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ABSTRACT 

LAUREN A. KIPROFF. Examining the Effects of Work-Life Balance and Organizational 

Justice Perceptions on Counterproductive Work Behavior (Under the direction of Dr. Uma J. 

Iyer) 

Numerous studies have explored the impact of work-life balance on employee morale and 

engagement. Research has also focused on possible antecedents of counterproductive work 

behaviors. However, limited if any research has been conducted to directly explore the role that 

work-life balance plays in employee involvement in counterproductive work behaviors. Limited 

research has also been conducted to examine the effects of work-life baiance on how employees 

perceive the fairness and organizational justice the conditions of their organizations. Carrying 

out this study contributed to filling in those gaps in research. Survey data was collected from 

qualified voluntary participants. Data was collected using the Work Life Balance Scale 

(Hayman, 2005), the Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist ( I 0-item version; Spector, 

Bauer & Fox 20 IO) and the Oroanizational Justice Questionnaire (Colquitt, 200 I). Data were 
' ' ' b 

analyzed to determine whether significant relationships exist among work-life balance factors, 

organizational justice factors, and counterproductive work behaviors. Additionally, data were 

examined to determine whether organizational justice factors and work-life balance each 

predicted significant variance in counterproductive work behaviors. Results were discussed in 

the light of existing literature. Implications for practice and directions for future research were 

suggested. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

1 

Organizations are under pressure to evolve in order to remain competitive in response to 

globalization (Daipuria & Kakar, 2013). One change that has come from globalization is an 

increased tendency for organizations to expand the expected contributions of employees to meet 

the strategic needs of the organization. These expanded expectations have made employees more 

susceptible to higher levels of interrole conflict than ever before. Interrole conflict is the extent to 

which people encounter pressures and challenges in one role that are not compatible with 

pressures and challenges that arise within a different role (Allen & Finkelstein, 2014). 

Employees have a variety of tasks and responsibilities they are expected to complete as 

part of their assigned role within their organization (Quarat-ul-ain, Khattak, & Iqbal, 2013). In a 

perfect world employees would have ample time to complete tasks each day in accordance with 

realistic expectations of their organization. However, many employees are now being faced with 

increasingly heavy workloads as organizations seek higher levels of productivity from employees 

(Karatepe, 2013). Heavy workloads can impose strain on employees to such an extent as to 

potentially interfere with any and all non-work related responsibilities an employee may have 

waiting to be addressed after the workday is complete. 

Employees often struggle to effectively allocate their time each day in order to meet the 

wide array of professional and personal obligation they face. According to the conservation of 

resources theory, people have limited access to the scarce personal resources at their disposal 

(Grawitch & Barber, 20 IO) . The scarcity of personal resources requires people to allocate these 

resources carefull y in order to maximize their utility. One personal resource that employees must 

approach with particular discretion is the allocation of time. Limited time availability creates a 
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cnnsistcnt challenge fo r employees as they stri ve to full y meet the obligati ons of their work lives 

and personal lives (Wood, Totterdell , & Michae lides, 201 3). 

Research has interpreted work-life balance in various forms but for the purposes of this 

study work-life balance pertains to employee perceptions that they can successfully allocate their 

time in order to allow work-life demands and personal life demands to be satisfied (Odle-Dusseau, 

Britt, & Bobko, 2012). The extent to which employees have a choice in defining aspects of their 

work role can influence perceptions of work-life balance (Nelson & Tarpey, 2010). Limited 

research has examined the influence of employee perceptions of the fairness or justice of 

organizational conditions and policies on employee perceptions of work-life balance. Previous 

research has suggested a relationship between organizational justice and employee behavior such 

that low perceptions of fairness could signify a higher likelihood that employees will behave in 

ways that are against the best interests of the organization for which they work (Chemyak-Hai & 

Tziner, 20 I 4 ). 

This study sought to extend prior research on work-life balance by examining whether 

employee perceptions of their own work-life balance and organizational justice contributed to 

employees engaging in counterproductive behavior at work. This study also sought to extend 

research on counterproductive work behavior by examining whether potential relationships 

existing between counterproductive work behavior and organizational justice are influenced by 

employee perceptions of work-life balance. 



Chapter II 

Literature Review 

Organizational Justice 

3 

Organizations attempt to implement policies and practices to direct the work behaviors 

and work related ethics of employees (Bobocel, 2013). Employee perceptions of the fairness of 

work-related conditions could influence the attitudes with which they approach these work 

behaviors. Organizational justice pertains to the way employees evaluate the fairness of the 

treatment they encounter at work (Jacobs, Belschak, & Den Hartog, 2014 ). These justice 

perceptions can influence employee appraisals of general organizational practices and policies as 

well as specific individual events or outcomes (Bobocel, 2013). 

Employee attitudes and work behaviors are influenced by the level of fairness employees 

perceive in the organizational policies and occurrences (Judge & Colquitt, 2004). Organizational 

justice pertains to employee perceptions of fair treatment at work (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001). 

Organizational justice was originally categorized into two factors: distributive justice and 

procedural justice (Greenberg, 1987). 

Procedural justice refers to employee perceptions of fairness in decision-making policies 

that determine how decisions are made and outcomes are allocated within an organization 

(Thibaut & Walker, 1975)._Employee perceptions of procedural fairness can vary based on the 

levels of representativeness, ethicality, consistency, correctability, bias suppression, and 

accuracy associated organizational policies. Perceptions of procedural justice are partially 

affected by process control, the ability to express opinions about organizational policies 

(Colquitt, 2001 ). Procedural justice perceptions are also influenced by decision control, the 

ab ility to influence organizational outcomes when evaluating an organization's policies. 
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Another aspect of organizational J·ustice related t t · d. ·b · · · o ou comes 1s 1stn ut1ve Justice. 

Distributive justice is a dimension of orga · t· I · · · · mza 10na Justice concerned with employee perceptions 

of the fairness of the allocation of organizational outcomes in comparison to employees' 

contributions within the organization (Adams, 1965). Employee perceptions of distributive 

justice are related to equity theory. Equity theory states that employees compare their 

contributions and outcomes against those of coworkers in order to determine whether or not 

outcome allocation can be considered fair. Employee contributions that commonly influence 

distributive justice perceptions include role responsibilities, skills, education, experience, and 

time. Work outcomes associated with distributive justice include but are pay, promotions, 

awards, vacation time, and other incentives (Rousseau, Salek, Aube, & Morin, 2009). Research 

has further suggested the employees perceiving a lack of distributive justice are more likely to 

engage in counterproductive behaviors at work. 

Later research expanded the construct of organizational justice to include a dimension of 

interactional justice. Interactional justice is a form of organizational justice concerned with the 

way employees perceive they are being treated organizational authority figures on the basis of 

the polices and procedures that are in place in the organization (Colquitt, 200 I). Interactional 

justice is a forn1 of organizational justice concerned with the way employees perceive they are 

being treated organizational authority figures on the basis of the policies and procedures that are 

in place in the organization. lnteractional justice perceptions are based on criteria including 

perceived justification, perceived truthfulness, perceived respect, and perceived propriety of the 

treatment of employees by organizational decision makers . 

Research has suooested interactional justice can have particular influence on employee 
bb 

behavior (Le Roy, Bastounis, & Minibas-Poissard, 20 I 2). A possible explanation is the tendency 



for employees to be more aware of interactional justice dimensions in their everyday work 

environment than for issues of procedural and distributive justice due to required daily 

interaction with coworkers and supervisors . Perceptions of interactional justice can have 

lingering implications for the future health and contributions of employees (Yang, Bauer, 

Johnson, Groer, & Salomon, 2014). 

According to social self-preservation theory, people who perceive interactional injustice 

feel that their social self is threatened will experience coping reactions that serve to minimize 

threats (Yang et al. , 2014). The coping reactions experienced by threatened employees can be 

physiological, psychological, or behavioral in nature. The behavioral coping responses 

demonstrated by threatened employees manifest themselves in the form of counterproductive 

work behaviors. 

5 

Interactional justice has been categorized into distinct dimensions of informational justice 

and interpersonal injustice. Both fom1s relate to the quality of the interaction that takes place (Le 

Roy et al. , 2012). Informational justice is a form of interactional justice concerned with the 

quality of received infonnation. Interpersonal justice describes the quality of interactions 

occurring between employees in ten11S of such issues as respect, honesty, and appropriateness. 

Interpersonal justice is influential in any interaction between employees but is particularly 

significant in interactions between supervisors and subordinates. 

Employee perceptions of organizational justice can be a highly influential stressor that 

can detrimentall y influence the phys ica l and emotional we ll-being of employees (Yang et al. , 

2014). This stressor can produce exhaustion, depress ion, insomnia, phys ical illness, and work 

absences related to illness. Several behavioral outcomes have been pos itively linked to 

individual-leve l perceptions oforganizational justice (Ambrose, Sch.minke, & Mayer, 2013). 
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These behaviora l outcomes include J·ob satisfacti·on per.-ormance O · t· 1 ·t t 
, 1 1 

, rgarnza 1011a comm, men , 

and organizational citizenship behaviors. 

Counterproductive Work Behavior 

Employee coping behaviors can be beneficial or damaging to an organization based 

largely on the way an employee responds to an organizational environment (Krischer, Penney, & 

Hunter, 2010). Counterproductive workplace behaviors (CWBs) are behaviors that violate the 

legitimate interests of, or inflict harm upon, an organization or organizational stakeholders 

(Marcus, Taylor, Hastings, Sturm, & Weigelt, 2013). These behaviors have the potential of 

damaging organizational property, undermining organizational functioning, or negatively 

influencing employee effectiveness. Employees evaluate their organization's environment based 

on its demands on their physical, emotional, cognitive, and other personal resources (Krischer et 

al., 2010). Employee perceptions and emotional responses are moderated by how much control 

employees feel they have over environmental conditions (Spector & Fox, 2005). 

Exposure to an abundance of work-related stressors could lead employees to engage in 

CWB (Meier & Spector, 2013). The stressor-emotion model of CWB illustrates the role 

emotion plays within the occurrence of CWBs in the workplace. According to this model the 

way employees perceive an organization 's environment leads to a distinct emotional reaction on 

the part of the employee. If employee emotional reactions are negative then employees are more 

likely to engage in CWBs (Spector & Fox, 2005) . Negative emotional responses to work 

environment can lead to revenge motives. Revenge motives occur when a victim of 

mistreatment or harm intentionally acts to damage, discomfort, injure, or punish the parties seen 

as responsible for hanning the victim (Hung, Chi, & Lu, 2009). 
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CWBs directed at the organization as a whole are kn · · I own as organizat1ona 

counterproductive work behaviors (OCWBs; Klotz & Buckley, 2013). One common form of 

OCWB is production deviance. Production deviance behavior is the conscious and intentional 

failure of employees to perform the responsibilities of their jobs effectively. Research suggests 

that employees involved in production deviance will intentionally reduce individual performance 

levels. Behaviors associated with production deviance include excessive breaks, leaving work 

early, and intentionally working slowly (Zoghbi-Manrique-de-Lara, 201 0). 

Another type of organizational counterproductive work behavior equally detrimental to 

organizations is sabotage. Employee sabotage behaviors are employee behaviors intended to 

cause damage or disruption for an organization by defacing property, destroying possessions, 

physically harming employees or customers, and damaging the reputation of an employer or 

organization (Skarlicki, van Jaarsveld, & Walker, 2008). Employee sabotage is associated with 

retaliation motives generated from employee perceptions of injustice in an organization. 

Withdrawal is another example of employee behavior that can hann an organization. 

Withdrawal behaviors are organizational counterproductive behaviors that restrict or reduce the 

amount of time worked to less than is required by the organization (Spector et al., 2006). 

Employees can withdraw from their organization psychologically or physically (Volpone & 

Avery, 2013). Psychological withdrawal is related to reduced employee organizational 

commitment and reduced employee engagement as employees separate themselves from the 

tasks and responsibilities associated with their jobs. Burnout is the most prevalent organizational 

counterproductive behavior associated with psychological withdrawal. Employee burnout is 

related to decreases in employee job performance, effectiveness, and productivity. 



Phys ical wi thdrawa l pe11ains to the behaviors e I d' I mp oyees use to separate irect y 

themselves from the tasks and responsibilities associated with their jobs (Volpone & Avery, 

20 13). Intentional lateness, absenteeism, longer than authorized breaks, and unscheduled breaks 

are examples of physical withdrawal that employees engage in to remove themselves from their 

jobs. Employee psycho logical withdrawal generally precedes the onset of physical withdrawal. 

Theft is the intentional and unapproved appropriation of organizational property by 

employees for the purpose of private use or sale to a third party (Sauser, 2007). Common forms 

of employee theft can involve fraud, embezzling company funds, taking office supplies or 

company equipment for unauthorized personal use, and using company time for personal 

business (Appelbaum, Cottin, Pare, & Shapiro, 2006). Employees are more likely to commit 

theft when they believe their organization is mistreating them (Sauser, 2007). 

8 

CWBs can also be directed toward individual employees. CWBs targeting individuals or 

groups of individuals within an organization are known as interpersonal counterproductive work 

behaviors (Spector et al., 2006). Interpersonal CWBs have been identified under the general 

category of abuse against others. Abuse pe11ains to harn1fu l behaviors perpetrated against 

coworkers and others that damages physically or psychologically. Abuse behaviors can be 

person-focused or task-focused (Ho, 2012). 

Abuse can occur at varying levels of severity. Meier and Spector (2013 ) described 

incivility experiences as low severity antisocial behaviors with a vague purpose of banning the 

target of the behavior. Targets of workplace incivility or neutral third-party observers in the 

k I ft d · t 1· te aoainst this behavior in a similarly uncivil manner. wor p ace are o en nven to re a 1a o 

W k I b II · · c- f ·nterpersonal counterproductive work behavior characterized by or pace u ymg 1s a 1onn o 1 

· d by supervisors or subordinates directed towards coworkers repeated and regular abuse committe 



(Gi lbert, Raffo, & Sutarso, 2013) Bullyi b I · • . 
· ng e 1av1ors are drrected agamst individuals or groups 

of individuals in an organization. These bullying behaviors can take the form of threats, verbal 

aggression, intimidation behaviors, and humiliation behaviors. 

Though abuse take place at any level of an organization abusive behaviors are widely 

attributed to leadership positions within organizations (Wei & Si, 2013). Abusive supervision 

refers to employee perceptions that supervisors engage in abusive behaviors when interacting 

with subordinates. This abusive behavior can include publicly criticizing subordinates, holding 

subordinates responsible for things they could not control, and directing verbal frustration at 

subordinates without cause. 

9 

Subordinate employees exposed to supervisor abuse experience higher levels of turnover 

intention, role conflict, and lower job satisfaction than subordinates that have not been exposed 

to supervisor abuse (Zellars, Tepper, & Duffy, 2002). Abused subordinate employees also 

perceive lower levels of justice in the procedures by which supervisors make decisions and the 

behaviors of their supervisors. 

Work-life Balance 

Employees have encountered ever-increasing pressure to improve job performance, 

maximize individual contributions, and meet other obligations to their organizations (Tziner & 

Sharoni, 2014). In order to maximize their contributions to their organization employees find 

themselves taking on dramatically heavier workloads and other work-life responsibilities 

(Karatepe, 2013). Heavy workloads in turn expose employees to increased stress, physical 

· · h of strain In addition to work-life fatigue , emotional exhaustion, and ot er sources · 

· · · · · h dditional set of obligations and responsibilities derived respons1b1ht1es employees meet wit an a 
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from their personal li ves (Glaser& Hecht 2013) p 
11

-c . . 
, • ersona 11e demands can include family 

re ponsibilities, school responsibilities or other non ·k . I d · · · · , -wo1 1e ate respons1b1ht1es or events. 

Work-life balance (WLB) pertains to the way employees manage the demands of their 

work and personal life domains (Koubova & Buchko 2013) Id 11 I h Id b bl , . ea y, emp oyees s ou e a e to 

meet all work-life obligations while still having adequate time and energy to fulfill all personal 

life obligations (Odle-Dusseau et al., 2012). If employees can achieve this balance the result will 

be work personal-life enhancement (WPLE), which occurs when actions taken to meet the 

obligations of one role enhance the performance of actions taken to meet the obligations of other 

roles (Molino, Ghislieri, & Cortese, 2013). 

Early research in WPLE focused primarily on employee efforts to achieve the balance 

between professional role responsibilities and family role responsibilities outside of work, known 

as work-family balance (Hayman, 2005). However, employees are increasingly faced with 

private life role responsibilities and commitments that extend beyond traditional family 

commitments (Parkes & Langford, 2008). Research has responded to this shift by expanding the 

similar construct of work-life balance, the ability of employees to meet their work and family 

commitments, as well as other non-work responsibilities and activities 

Employees are prone to finding these roles and demands incompatible (Jin, Ford, & 

Chen, 2013). This incompatibility of the work role and personal life role is known as work-life 

conflict (Molino et al., 2013). Work-life conflict places increased pressure on employees as they 

endeavor to meet the differing demands of multiple roles without adequate time and other 

necessary personal resources (Glaser & Hecht, 2013). Work-life conflict can take the form of 

work interference with personal life (WIPL) and personal life Interference with work (PLIW). 

W k l ·c fl. · b 'd ' · I · that 1·t can come in the form of the professional role or - 11 e con ,ct 1s I irect1ona m 
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interfering with the private role or in the private role 1·nterc · 'th th c · 
1 1 1ermg w1 e pro1ess1ona roe 

(Brauchli , Bauer, & Hammig, 2011). 

Employees' perceptions ofwork-11·ce b I h · · · 11 a ance can vary on t e basis of their perceptions of 

organizational support (Del Campo, Cook, & Arthur, 2013). Organizational support can be 

indicated by the presence and quality of the organization's work-life policies. If work-life 

balance policies in place are seen by employees as beneficial and fair, these employees are more 

likely to increased job satisfaction, decreased turnover, and decreased burnout. The processes 

used to determine these and other organizational conditions can influence the way employees 

perceive WLB (Nelson & Tarpey, 2010). 

Purpose of Study 

Work-life conflict can be a source of significant stress for employees (Amstad, Meier, 

Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011). Stress that is related to work-life conflict is known to 

negatively influence work-related outcomes including job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, turnover intentions, burnout, absenteeism, organizational citizenship behavior, job 

performance, work related strain, and other work-related behaviors. On the basis of this research 

it seems reasonable to the author to examine the relationships bet\veen WLB, organizational 

justice, and CWB. 

Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were developed to explore the relationships existing among 

WLB, organizational justice, and CWB: 

HI : WIPL will be positively related to CWB; 

H2 : PLIW will be positively related to CWB; 

H3: WPLE will be negatively related to CWB; 



H4· WIPL will be negative ly related to orga111·zat· 1 · . · 1ona Justice; 

HS: pLJW will be negatively related to organizational justice; 

H6: WPLE will be positively related to organizational justice; 

H7: Organizational justice will be negatively related to CWB· 
' 

H7a: Distributive justice will be negatively related to CWB; 

H7b: Procedural justice will be negatively related to CWB; 

H7c: Interpersonal justice will be negatively related to CWB; 

H7d: Informational justice will be negatively related CWB; 

H8: Organizational justice and WLB will predict significant variance in CWB; 

H8a: Organizational justice will predict significant variance in CWB; 

H8b: WLB will predict significant variance in CWB beyond that predicted by 

organizational justice. 

12 
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Chapter III 

Methodology 
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Two hundred sixty five participants were recruited from various outlets. Some 

participants were recruited from classes in the Austin Peay State University Psychology 

Department. Based on individual professor discretion, extra credit was awarded for participation. 

Additional participants were recruited online through social media outlets including Facebook 

and Linked-In. Participants had to be 18 years old or older, have been employed at least once, 

and provide consent in order to be eligible to participate. The Austin Peay State University 

Institutional Review Board approval was sought and the consent procedure was approved. A 

power analysis was conducted to determine the appropriate sample size for establishing 

significance of the statistical findings of this study. 

Participants were administered an online survey. Optional items on age, gender, 

organization size, and participant level of education were included to collect demographic 

information. Demographic infom1ation for participant age is displayed in Figure I, with 59.7 % 

of participants falling into the J 8-22 year old range. Figure 2 disp lays that 76.2 % of participants 

were female. Figure 3 displays the size of the study part icipant 's organization. According to 

Figure 3, 44.1 % of study pat1icipants were employees by organizat ions employing between 2 to 

50 employees. Figure 4 displays the education level of study participants. Figure 3 shows that 

. . I d oll eoe but have no de 0 ree. 50 % of study part1c1pants have comp ete some c ::, ::, 



Figure l 

Participant Age Range 

Participant Age Range 
P art1c1pant 
Age Range 

■ ,e -~ cS9 'Mi.J 
■23-27(7.S'li. ) 
028 -32 (6 .S,r.) 
■ 3'.3 • 37 (6 .S"lt.) 

43 • 48 (4 .. ) 
■49. Sl (S.S"lt.) 

S5 • 59 (1 .S"lt.) 
060-6'(1'lfo) 

65 - 69 (S'lfo) 

14 



Figure 2 

Participant Gender 

Participant Gendel' 

Gender: 

■ Male (19.9%) 
■Female (72 .6'1(,) 

15 



Figure 3 

Participant Organization Size 

Organization Size 
050. Approximately 
how many people are 
currently employed by 

your orgamzalion? 
■2-50 ~yees(«.1%) 
■S1-100~yees(15 .6%) 

0 101 - 500 ~yees 
(12 .9%) 

•
500 or more ~yees 
(27 .4%) 

16 



Measures 

Figure 4 

Participant Education Level 

Participants By Age Group 

051 . What is your 
highest level of 

education? 

■Some primary or secondsy 
(K-12) education (2.2%) 

■~ school diploma or 
GEO/eql.iva1ert (20 .4%) 

0~) colege, no dei;,ee 

• Associate's ,._,_ee (e g A 
S.) (4 .3%) -'# .. , . 

O~BS 's~ee(e.g.,B . 
. , . . )(8.6%) 

Master's of Business •~rnslrsion (M3A) (0 5 

Master's dei;,ee ( e g , M s 
M.Ad<4F .A M.Ed ) 
(10.a.) ' ' 

Doctoral ~ee (e.g., Ph. 
D., EdD.) (3.8%) 

17 

Participants took an anonymous se lf-report survey that included items related to work-life 

balance, organizational justice perceptions, and counterproducti ve work behavior. Work-li fe 

balance items were derived from Hayinan's (2005) Work-Li fe Balance (W LB) Scale. The WLB 

Scale consisted of items examining three dimensions of work-li fe balance: work interference 

with personal life (WIPL), personal life interference with work (PLIW), and work/personal life 

enhancement (WPLE). Participants indicated how often they experienced particular feelings 

during the past three months using a seven-point time related scale ( e.g., 1 = ot at all , 4 = 

Sometimes, and 7 = All the time). Higher means indicated that respondents report having 
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XJ)Crienccd that . ituation more frequently 1 . 
· · n most cases item · 1 h' 1 , s wit 1 1g 1er means are purported 

10 indicate lower leve l of work-life balance It . 
· em six on the WlPL subscale was reverse scored. 

n,e WPLE ub ca le is worded positively and hi h . . . 
g er means mdicate higher levels of perceived 

,rork-li fe balance. The reliability values for the thre 1 e sea es were a== .93 for WIPL, a == .85 for 

pLJW, and a == .69 for WPLE. The WLB Scale items includ d · th· d . e m 1s stu y can be found m 

Appendix A. 

Organizational justice items were adapted from the Organ1·2 t· I J t· Q · · a 10na us ice uest1onnaire 

(OJQ; Colquitt, 2001 ). The OJQ consisted of items related to procedural justice perceptions, 

distributive justice perceptions, interpersonal justice perceptions, and informational justice 

perceptions. Participants indicated their perceptions of the fairness of their workplace outcomes, 

the procedures of their workplace, and the actions of their workplace authority figures on a scale 

from 1 (to a very small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). The reliability for the OJQ was a== 

.97 (Colquitt, 2001 ). The OJQ items included in this study can be found in Appendix B. 

CWB items were derived from the Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (CWB­

C; Spector et al., 2006). This version of the CWB-C included items related to behaviors targeting 

an organization and items targeting people (Spector et al. , 20 I 0). Participants indicated how 

often they engaged in certain behaviors on a scale of 1 (Never) to 5 (Every day) (Spector et al., 

2006) Th I. b·1 · · t i:-: th CWB C IO-item version is a== .78 (Spector et al., 2010). . e re ia 1 1ty est1ma e 1or e -

The CWB-C items included in this study can be found in Appendix C. 

Procedures 

. . C us Labs Baseline in accordance with the 
Survey data were collected onlme usmg amp 

. . . al Research and Effectiveness 
Austm Peay State Uni versity Office ofJnstitution 

. k lace over a JO-week period from April 
(http ://www.apsu.edu/ire). Survey data collectwn too P 
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2 2014 to June 30, 20 14. Part icipants recr ·t d ti 
· u, e Tom APSU Psychology classes were given a 

lip of paper with a link to the survey printed on· . 
it and a brief statement about the survey. 

Student participants typed the link into the web b . 
rowser of th err choice and would be taken to a 

page conta ining infom1ed consent instructions p rt" · . 
- · a icipants recruited online responded to public 

participation requests posted in discussion sections of 1 . 
re evant groups on Lmkedln, Facebook, 

and other approved social media sources. These participat· . 
1011 request posts contained the same 

brief statement and same link leading to the above-mentioned s O 1- . . urvey. n me part1c1pants were 

instructed to click on this link and were taken to the same infonned c t · db onsen page v1ewe y 

student participants. 

After establishing informed consent, legal age, and adequate employment experience 

participants were taken to the online survey. Upon completion of the main portion of the survey 

participants were taken to a page inquiring about whether they were seeking academic credit for 

their participation. Participants not seeking academic credit were instructed to answer no and 

were then directed to a final screen thanking them for their participation and inviting them to exit 

the survey. Student participants seeking academic credit were instructed to answer yes and were 

directed to fill out a certificate of completion including the student's name, student identification 

number, the date of completion, and course infonnation. After completing this page they were 

directed to a thank-you screen that included a certificate of completion, which they could print or 

save this certificate for submission to their professor for extra credit. 

Data Analysis 

. . d from the 265 survey participants were 
Following the data collect1on penod raw ata 

. . . ft Excel 2013. Using Microsoft Excel 
downloaded from Campus Labs Baseline mto Microso 

d to eliminate responses with miss ing 
201 3 the orig ina l 265 participant responses were screene 
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data. Then the updated Excel 2013 file with the remaining 201 participant responses was loaded 

. IBM SPSS Statistics 22 for further analyzed to obtain information about possible 
into 

relationships between CWB, WLB factors, and Organizational Justice factors using correlation 

I es Finally a hierarchical regression was conducted to examine any moderating influence 
ana ys · ' 

WLB factors had on the possible relationship between CWB and each Organizational Justice 

All data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics 22. 
factor. 
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Chapter IV 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics were performed on the followi·ng v · bl . w k 
I 

fi · h 
ana es. or nter erence wit 

Personal Life (WIPL), Personal Life Interference with Work (PLIW), Work Personal Life 

Enhancement (WPLE), Distributive Justice, Procedural Justice, Interpersonal Justice, 

Informational Justice, and Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB). Table 1 presents the 

means and standard deviations for each variable. 

Table I 

Descriptive Statistics of Work-Life Balance, Organizational Justice, and Counterproductive 
Work Behavior 

Measure Standard 
N Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation 

WIPL (WLBS) 201 6 40 24.6119 6.01570 
PLIW (WLBS) 201 4 24 9.7214 4.04623 

WPLE (WLBS) 201 0 23 13 .75 12 4.34141 

Distributive 
201 3 

Justice (OJQ) 
19 12.4925 3.19236 

Procedural 
201 7 35 21.8607 6.27140 

Justice (OJQ) 
Interpersonal , 15 11.2488 3.33284 201 .) 

Justice (OJQ) 
Informational 25 16.9701 5.32627 

201 5 
Justice (OJQ) 

34 16.43 78 4.78825 
CWB (CWB-C) 201 10 
ValidN 

201 (listwise) 

. . WLB factors and CWB were examined in . .h. stina between The potential relations 1ps ex1 o . 

I · I analyses are HYPotheses 1-3 . The results of the corre ationa 
di.splayed in Table 2. As predicted 

. h CWB (r = 0.176,p < .05). In . . . 1 correlated wit 
in Hypothesis 1, the WIPL score was positive Y . 

. h CWB (r = 0.3 55, p < .01 ), supportmg 
. . . I orrelated wit addition the PLIW score was pos1t1ve Y c 
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Hypothes is 2. The WPLE score was ne . gatively related to CWB 
(r == -.252 p < 01 ) . 

Hypothes is 3. ' · , supporting 

Table 2 

Counterproductive Work Behav· d ior an Work-Life B I a ance Factor Correlations 

WIPL PLfW WPLE 
WIPL CWB 

.277* .072 . I 76* 

PLIW .277* -.100 .3 35** 

WPLE .072 -. I 00 -.252** 

CWB .176* .335 ** -.252** 

AIINs 201 . * Correlation is signi fica nt at the .05 le\'el. ** 
Correlation is significant at the .01 leve l. 

Potential relationships ex isting between WLB factor and Organizationa l Ju tice \\'ere 

examined in Hypotheses 4-6. The results of the correlational analy e are di played in Table 3. 

Hypothes is 4, the relat ionship between WIPL and Organizational Ju tice. \,·a partially upported 

by the significant negative correlations existing between WIPL and Procedura l Ju tice (r = -.204, 

p< .0 1), Interpersonal Justi ce (r = -. 189, p < .01), and Infonnational Ju tice (r = -.24-t.p < .0 1), a 

nonsignificant corre lation between WIP L and Distribut i\'e Justice (r = -.0-t I). Hypothesis 5. the 

relationship bet\veen PLIW and Organizational Justice. \,·as part ially supported by the signifi cant 

negative correlations existing between WIPL and Procedura l Ju tice (r = -.2o7
. P < .O 

1 
). 

Interpersonal Justice (r = -.228, p < .0 l ), and In fo rmational Justice (r = -.208. p < .0 1 ). Bu t PLI W 

did • . . J · ( - 06?) Hypothes is 6 \\ as confinned 
not significantly correlate with Disrnbut1ve uSrice r - -. - · 

byth . . 
0 

· t' onal Justice fac tors. WPLE \,·as pos it ively 
e pos 1t1ve correlat ion of WPLE and all rgamza 

1 
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coirelated to Distributive Justice (r = 180 · ,p < .05) p , rocedural Just' ( 
Interpersonal Justice (r = .212, p < .0l) ice r = .201, p < .01), 

' and Inform t' a ional Justice (r = 227 · ,p<.01). 

Table 3 

Work-Life Balance and O . . rgan12at1onal Just' F ice actor Correlations -
WTPL PLIW WPLE 

Distributive Procedural 

WIPL .227* .072 
Justice Justice 

Interpersonal Info rmational 

-.04 I -.204** 
Justice Justice 

-.189** -.244* 

PLIW .277** -.100 -.062 - 207 -.228** -.20s•• 

WPLE .072 -.100 .180* .20 1 •• .2 I 2•• .2'27** 

Distributive -.041 -.062 .180* .51 8* * .3 2-1 .. .43-1 .. 
Justice 

Procedural -.204** -.207 .201 ** .5 18** .6 I 1 •• .7 I 9* • 
Just ice 

I nterperso na I -.1 89** -.228** .2 12•• .324** .6 11 • • . 763 • • 
Justice 

Informationa l -.244* -.208** .227** .434 • • .7 19** . 763* • 

Justice 

AII Ns · orre al!on 1s s1gm ,cant at the .0) leve l. • • Corre lation is significa nt al 1he .01 Je , el. 20 I * C I · · · · fi -

The correlations between CWB and Organizational Justi ce fac tors (Hypothesis 7) are 

displayed in Table 4. Hypothesis 7 was full y supponed with statistica lly significant negati,e 

correlations between CWB and all Oroanizational Justice factors. Hypothes is 7a \,·as supported 
:::, 

by a negative correlation between Distributive Justice and CWB (r == -.152, p < .05) . Hypothes is 

76 was supported by a negative correlation between Procedural JuSlice and CW B (r == --
148

, P < 

.OS). Hypothesis 7c was supported by a negative conelation between Interpersonal Justice and 

CWB (r = -.264, p < .01). Hypothesis 7d was supported by a negati\e correlation between 

Inform t' - 0~) a ional Justice and CWB (r == -.213 , P < · ) · 
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Table 4 

Counterproductive Work Beha . v1or and Organi 

--- Distributive 
za ional Justi F 

Procedurai--
ce actor Correlations 

Justice Justice 
Interpersonal Informational 

Justice Justice 
CWB 

c----- Distributive .5 I 8* * 
Justice 

.324** .434** -.1 52* 

Procedural .518* * 

Justice 
.61 I** .719** -.148* 

Interpersonal .324* * .6 I I** 
Justice 

.763** -.264** 

Informational .434** .7 19** .763** -.21'** 
Justice 

CWB -.152 * -.148 -.26-l -.21 3** 

N 201 . * Correlation is significa nt at the .05 le\"el. ** Correlation i ignificant at the .0 1 le\el. 

~ 

Hypothesis 8 examined whether Organizational Justi ce and WLB predicted significan t 

variance in CWB. Hypothesis 8 was tested through hierarchical regression. Hypothesi a 

explored whether Organizational Justice predicted signifi cant \"ar iance in CWB. The 

Organizational Justice factors explained 7.8% of vari ance in CWB (Mode l 
1
: P = .oo

3
). 

HyPothesis Sa was supported. 
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Hypothesis 8b explored whether WLB predicted significant variance beyond that 

. ed by Organizational Justice. The Organizational Justice factors and WLB factors explain 

. d 20.4 % of variance in CWB (Model 2, p < .00 I). As such Hypothesis 8b as supported. exp Jaine 

Table 5 

counterp roductive Work Behavior Regressed on Organizational Ju tice and Work- Life Balance 

~ Variables R R2 Adjusted Standard CIR' F Df p Model 
R2 Error of 

Esti mate 

Organizational .279 .078 .059 4.64514 4.128 4. 196 .003 -1 
Justice3 

2 Organizational .451 .204 .1 75 -U494 .126 10.1 4 3. 19' < .00 1 
Justice\ Work 
Life Balanceb 

- a Predictors: Informational Justice, Di tributi onal Jus ti e. Procedural Justice. and lnterper onal 
Justice; b PLIW, WPLE, and WIPL 



Table 6 

Coeffici ents for Counterprn<luctive Work Behavior Regressed on Organizational Justice and 
Work-Life Balance 

Model Variables Unstandardized Standardized t p 
Coefficients Coefficients 

B Standard Beta 

Error 

,-------1 (Constant) 21.535 1.529 14.088 < .001 
' Distributive -.145 .121 -.097 -1.200 .232 

Justice 

Procedural .065 .081 .086 .809 .419 
Justice 

Interpersonal -.371 .154 -.258 -2.403 .017 

Justice 

Informational -.032 110 -.035 -.287 .774 

Justice 

2 (Constant) 17 .123 2.248 7.619 < .001 

Distributive -.160 .114 -.107 -1.401 . 163 

Justice 

Procedural .104 .076 .136 1.3 70 .172 

Justice 

Interpersonal -291 .145 -.203 -2.003 .047 

Justice 

Informational .015 .017 .146 .884 

Justice 
. 106 1.536 .126 

.085 .055 
< .001 

WIPL 
3.855 

.081 .264 
PLIW .312 

-.202 -3.004 .003 
-.223 .074 WPLE -

26 
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Discussion 

Eva luation of Findings 

27 

Employee perceptions of WLB and organizati 1. . 
ona JUStice factors were found to influence 

cWBs in an organization. This suggests that WLB . 
perceptions and organizational justice 

perceptions are factors that should be addressed along ·th • b . . 
wi JO satisfaction, personality, stress, 

negative emotions, boredom and other potential causes of CWB (Kl & 
otz Buckley, 2013). The 

relationships identified within this study display weak to mode t 1 · ra e corre at1ons among study 

variables. 

These findings suggest that organizations need to continue to explore alternative methods 

of generating unbiased feedback from employees. An unfortunate reality in many organizations 

is that CWBs frequently go unreported and unaddressed (Greco, O'Boyle, & Walter, 2014). 

Failure to address these behaviors could stem partially from non-response bias. Non-response 

bias pertains to errors in determining characteristics of a population caused by over-response to 

assessments of positive behaviors and under response to assessments of negative behavior. 

This refusal to report the full extent of CWBs or perceptions of work-life conflict could 

itself be interpreted as an indicator that the employees most likely to engage in CWBs may be 

displaying withdrawal behaviors through their refusal to contribute accurate responses. However, 

· . . . d · t esponses reoardin° their 
It is likely that participants in this study provide appropna e r O 0 

. . . CWB sent in their organization. In this case 
perceptions of WLB , organizational Justice, and pre 

fi din os that could help in cultivating a 
several useful implications can be drawn from these 111 0 

rno · . · t. al environment. re productive and engagmg orgamza 10n 
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The study found that employees exper· • . 
1enc1ng higher levels of work interference with 

ersonal life or personal life interference with work . 
P are more likely to be involved in CWB. 
Qraanizations seeking to reduce incidents of CWB i fl . 

= n uenced by tune-based conflict could adopt 

vork-life flexibility policies. Such work-life flexibilit I" . 
\ Y po icies could extend the availability of 

health or personal leave time, flex-time, and telework opt" ., 
ions ior employees (Berg, Kossek, 

Misra, & Belman, 2014 ). 

Organizations can also implement employee assistance progra th 
1
-

ms or o er counse mg 

options to provide employees with opportunities to address strain-based work-life conflict and 

reduce the potential for CWBs. Employee assistance programs or other counseling opportunities 

could be provided by in-house counselors meeting with individual employees, outside therapists 

regularly visiting with individual employees in their workplace, or outside therapists regularly 

meeting with employees at a different location (Tompkins, 2003). 

The findings of this study also reinforce the importance of developing a strong 

organizational justice climate for organizations seeking to reduce employee CWBs and 

perceptions of work-life conflict among employees. Negative relationships among the WLB 

· ·., d I 1 · fe interference with work and the factors of work interference with personal hie an persona 1 

. • · onal J·ustice and informational organizational justice factors of procedural Justice, mterpers ' 

. . . . e conflicts between their work roles and Justice could suggest employees are less likely to perceiv 

. . d . t ractions with authority figures that 
personal life roles when they view the pohc1es an 111 e 

. . . was shown between these WLB factors and 
influence their work roles are fair. No relationship 

ct · ·b · · . · h Id ·ndicate that pay an istn ut1ve Justice perceptions, wh1c cou 1 
d other rewards are not sufficient 

to offset the strain work-life conflict imposes on employees. 
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All orga nizational just ice factors we +' 
re iound to hav . 

e negative correlations with 
unterproductive work behaviors . This is co . . co · ns 1stent wnh p · 

rev1ous studies that have found 
•onificant negative relationships between org . . . 

s10 amzational Justi d b ce an oth organizational CWBs 
and interpersonal CWBs (Devonish & Greenidge 201 0) Th . . 

' · e relationship between 

organizational justice and CWB was moderated by WLB . . 
perceptions. This would suggest that 

cWBs are more likely to occur when organizational J·usf . 
ice perceptions and WLB perceptions 

are high. 

Limitations and Future Research 

This study employed self-report survey measures to explore employee perceptions of 

CWB, organizational justice, and WLB. The use of these survey measures made it difficult for 

the author of this study to control against the potential of non-response bias (Greco et al. , 2014). 

Future research could explore the relationships between CWB, WLB, and organizational justice 

using methods other than self-report surveys in order to reduce this potential problem. 

One item on the interpersonal justice section of Colquitt 's (200 I) OJQ was excluded 

from the study analysis due to an insufficient number of participant responses. The exc luded 

item asked whether the authority figure had refrained from improper remarks or comments. 

Although the item could have been maintained, the author did not fee l the exc lusion of this item 

fr . h It The remainino items included om the study analysis had a significant mfluence on t e resu s. 0 

· h · 1 1 - d similar in fonnation regarding In t e mterpersonal justice portion of the sea e exp 01 e 

employees' interactions with their supervisors. 

. lack of diversity in tenns of age and work 
An additional limitation of this study was a 

. nerous sources, the resu lts showed the 
experience. Despite the collection of data from nm 

m . . es The present results are meaningful but future 
aJonty of respondents were college age femal · 



U\d taroet diverse populations in terms of race culture and religion in order to ·ch co :::, , , 
resea1 

a more complete picture of the relationships existing among work-life balance, 
aenerate 
0 

. . al justice perceptions, and counterproductive work behaviors in the workplace 
organ1zat1on 

(IZainenou, 2008). 

30 
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Appendix A 

Items from the Work-Life B 1 a ance Scale (H 
. ayrnan, 2005) 

~ ]]owing items are designed to measure how . 
The 10 k 1-c- b I you view yo 

d
. ens ions of wor 11e a ance. Answer each 1-1 ur personal life and , . . as un h em as careful! )'our,, ork hfe 
lecting the number t at corres onds to you ch . Y and a accurate! b se 01ce. you an 

p rsonal life suffers because of work 
J:b makes ersonal life difficult 
e Ject ersonal needs because of work 

Put ersonal life on hold for work 
Miss ersonal activities because of work 

tru le to ·u le work and non-work 
Happy with the amount of time for non­
work activities* 
Per ona l li fe drains me of energy for work 
Too tired to be effect ive at work 
My work suffers because of my per ona l 
matter 

Job give me energy to p 
acti\'i tie 

• Re,·erse coded item 

ot at 
all 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 
2 

4 

ometirne 

5 ., 
5 
5 



Appendix B 

Items from the Organizational Justi Q . 
ce uestionn · 

. arre (Colquitt, 200 I) 
fo llowing items refer to your work outcomes (such as a . 

The rrunities etc.) . To what extent: p Y, pay raise, promotional 
opp0 

To a small 
To a laroe 

~ur (outcome) reflect the effort you have put 
extent ::, 

1 extent 

into your work? . 2 3 4 5 
~ (outcome) appropnate for the work you have I 2 3 4 5 completed? 
[5;s your (outcome) re~ec~ what you have I 2 .., 

4 5 contributed to the orgamzat10n? J 

Ts your (outcome) justified, given your performance? I 2 3 4 5 -
The fo llowing items refer to the procedures used to arrive at your work outcome . T what 
extent: 

To a mall T a large 
extent extent 

Have you been able to express your views and I 2 
.., 

4 
. 

fee lings during those procedures? 
Have you been able to express your views and I 2 

, 
4 

. 
feelings during those procedures? 
Have those procedures been applied consistently? I 2 3 4 5 

Have those procedures been free of bias? I 2 3 4 5 
2 

, 
4 

, 

Have those procedures been based on accurate I J -
information? 

4 
. 

Have you been able to appeal the (outcome) arri ved at I 2 3 -

.El' those procedures? , 
4 

. 

Have those procedures upheld ethi cal and moral I 
') -

tandards? 

The fo ll · . . fi •ho enacted the owing items refer to the authonty 1gure \\ 
rocedure. To wha l extcnl: 

~as (he/she) treated you in a polite manner? 
Has (he/she) treated you with dignity? 
Has (he/she) treated you with respect 
c as (he/she) refrained from improper remarks or 
onnnents 

To a small 
extent 

') 

2 
2 
2 

To a large 
extent 

3 4 

J 4 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 
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11 
wina items refer to (the authority figu 11i' fo o , re who enacted th e procedure) T . o what extent: 



Appendix C 

C 
nterproductive Work Behavior Checkl' ou ist (10-item . version· s , pector et I 

Never Once a· , 2010) 

T 
. or Once or 

w1ce T . Wice per 

ften~h:av~e~y~o~u;--;dfco;n;e~e;a"2ch~off-l:1--h2~--Gnmconth 
How0 . 3 
the fo llowing thmgs on your present 

1 ·ob? 
osely wasted your employer's 

purp 1 · ? 
aterials/su ies. 

~ornpla ined about insignificant 

thinus at work? 
Told people outside the job what a 
lous lace ou work for? 
Came to work late without 

rrn i ion? 
tayed home from work and said 

vou were sick when ou weren' t? 
In ulted omeone about their job 
·rformance? 

\lade fun of someone's personal 
life? 
lenored omeone at work? 
tarted an argument with someone 

at work? 
Insulted or made fun of someone at 
11ork? 

2 3 

2 3 

2 .., 
.) 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 5 

4 
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