se¢me siireclerinde diirtistlik temel bir yordayict olarak ele alinmaya
baglanmistir. Bu kapsamda, 6zellikle 1980°li yillarda Kuzey Amerika’da poligrafi
(yalan makinasi) sik kullanilan se¢me araglari arasinda yerini almigtir. Ancak,
poligrafinin bir degerlendirme araci olarak kullaniminin etik dis1 oldugu yoniindeki
itirazlar sonunda (Bergmann, Mundt ve Iligen, 1990) A.B.D.’nde ¢ikan bir yasa ile
yontem yasaklanmig (LoBello ve Sims, 1993) ve bu durum diiriistliik testlerinin

giinlimiizdeki yaygin kullaniminda etkili olmustur.

[k diiriistliik testi, 1942 yilinda Dr. Gilbert Lee Betts tarafindan Amerikan ordusuna
yapilan asker segimlerinde kullamlmustir. ikinci Diinya Savasi’ndan sonra testin
endiistriyel kullanimi arastirilmis olup (Ash ve Maurice, 1988), giiniimiizde yilda
2.5 milyondan fazla kullanilan bir se¢gme aract haline gelmistir (O’Bannon,
Goldinger, & Appleby, 1989). Diiriistliik testleri, agik ve kisilik bazli testler olarak
ikiye ayrilmaktadir (Sackett, Burris ve Callahan, 1989; Sackett ve Wanek, 1996).

Acik diiriistliik testleri ilgili kavramlari, disiinceleri, duygulari, beklenen ve
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gecmisteki davraniglar1 agik bir sekilde sorgularken (Byle ve Holtgraves, 2008;
Frost ve Rafilson, 1989); kisilik bazli diiriistliik testleri, kisinin o davranislari

gostermesini etkileyen karakter iizerine yogunlagsmistir (Byle ve Holtgraves, 2008).

Diiriistliik ve diirtistliik testleri lizerindeki bu yogun ilginin en biiylik nedeni, bazi
onemli organizasyonel ¢iktilar ile arasindaki iligkidir. Kisilerin diirtistlik seviyeleri
is performanslarin1 yordadigi i¢in aragtirmacilar tarafindan siklikla 6nemsenmistir.
Meta-analizlerinde Ones ve arkadaslari (1993), diiriistliigiin yonetici tarafindan
belirlenmis performans skorlarini .41°lik katsay1 ile yordadigini ifade etmislerdir.
Ayrica, Schmidt ve Hunter (1998), diiriistliik testlerinin is performansini yordamada
secme yontemleri arasinda bilissel beceriden sonra en fazla artimsal gecerlilige
(%20) sahip ydntem oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Ones ve Viswesvaran (2001) da,
diriistliigiin is performansini yordamada kisilik testlerinden daha etkili oldugunu

raporlamiglardir.

Orgiitsel yurttaghk davranislari, formal is tamim1 disinda, ancak bireysel ve drgiitsel
performansa katki yapan, goniilliilik temelinde gerceklestirilen davranislardir
(Organ, 1990). Uretim karsit1 is davranislar1 ise organizasyonlarin ¢ikarma zarar
veren davraniglardir (Sackett, 2002). Literatiirde orgiitsel yurttaglik davraniglari ve
tretim karsit1 i davranislar1 arasindaki negatif bagintiyr rapor eden ¢ok fazla
calisma bulunmaktadir (6r. O’Brienand ve Allen, 2008; Sackett, Berryand ve
Wiemann, 2006). Ayrica, diiriistliik ve tiretim karsit1 is davraniglar1 arasindaki iliski
de ¢okga calisgilmistir (6r. Boye ve Wasserman, 1996; Jones ve Terris, 1983;
Neuman ve Baydoun, 1998; Ones ve Viswesvaran, 2003). Ornegin, Ones ve
arkadaslar1 (1993) meta-analizlerinde diiriistliigiin .47 katsay1 ile liretim karsitr i
davramiglarm1  yordadigini  bulmuslardir. Orgiitsel yurttashk davranislart  ve
diriistliik arasindaki iligkiyi inceleyen az calisma bulunmaktadir (6r. Cho ve

Ringquist, 2010). Bununla beraber, ilgili yazin temelinde, oOrgiitsel yurttaslik
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davraniglar1 ve diirlistliik arasinda pozitif bir iliski beklemek mantikli

goriinmektedir.

Cekilme davranmiglar1 ¢alisanlarin is kontratlar1 devam ettigi halde katkilarimi
azaltmak istedikleri zaman olusan davraniglardir (Kaplan, Bradley, Lachman ve
Hayness, 2009). Bu davranislar, ¢alisma arkadaslarinin moralleri ve motivasyonlari
tizerinde olumsuz etkileri oldugu (Koslowsky ve arkadaslari, 1997) ve maliyet
olusturduklar1 (Navarro ve Bass, 2006) i¢in arastirmacilarin ilgisini ¢ekmistir. Geg
kalma, devamsizlik ve isten ayrilma, ¢ekilme davranislarina 6rnek olarak verilebilir
(Koslowsky, 2000). Bu c¢alisma kapsaminda yer alan g¢ekilme davraniglari isten
ayrilma niyeti ve devamsizliktir. Isten ayrilma niyeti, ¢alisanin isten ayrilmay1
planladig1 fakat heniiz diisiincesinin gercek davranisa doniismedigi durumlardir.
Meta-analiz calismalarinda Van Iddekinge ve arkadaslar1 (2012) isten ayrilma ve
diiriistliik arasindaki iligskiyi .07 olarak bildirmislerdir. Devamsizligin ise diiriistliik
tarafindan yordandig1 (Ones ve arkadaslari, 2003) ve aralarinda pozitif iliski oldugu
(Jones ve Terris, 1983) gesitli caligmalarda belirtilmistir.

Folger ve Cropanzano (1998), orgiitsel adaleti, bireylerin kendilerine adil ya da adil
olmayan sekilde davranilmasina sebep olan ¢alisma kosullar1 olarak tanimlamuistir.
Orgiitsel adalet kavramu ilk olarak, dagitimsal adaleti kastetmistir. Dagitimsal
adalet, ticret ve kariyer imkanlar1 gibi ekonomik kaynaklarin paylastirilmasina
yonelik hakkaniyet algisidir (Greenberg ve Baron, 2008). islemsel adalet ise
ciktilarin belirlenmesi siirecinde kullanilan isleyise yonelik hakkaniyet algisidir
(Folger ve Cropanzano, 1998). Bies ve Moag (1986) tarafindan Onerilen
etkilesimsel adalet de, genellikle kisileraras: ve bilgisel adalet olmak {izere iki alt
boyutta ele alinmaktadir (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 1994). Kisileraras1 adalet,
genellikle otorite figiirleri tarafindan kisilere karsi yapilan davranislara yonelik

adalet algis1 olarak tanimlanirken (Greenberg ve Beron, 2008); bilgisel adalet
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Ozellikle olumsuz olaylar igin sunulan agiklamalarin yeterliligi ile ilgilidir

(Greenberg, 1994).

Calismalar, is performansi ile tiim adalet algis1 alt boyutlar arasinda gii¢lii, anlamli
ve olumlu iligkiler oldugunu géstermekte; bu nedenle orgiitsel adalet algisinin kritik
bir orgiitsel degisken olduguna isaret etmektedir (6r.,Colquitt ve arkadaslari, 2001;
Cropanzano ve Greenberg, 1997; Early ve Lind, 1987; Konovsky ve Cropanzano,
1991).

Orgiitsel adalet algis1 diger kritik orgiitsel sonuglarla da iliskilidir. Ornegin orgiitsel
adalet algis1 ile Orgiitsel yurttaglhik davraniglart arasindaki iliskiyi gosteren
calismalar bulunmaktadir (6r. Cohen-Charash ve Spector, 2001; Moorman, 1991;
Organ, 1988). Chegini (2009), tiim alt boyutlarin yani sira genel orgiitsel adalet
algisinin da orgiitsel yurttaglik davraniglari ile iliskili oldugunu ifade etmistir.

Orgiitsel adalet algis1 ile isten ayrilma niyeti arasindaki iliski arastirmacilar
tarafindan negatif olarak raporlanmistir (6r., Ball, Trevino and Sims, 1993; Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001). Gieter ve arkadaslari (2012) ile Kwon ve arkadaslari
(2008) orgiitsel adaleti alt boyutlar1 ile calismis ve dagitimsal, islemsel ve
etkilesimsel adalet ile isten ayrilma niyetleri arasinda yine negatif yonli iligkiler
tespit etmislerdir. Ise devamsizlik ve orgiitsel adalet arasindaki iliski de
aragtirmacilar tarafindan negatif yonlii olarak raporlanmistir (6r., Gellatly, 1995;

Hulin, 1991; Skarlicki ve Folger 1997).

Lasson and Bass (1997), organizasyonlarinda kendilerine hakkaniyetli
davranilmadigimi hisseden galisanlarin diiriistliik testlerinde daha fazla istenmeyen
davranig sergilediklerini rapor ettiklerini belirtmistir. Greenberg (1990) ise, bir
iiretim karsit1 is davranist olan hirsizlik ile diiriistliik arasindaki iliskide dagitimsal

adalet algisinin moderasyon etkisini saptamistir. Bu caligmalar dogrultusunda,
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diirtistlik ve is performansi, orgiitsel yurttaslik davraniglart ve isten cekilme
davraniglar1 arasindaki iliskide Orgiitsel adalet algisinin belirleyici/moderasyon

giiclinii arastirmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Bu calismada asagidaki hipotezler test edilmistir:

Hipotez 1. Orgiitsel adalet algisinin diiriistlik ve y&netici tarafindan
degerlendirilen is performansi arasindaki iligkide belirleyici/moderasyon etkisi
vardir.

Hipotez 2. Orgiitsel adalet algismin diiriistliik ve orgiitsel yurttaghk
davraniglar1 arasindaki iligkide belirleyici/moderasyon etkisi vardir.

Hipotez 3a. Orgiitsel adalet algismin diiriistliik ve isten ayrilma niyeti
arasindaki iliskide belirleyici/moderasyon etkisi vardir.

Hipotez 3b. Orgiitsel adalet algismin diiriistliik ve devamsizlik arasindaki

iligkide belirleyici/moderasyon etkisi vardir.

Yontem

Orneklem

Calismanin katilimcilart Tiirkiye’de telekomiinikasyon sektoriinde faaliyet gosteren
bir firmanin farkli sehir ve birimlerinde, farkli hiyerarsik seviyelerde ve farkli gérev
tanimlar1 ile farkli meslek gruplarindaki ¢alisanlarindan olugmaktadir. Arastirma
icin yaklasik 1000 kisiye anketin baglantisi iletilmistir. 367 katilimci ankete giris
yapmis ve bunlarin igerisinden tiim boliimleri tamamlamis olan 283 katilimci bu
calismanin O6rneklemini olusturmustur. Katilimeilarin 64’si (% 23,6) kadin, 207’si
(% 76,4) erkek olup, yaslar1 23-58 araliginda degismektedir (Ort. = 35,25; SS =
7,87 yil). Egitim seviyesi olarak; 1 kisi (% 0,4) doktora, 70 kisi (% 25,9) ytiksek
lisans, 167 kisi (% 61,9) lisans ve 18 kisi (% 6,7) 6n lisans derecesine sahiptir.
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Kalan 14 katilimet ise (% 5,2) lise ya da daha az seviyede egitimlidir. Katilimcilarin
Is deneyimleri 0-35 yil arasinda degismekte (Ort. = 8,9; SS = 8,98 yil) ve hiyerarsik
seviye olarak; 91 kisi (% 35) uzman, 98 kisi (% 37,7) kidemli uzman ve 71 kisi (%

27,3) yonetici seviyesinde ¢alismaktadir.

Olciim Araglart

Kullanilan diirtistliikk 6lgegi 2011 yilinda Bilgic ve arkadaglar tarafindan Tiirkce’ye
uyarlanan, 20 maddelik bir 6lgektir. Bu calismada, Tirk kiiltiiriine daha uygun
oldugu diisliniilerek, arastirmacilarin da onay1 ile, davramigsal kabule dayali
maddeler algiya yonelik olarak degistirilmistir. Katilimcilarin maddeleri 5
basamakli Likert tipi bir 6lgek iizerinde degerlendirmeleri istenmis ve aragtirmanin
sonunda tiim cevaplar ters kodlanarak yiiksek skorlarin yiiksek diiriistliik degerini

ifade etmesi saglanmistir.

Orgiitsel adalet algisin1 dlgmek icin Colquitt tarafindan 2001 yilinda gelistirilen ve
Ozmen, Arnak ve Ozeri (2007) tarafindan Tiirkgelestirilen 6lgek kullanilmistir.
Toplam 20 maddeden olusan Olgek yine 5-basamakli bir olgek {izerinde
degerlendirilmistir. Olgekten alinan yiiksek skorlar, katilimcinin adalet algisinin

yiiksek oldugunu gostermektedir.

Orgiitsel yurttashk davramislarinin degerlendirmesinde, Podsakoff ve arkadaslari
(1990) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Uniivar (2006) tarafindan Tiirkcelestirilen 5-
basamakli 24 maddelik Orgiitsel Yurttashk Davranislari Olgegi kullanilmistir.
Olgegin kisaltilmasi igin her bir alt boyutun ii¢ soru ile dlciilmesine karar verilmis
ve faktor yiiklemeleri yiiksek olan maddeler tercih edilmistir. Katilimcilarin aldig

yiiksek skor, orgiitsel yurttaglik davraniglarinin daha sik oldugunu ifade etmektedir.

Isten ayrilma niyeti 6lgegi ise Cammann ve arkadaslari tarafindan 1983 yilinda

gelistirilmistir. Olgegin Tiirk¢e versiyonu Mimaroglu (2008) tarafindan doktora tezi
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icin olusturulmustur. U¢ maddelik dlgek 5-basamakli Likert tipine sahiptir ve alman

yiiksek skorlar katilimeinin igten ayrilma niyeti igerisinde oldugunu gostermektedir.

Anketin son kismi kisisel bilgilerin yer aldig1 demografik formdan olusmaktadir. Is
performans1 ve devamsizlik verileri ise personel dosyalarindan temin edilmistir.
Yoneticiler tarafindan degerlendirilen is performansi 5°1i skaladadir. Devamsizlik
verileri ise kartli elektronik gegis sistemleri ile tutulmakta; 1 giinlik devamsizlik 9

saate denk gelmektedir.

Islem

Universitenin Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu'ndan alman onay sonrasinda
elektronik anket olusturulmus ve anketin baglantisi1 e-posta araciligi ile katilimcilara
yollanmistir. Mesajda ve anketin yonergesinde verilerin grup bazinda analiz
edilecegi ve bilgilerin gizliligi garanti edilmistir. Anketin tamamlanma siiresi 10-12
dakika olarak belirlenmis ve yaklasik bir ay siireyle anket kullanima agik kalmuistir.

Toplanan veriler SPSS’te analiz edilmistir.

Bulgular

Ana analizlerden 6nce veriler incelenmis ve eksikler i¢in katilimecinin o 6lgtimdeki
ortalamasi kullanilmistir. Daha sonra standart z puanlar1 kullanilarak aykiri/uc deger
analizleri yapilmig ve bes katilimci aykirt degere sahip olduklari igin c¢aligma
kapsamindan ¢ikarilmistir. Ana analizler kalan 278 katilimcinin verileri iizerinde

yapilmistir.

Tablo 2’den goriilecegi gibi, katilimcilarin  diirtistliik, Orglitsel yurttaghk
davraniglari, dagitimsal adalet, kisileraras1 adalet ve bilgisel adalet algilarmin
ortalamanin iizerinde oldugu; islemsel adalet ve isten ayrilma niyetlerinin ise

ortalamanin altinda oldugu go6zlemlenmistir. Performans skorlar1 normal bir
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dagilima sahip olmasina ragmen, devamsizlik verileri dogasi geregi sola yatik bir

oOrlintliye sahiptir.

Degiskenler arasindaki iliskiler incelendiginde; yas ve egitim seviyesi arasinda
negatif iliski oldugu, diger bir deyisle geng c¢alisanlarin egitim seviyelerinin daha
yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Is deneyimi ve egitim seviyesi arasindaki negatif iliski,
daha deneyimli ¢alisanlarin egitim seviyelerinin daha az oldugunu ifade etmektedir.
Diiriistligiin; orgiitsel yurttaglik davraniglari, islemsel, kisilerarasi, bilgisel ve genel
adalet algilariyla pozitif; devamsizlik ile ise negatif bir iliski icerisinde oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Fakat beklentilere aykir1 olarak, diriistliik ile is performansi ve isten
ayrilma niyetleri arasinda anlamli bir iligki bulunamamistir. Genel adalet algisinin
orgiitsel yurttaglik davraniglar1 ve is performansi ile pozitif, isten ayrilma niyeti ile
negatif iliskili oldugu tespit edilmistir. Orgiitsel yurttashk davranislari ve isten
ayrilma niyeti ile; is performansi ve devamsizlik degiskenleri arasinda da yine

negatif iligkiler bulunmustur.

Calismanin ana analizleri olarak her bir hipotez igin bir belirleyici (“moderator”)
regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Ik analizde, diiriistliik ve is performansi arasindaki
iliskide oOrgiitsel adalet algisinin moderasyon etkisi incelenmistir. Bu regresyon
analizinde, denkleme ilk basamakta dahil olan diiriistliik ve orgiitsel adalet algisinin
is performansindaki degisimin % 5’ini agikladigi, fakat ikinci basamakta analize
giren diiriistliik X orgiitsel adalet etkilesiminin is performansini yordamadigi tespit
edilmistir. Her bir degisken bireysel bazda incelendiginde, sadece oOrgiitsel adalet
algisinin i performansi iizerinde anlamli pozitif etkisi oldugu goriilmistiir (Tablo
3). Bu etki, oOrgiitsel adalet algisi yiiksek calisanlarin daha fazla performans
sergilediklerine isaret etmektedir. Etkilesim degiskeninin anlamli bir katkis1 olmadi

icin, beklenen moderasyon etkisi bulunamamis, yani 1. hipotez desteklenmemistir.
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Orgiitsel adalet algisinin, diiriistliik ile orgiitsel yurttaslik davranislar arasindaki
iliskideki moderasyon etkisini sorgulayan 2. hipotez i¢in yine belirleyici regresyon
analizi yapilmistir. Orgiitsel yurttaglik davranislari ile anlamli iliski igerisinde olan
yas ve kidem degiskenleri ilk basamakta kontrol degiskenleri olarak kullanilmustir.
Bu kontrol degiskenleri, orgiitsel yurttaslik davranislari degisiminin % 3’iinii
aciklamis; ikinci basamakta analiz edilen diiriistliikk ve orgiitsel adalet algis1 ise ek
olarak degisimin % 12’sini daha agiklamistir. Son basamakta analize dahil edilen
diiriistliik X orgiitsel adalet etkilesim degiskeni ise anlamli ek bir katkiya sahip
olamamustir (Tablo 4). Degiskenler bireysel olarak incelendiginde, diiriistlik ve
orgiitsel adalet algisinin orgiitsel yurttaslik davranislart lizerinde anlamli ve pozitif
etkileri bulunmustur. Yani, daha diirtist olduklarini ifade eden ve Orgiitiin daha adil
oldugunu diisiinen c¢alisanlar Orgiitsel yurttaslik davraniglarina daha yatkindirlar.
Son olarak etkilesim degiskeninin herhangi bir anlamli katkisinin olmamasi;

moderasyon etkisinin olmadigini ve 2. hipotezin desteklenmedigini gostermektedir.

Hipotez 3a, orgiitsel adalet algisinin diiriistliik ve isten ayrilma niyeti arasindaki
iliskideki moderasyon etkisi ile iligkilidir ve yine belirleyici regresyon analizi ile
test edilmistir. Isten ayrilma niyeti, yas, kidem ve egitim seviyesi ile iliskili oldugu
icin, bu degiskenler kontrol degiskenleri olarak ilk basamakta analiz edilmis ve
isten ayrilma niyetini % 10 oraninda agiklamuslardir. Ikinci basamakta analize giren
diiriistliik ve orgiitsel adalet algis1 ise degisimin % 12’sini daha aciklamig; son
basamakta analize dahil edilen diiriistliik X orgiitsel adalet etkilesim degiskeni ise
marjinal diizeyde (f = -.11, p = .06) anlamli bir etki gostermistir (Tablo 5).
Degiskenler bireysel olarak incelendiginde, egitim seviyesinin isten ayrilma niyeti
iizerinde pozitif bir etkiye sahip oldugu; dolayisiyla daha egitimli ¢alisanlarin isten
ayrilmaya daha niyetli olduklar tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, Orgiitsel adalet algisinin
isten ayrilma niyeti iizerinde negatif bir etkiye sahip oldugu; yani orgiitii daha az
adil bulan c¢alisanlarin isten ayrilmaya daha niyetli olduklari bulunmustur. Etkilesim

degiskeninin isten ayrilma niyeti iizerindeki marjinal anlamli etkisi analiz edilmistir
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(Sekil 2). Sonuglar, egimlerin anlamsiz oldugunu gosterse de, dnemli baz1 noktalar
oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Oncelikle, yiiksek orgiitsel adalet algisina sahip
katilimcilarin diirtistliik seviyeleri yiikseldikge, isten ayrilma niyetleri azalmakta;
diisiik orgiitsel adalet algisina sahip calisanlarin diiriistliik seviyeleri yiikseldikge,
isten ayrilma niyetleri artmaktadir. Ayrica, katilimcilarin isten ayrilma niyetlerinin,
diiriistliik seviyeleri diislik ise birbirine yakin oldugu; fakat diiriistliik seviyeleri
yiikseldikge farklilastigt gozlenmistir. Son olarak, diiriistlik seviyelerinden
bagimsiz olarak organizasyonu daha az adil bulan katilimcilarin isten ayrilma

niyetlerinin daha fazla oldugu goriilmiistir.

Hipotez 3b, orgiitsel adalet algisinin diiriistliik ve devamsizlik arasindaki iliskideki
moderasyon etkisini 6ne siirmektedir. Ise devamsizlik degiskeninin sadece yas ile
anlamli bir iligkisi olmasi sebebiyle ilk basamakta yas degiskeni kontrol degiskeni
olarak kullanilmis ve devamsizliktaki degisimin % 2’sini aciklamustir. ikinci
basamakta analiz edilen diiriistliik ve orgiitsel adalet algisi ise ek olarak % 2’lik bir
degisimi daha acgiklayabilmistir. Son basamakta analiz edilen diiristliik X orgiitsel
adalet etkilesim degiskeni ise herhangi bir anlamli ek agiklama saglayamamistir
(Tablo 6). Degiskenlerin bireysel bazdaki etkileri incelendiginde, yas ve
diirtistliiglin devamsizlik tizerinde negatif etkilerinin oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu
bulgular, yashi ve daha fazla diiriist oldugunu raporlayan c¢alisanlarin, daha az
devamsizlik yaptiklarim1 gostermektedir. Son olarak etkilesim degiskeninin
devamsizlik iizerinde herhangi bir anlamli etkiye sahip olmamasi, moderasyon

etkisinin olmadigini, yani hipotez 3b’nin desteklenmedigini gostermektedir.
Hipotezlerin test edildigi analizlere ilave olarak yas degiskeninin ve orgiitsel adalet

algisiin alt boyutlarinin diirtistliik ve diger ciktilar arasindaki iliskilerdeki roliinii

incelemek amaciyla agiklayici analizler yapilmistir.
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Oncelikle yas degiskeninin etkileri analiz edilmis ve ilk olarak, diiriistlik ve is
performansi arasindaki iligskide yasin moderasyon etkisi incelenmistir. Bu analizde,
hi¢ bir degisken is performansi lizerinde anlamli etkiye sahip olamamis ve

degisiklikleri anlamli olarak agiklayamamustir.

Ikinci analizde diiriistliik ve orgiitsel yurttaslik davramislar1 arasindaki iliskide yas
degiskeninin moderasyon etkisi ele alinmustir. Orgiitsel yurttashik davranislarl
kidem ile anlamli bir iliski i¢erisinde oldugu i¢in kidem kontrol degiskeni olarak ilk
basamakta analiz edilmis ve orgiitsel yurttaslik davraniglarindaki degisimin % 2’sini
acikladign goriilmiistiir. ikinci basamakta analize dahil olan diiriistlik ve yas
degiskenleri, oOrgiitsel yurttaslik davramigindaki degisimin % 11°lik kismini1 daha
aciklamis; son olarak analize dahil edilen diiriistliik X yas etkilesim degiskeni de
degisimin % 3’linli daha agiklamistir (Tablo 7). Degiskenler bireysel bazda
incelendiginde kidem ve diristlik, orgiitsel yurttashk davraniglarini pozitif
etkilemis; yani daha kidemli ve daha diiriist oldugunu bildiren ¢aliganlar daha fazla
orgiitsel yurttaglik davraniglar1 gdstermistir. Son olarak etkilesim degiskeninin
anlamli etkisi, yasin diiriistliik ve orgiitsel yurttaglik davranislart arasindaki iliskiyi
belirledigini gostermektedir. Bu iliski analiz edilerek ve diisiik ve yiliksek yas
gruplarindaki egimlerin anlamli oldugu tespit edilmistir (Sekil 3). Yani, ¢alisanlarin
diirtistliik seviyeleri arttikga, orgiitsel yurttaslik seviyelerinin de arttigina ve daha
yasl calisanlarin daha fazla orgiitsel yurttaslik davranislar1 gosterdiklerine isaret
etmektedir. Son olarak, diisiik diiriistliik seviyesinde oOrgiitsel yurttaglik davranig
seviyeleri arasinda geng ve yaslh caligsanlar arasindaki fark ¢cokken; yiiksek diiriistliik
seviyesinde neredeyse aym1 seviyede Orgiitsel  yurttashk  davraniglar

gostermektedirler.
Ugiincii analiz yasm diiriistlik ve isten ayrilma niyetleri arasindaki iliskideki

moderasyon etkisini arastirmaktadir. Isten ayrilma niyetinin kidem ve egitim

seviyesi ile anlamli iligkilere sahip olmasi nedeniyle bu degiskenler kontrol
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degiskenleri olarak ilk basamakta analiz edilmistir. Kidem ve egitim seviyesi
degiskenleri isten ayrilma niyetindeki degisimin % 9’unu agiklamuslardir. ikinci
basamakta analize dahil edilen diiriistliik ve yas ile son basamakta analize katilan
diiristliik X yas etkilesim degiskenlerinin katkisi ise anlamli degildir. Degiskenler
bireysel bazda incelendiklerinde, kidemin negatif ve egitim seviyesinin pozitif
olmak {izere isten ayrilma niyeti tlizerinde anlamli etkiye sahip olduklar
gozlenmistir. Bu etkiler, daha yeni ve yiiksek egitim seviyeli calisanlarin isten
ayrilmaya daha niyetli olduklarin1 géstermektedir. Hig bir ana degisken ve etkilesim
degiskeni isten ayrilma niyeti ilizerinde anlamli etkiye sahip olmadigi i¢in,

moderasyon etkisinden s6z edilememektedir.

Doérdiincli analizde, yasin diirlistlik ve ise devamsizlik arasindaki iligkideki
moderasyon etkisi test edilmektedir. Ilk basamakta analize giren diiriistliik ve yas,
devamsizliktaki degisimin % 4’{inii agiklamakta ve ikinci basamakta analize dahil
olan diiriistliik X yas etkilesim degiskeni ek olarak % 3’lik bir agiklama
getirebilmektedir. Degiskenler bireysel olarak incelendiginde, diiriistliik ve yasin
devamsizlik iizerindeki negatif etkileri goriilmektedir (Tablo 8). Yani, daha diiriist
olduklarin1 ifade eden ve daha yasli olan ¢alisanlar daha az devamsizlik
yapmaktadirlar. Etkilesim degiskeninin anlamli etkisi ise yasin, diiriistlik ve
devamsizlik arasinda iliskide belirleyici oldugunu gostermektedir. Analizler
sonucunda disiik yas grubu egrisi anlamsiz bulunsa da, yiiksek yas grubu egrisi
anlaml ¢ikmustir (Sekil 4). Sonug olarak; geng calisanlarin devamsizlik seviyeleri,
diirtistlik seviyelerine gore degismese de, yashilar icin degismekte ve yash
caliganlarin  diirtistlik seviyeleri artttkca daha az devamsizlik yaptiklan

anlasilmaktadir.
Ikinci grup aciklayici analizlerde orgiitsel adalet algisiin alt boyutlarinmn

iliskilerdeki moderasyon etkisi arastirilmis ve genel olarak hipotez analizlerinin

sonuclar1 ile paralel bulgular elde edilmistir. Sadece, islemsel adalet algisinin
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diirtistliik-isten ayrilma niyeti arasindaki iliskide anlamli moderasyon etkisi
bulunmustur. Bu analizde; yas, kidem ve egitim seviyesi kontrol degiskenleri olarak
ilk basamakta kullanilmis ve isten ayrilma niyeti degisiminin %10 unu
aciklamislardir. ikinci basamakta analize katilan diiriistliik ve islemsel adalet algis1
ek olarak %8’lik bir aciklama saglarken, son basamakta analize katilan diiriistliik X
islemsel adalet etkilesim degiskeni %?2’lik bir acgiklama daha getirmistir.
Degigkenler bireysel olarak incelendiginde, egitim seviyesinin isten ayrilma niyeti
iizerinde pozitif bir etkiye sahip oldugu; dolayisiyla daha egitimli ¢alisanlarin isten
ayrilmaya daha niyetli olduklar1 tespit edilmistir. Ayrica, islemsel adalet algisinin
isten ayrilma niyeti lizerinde negatif bir etkiye sahip oldugu; yani orgiitsel islemleri
daha az adil bulan c¢aliganlarin isten ayrilmaya daha niyetli olduklar1 bulunmustur.
Son olarak, etkilesim degiskeninin isten ayrilma niyeti tizerindeki anlamli etkisi,
islemsel adalet algisinin diiriistliik-isten ayrilma niyeti arasindaki iliskide
moderasyon giiciiniin oldugunu gostermektedir. Diisiik ve yliksek islemsel adalet
algis1 seviyelerinde egimler anlamsiz olsa da; yiiksek islemsel adalet algisina sahip
katilimcilarin diiriistliik seviyeleri ylikseldikce, isten ayrilma niyetlerinin azaldig1 ve
diisiik islemsel adalet algisina sahip ¢alisanlarin diiriistliik seviyeleri yiikseldikge,
isten ayrilma niyetlerinin arttif1 anlagilmaktadir (Sekil 5). Son olarak, diirtistlik
seviyelerinden bagimsiz olarak islemleri daha az adil bulan katilimcilarin isten

ayrilma niyetlerinin daha fazla oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Tartisma

Calismanin hipotezlerinden sadece orglitsel adalet algisinin diiriistlik ve isten
ayrilma niyeti arasindaki iligkide marjinal anlamli moderasyon etkisi desteklense
de, baz1 énemli bulgular elde edilmistir. Orgiitsel adalet algisimin diiriistliik ve is
performansi arasindaki iliskide moderasyon etkisine sahip oldugunu iddia eden ilk

hipotezin desteklenmemesinin olasi bir nedeni diiriistlik ve is performansi
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puanlarindaki ranj daralmasi olabilir. Ayrica anket sirasinda diisiik diirtistliik
seviyesine sahip olacagini tahmin eden c¢alisanlar demografik bilgileri
doldurmayarak c¢alismanin diginda kalmis olabilirler. Bir baska olasi etken,
yoneticiler tarafindan yapilan performans degerlendirmelerinin ilgili yazinda ¢ok
tartisildig sekilde (6r. Holzbach, 1978) tarafli/yanli olmasi ihtimalidir. Son olarak,
orgiitsel adalet algisinin gergekten bu iliskide moderasyon etkisi olmayabilir.
Organizasyon son yillarda 6zellesmistir; yani ¢alisanlarin biiyiik bir kismi memur
olarak ve 6miir boyu burada ¢alisacaklarini diisiinerek ise baslamislardir. Bu durum
onlarin orgiitsel davraniglarin1 adalet algilar1 da dahil olmak iizere herhangi bir
durum ile sekillendirmemelerine ve is imkanlarinin az oldugunu diisiinmeleri
nedeniyle oOrgiitiin adil olup olmamasma bakmadan biitiin uygulamalar1 kabul
etmelerine yol agmaktadir. Meyer ve Dalal’in (2009) da ifade ettigi gibi; bu
organizasyonun da sahip oldugu sekilde gii¢lii durumsal ortamlarda, ¢alisanlarin i¢
motivasyonlarinin davraniglarina olan etkileri azalmakta ve gili¢li durumlar

davraniglar arasindaki ¢esitliligi azaltmaktadir.

Calismanin 2. hipotezi dogrultusunda, orgiitsel adalet algisinin diiriistliik ve 6rgiitsel
yurttaglik davraniglar1 arasindaki iliskide belirleyici bir rol oynamasi beklenmistir
ancak veriler bu hipotezi desteklememistir. Diiriistlik ve Oorgiitsel yurttaghk
davraniglar1 ~ skorlarmin  dar bir ranjda sikismast  yine bu  hipotezin
desteklenmemesinin bir nedeni olabilir. Ayrica, orgiitsel yurttaslik davranisi dogasi
geregi sosyal begenirlik yanliligina maruz kalmis olabilir. Son olarak yukarida da
bahsedildigi ilizere organizasyonun &zel durumu Orgiitsel adalet algisinin

moderasyon etkisini engellemis olabilir.

Hipotez 3a, orgiitsel adalet algisinin diiriistliik ve isten ayrilma niyeti arasindaki
iliskide moderasyon etkisini test etmis ve marjinal anlamlilikta desteklenmistir.
Yine sosyal begenirligin tetiklenmesi ile dar bir alana sikisan diiriistliik skorlar

buna sebep olmus olabilir. Ayrica, anketin organizasyonda calisan bir insan
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kaynaklar1 ¢alisan1 tarafindan uygulanmasi, katilimcilarin gergek isten ayrilma

niyetlerini belirtmemelerine yol agmis olabilir.

Hipotez 3b, orgiitsel adalet algisinin diiriistliik ve devamsizlik arasindaki iliskideki
moderasyon giiciinii test etmis ve boyle bir etki bulamamistir. Oncelikle daha 6nce
de aciklandig1 gibi, organizasyonun 6zel durumu bdyle bir moderasyon etkisinin
olusmasint engellemis olabilir. Ayrica, insan kaynaklar1 biriminden alinan
devamsizlik verilerinde; c¢alisanlarin  kartli gegis sistemini kullanmamalari,
birimlerin giris-¢ikis verilerini ayni ciddiyetle kontrol etmemeleri, saat bazli
izinlerin sistem {izerinden yiiriitilmesine gereken hassasiyeti gostermeyen
yoneticilerin varlig1 bu degiskenin saglikli olmasini engellemis olabilir. Daha 6nce
de ifade edildigi gibi, giicli durumlar, calisan davraniglarinin kaynagi olan i¢
motivasyonu perdeleyerek davranislar arasindaki farkliliklar1 kaldirmaktadir (Meyer
ve Dalal, 2009). Bu analizde kartli gecis sistemi, gili¢lii bir durum olusturarak,

calisanlarin istekleri disinda ise daha diizenli gelmelerini saglamis olabilir.

Bu calismanin ilgili literatiire dnemli katkilar1 oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Oncelikle
arastirmada yer alan degiskenler arastirmacilarca siklikla ¢alisilmis olsalar da (or.
Cohen-Charash ve Spector, 2001; Greenberg, 1988; Ones ve Viswesvaran, 2003),
orgiitsel adalet algisinin iligkilerdeki moderasyon etkisi ¢ok az calisilmis bir
konudur. Ayrica, Bati kiiltlirlinde diirtistliik testleri yaygin olarak kullanilan bir
secme yontemi olsa da, (Schmidt ve Hunter, 1998), Tirkiye’de degildir (Sozer
2004). Aynmi dogrultuda, Tiirkiye’de ve Tiirk katilimcilarla yapilan diiristliik testleri
ile ilgili arastirmalara da olduk¢a nadir rastlanmaktadir (Bilgic ve arkadaslari, 2011;
Tasdoven ve Kaya, 2014). Bu calismanin, diristlik testlerine olan ilgilinin
artmasina ve konu hakkindaki ulusal literatiirin olugmasina katki yapmasi
beklenmektedir. Ek olarak, verilerin farkli kaynaklardan (kisisel rapor, yonetici
degerlendirmesi ve elektronik kayith devamsizlik verisi) elde edilmis olmasi

yontemsel olarak bu c¢alismayr giiclii kilmaktadir. Son olarak, organizasyon ¢ok
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bliylik bir yapiya sahip oldugu i¢in; katilimer grubu farkl sehir, yas, birim, gorev ve
hiyerarsik seviyedeki calisanlardan olusmaktadir. Bu ¢esitlilik, 6rneklemin temsil

giiclinii artirmaktadir.

Calismanin sonuglarinin orgiitsel bazi uygulamalar i¢in yol gosterici oldugu
diistiniilmektedir. Diiristliik ve orgiitsel adalet algisinin degiskenler ile olan iliskisi;
diiriistliik 6l¢timleri ve orgiitsel adalet algis1 olusturmak i¢in yapilacak yatirimlarin
organizasyonlara bircok katki saglayacagini gostermektedir. Yas degiskeni bu
calismada dnemli bir belirleyici degisken olarak ortaya ¢ikmustir. Ornegin, calisma
bulgulart daha yasl c¢alisanlarin devamsizlik konusunda daha dikkatli oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu nedenle, ise devamsizlig1 azaltmaya yonelik programlarin geng
calisanlara odaklanmasinin daha etkili olacaktir. Degiskenler arasinda gézlemlenen
iligkiler de bazi 6nemli uygulamalara yol gosterici niteliktedir. Genel literatiire
aykiri olarak, bu orgiitte kidem arttikca, orgiitsel yurttaglik davranislarinin da arttigt
bulunmustur. Bu kurumda orgiitsel yurttaglik davraniglart orgiit kiltiirti ile ¢ok
bagintil1 olabilir ve kidemli ¢aligsanlar bu kiiltiiriin icerisinde daha fazla yer aldiklar
icin beklentilerin daha fazla farkinda olabilirler. Bu sebeple, orgiitsel yurttaglik
davraniglarint destekleyen kiiltiiriin yayginlagtirilmas1 amaci ile daha az tecriibeli
calisanlarin, kidemli ¢alisanlarla ¢aligmalarini saglayan diizenlemeler yapilabilir.
Son olarak, katilimeilarin egitim seviyeleri isten ayrilma niyetleri ile pozitif bir
iliskiye sahiptir. Bu durum egitim seviyeleri yiliksek c¢alisanlarin daha fazla is
imkanina sahip olmalar1 ve dolayisiyla daha kolay is bulabilecekleri algisi ile
aciklanabilir. Bu niyeti azaltmak i¢in daha egitimli ¢alisanlarin organizasyonda

kaliciligini saglayacak uygulamalar giindeme getirilmelidir.

Literatiire katkilarinin yani sira c¢alismanin bazi kisitlar1 da bulunmaktadir.
Oncelikle, pratik kullanimda diiriistliik testleri is basvurusunda bulunan adaylara
uygulanmakta iken; bu arastirmada bir tez ¢calismasi kapsaminda mevcut ¢alisanlara

uygulanmistir. Bu durum alinan puanlarin gorece dar bir ranj igine sikismasina
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sebep olmustur. Gelecek calismalar, testlerin ise basvuran gruplar i¢in yordayici
giiciine odaklanmalidir. ikinci olarak, bu ¢alismada kullanilan diiriistliik 6lgeginde
(Bilgic ve arkadaslari, 2011), davranigs temelli bazi maddeler algisal/tutumsal
maddelere dontstirilmistir. Gelecek ¢alismalar, bu degisikliklerden sonra
diiriistliik dl¢eginin psikometrik kalitesini artirmaya odaklanmalidir. Ugiincii olarak,
bu calismada isten ayrilma davranisi yerine isten ayrilma niyeti kullanilmistir.
Gelecek c¢alismalarin isten ayrilma davranisint  kullanmalari  Onerilmektedir.
Dordiincii olarak, organizasyonun ¢ok biiyiik bir yapiya sahip olmasi nedeniyle alt
kiiltiirlerin olustugu gézlemlenmis ve bu alt kiiltlirlerin devamsizlik davranisi ile
ilgili farkl algilara sahip oldugu saptanmistir. Tiim bu degisken algilar, devamsizlik
verisinin gegerliligini etkilemis olabilecegi ig¢in, gelecek c¢alismalarda daha
saglikli/gecerli bir devamsizlik 6l¢iimii kullanmasi 6nerilmektedir. Besinci olarak,
caligmanin sadeligi igin orgiitsel yurttaslik davranisi genel kavram diizeyinde ele
alimmigtir. Gelecek caligmalar alt boyut bazinda bu kavrami irdelemelidir. Son
olarak, arastirmact ayni organizasyonun insan kaynaklar1 biriminde gérevine devam
eden bir calisandir. Bu sebeple katilimcilarin 6z beyanina dayali degerlendirmeler
tarafli olarak yapilmis olabilir. Gelecek calismalarda, organizasyon disindan bir

arastirmacinin ¢alismayi yiiriitmesi objektifligi artiracaktir.
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APPENDIX G

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisu

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstittisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisi

YAZARIN

Soyadi: Karapinar
Adi : Ozlem
Boliimii: Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): Integrity as It Relates To Job Performance,
Organizational Citizenship Behavior and Withdrawal Behavior: Moderating
Effect Of Organizational Justice

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir

boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:
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