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Abstract

Researchers have shown that organizational civic and citizenship behaviors are being declined while hostile and
counterproductive behaviors and interactions are getting increased. Counterproductive behaviors include a wide range of
behaviors like impoliteness, being carefree, theft and aggressive behaviors. The fact is that counterproductive behaviors, in
employees’ organizational life, are increasingly on the rise. However, counterproductive behaviors and interactions at
workplace are troublesome because those who commit counterproductive behaviors constantly interact with their target
individuals and, subsequently, cause a great deal of negative interactions in the organization. The purpose of current study was
to investigate the effect of organizational cynicism and injustice on counterproductive behaviors of personnel in state hospitals.
The present study was an applied and descriptive-survey research. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model and Lisrel 8.5 have
been used for hypotheses testing and achieving the results. The results of the present study showed that the increase of
employees’ organizational cynicism brings about their counterproductive behaviors in state hospitals. The rise of organizational
injustice increases employees’ counterproductive behaviors. Besides, the increase of organizational injustice rises employees’
organizational cynicism in state hospitals.
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1. Introduction

Research on unethical behaviors of employees in different organizations and industries has a shorter history compared
with positive, efficient and productive behaviors. Although certain types of negative and unethical behaviors at workplace
have already been studied in solitary, the systematic and scientific study of such behaviors have recently been instigated.
Studies have indicated that organizational civic and citizenship behaviors are declining while hostile and
counterproductive behaviors and interactions are increasing. Counterproductive behaviors include a wide range of
behaviors like impoliteness, being carefree, theft and aggressive behaviors. The fact is that counterproductive behaviors,
in employees’ organizational life, are increasingly on the rise. However, counterproductive behaviors and interactions at
workplace are troublesome as those who commit counterproductive behaviors constantly interact with their target
individuals; successively they cause a great deal of negative interactions in the organization (1).

Counterproductive and deviant behaviors is a common problem that approximately exists in all organizations
specifically in both less developed and developing countries. Counterproductive behaviors lead to productivity reduction,
rising costs, unaccomplished work, and are a damage to the status and reputation of the organizations (2).

Several research has shown that organizational cynicism can affect different factors influencing the success of an
organization. Those who are cynic about the organization not only are less likely to show extra-role and citizenship
behaviors but also are less committed and adaptive to the organization and its changes. Many of organizational leaders
have figured out that cynical attitudes are problematic for them and the organization. So they have made many efforts to
reduce cynicism (3).
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Numerous empirical evidences indicated the important role of justice in the proceedings and relations of
employees within the organization. Many researchers believe that if the personnel perceive the unfair and biased
organizational decisions or management actions, they will more likely feel resentment, outrage, anger and hostility. Some
examples of reaction to injustice can be made and shown as a direct relationship between injustice and backbiting, theft
and hostility (4).

The current study intended to investigate the effect of organizational cynicism and injustice on counterproductive
behaviors of the employees in state hospitals, based on Conceptual Model and Framework (Figure2); as it seems that, in
state hospitals, the most influential factor in the increase of cynicism amongst organizational employees can be traced
back to injustice against them which has a direct impact on their performance and default.

2. Concept of Counterproductive Behaviors

Counterproductive behaviors or destructive behaviors refer to “the intentional behaviors that violate organizational norms
and threaten the health of organization, employees or both” (5). Workplace deviance is intentional because the
employees either are not inclined to adapt themselves to the expected norms or are motivated to violate the norms.
Spector and Fox (2005) have proposed that, in general, counterproductive behaviors include different deviant behaviors
and actions tending to damage the organization and its stakeholders like the clients, colleagues and supervisors (6).

The researchers have defined and termed such behaviors differently like organizational deviance, antisocial behaviors,
organizational misbehaviors, dysfunctional behaviors, workplace aggression and workplace deviance. In spite of all
different definitions, there are some features common to them all (7).

2.1 Features of Counterproductive Behaviors

Robinson and Greenberg (1998) have introduced five definitions encompassing all counterproductive behaviors. They
propose that all the current definitions have a perpetrator, intentionality, target, action and consequence.

First, all counterproductive behaviors have a perpetrator who is either inside or outside the organization. The
majority of researchers have focused on the members inside the organization, those performing destructive behaviors.

Second, counterproductive behaviors, due to their destructive consequences, can be either intentional and
conscious or unintentional or subconscious. Intentionality is an important factor to determine individuals' motivational
behaviors. Spector and Fox (2005) state that destructive behaviors at workplace are deliberate because they are
intentional whether or not the employees concern a harmful result. Although many researchers have concentrated on
deliberate or intentional behaviors, Moberg (1977) suggest that sometimes counterproductive behaviors are
subconscious and unintentional, so are their negative consequences. Therefore, people may follow destructive attitudes
without knowing it.

Third, counterproductive behaviors require a specific target, Robinson and Greenberg (1998) categorize the
targets into three groups, i.e. internal-external, personal-organizational and additional targets. The targets of destructive
behaviors can be the members who work either inside or outside the organization. In addition, counterproductive
behaviors may not only hurt the organization but also its inside members or even both. Counterproductive behaviors may
have additional targets, such as clients, society, former colleagues, or stakeholder of the organization.

Fourth, counterproductive behaviors are represented as an act of deviation and violation which can differ in the
range of publicity or violation of criteria. Neuman and Baron (1977) as well as Greenberg and Alge (1998) have divided
the counterproductive behaviors into two groups of passive or active and verbal or physical based on Buss’ classification
of aggression (1961). Counterproductive behaviors can also differ in two cases; that is, whether or not they violate the
organizational and social rules or even norms, and whether or not they are against the interests of organization.

Finally, counterproductive behaviors have some consequences. Most definitions of counterproductive behaviors
have focused on the negative aspect of the behavior. Nevertheless, some researchers have recently proposed that
counterproductive behaviors can result in some beneficial consequences like disobedience of unethical commands (7).

In line with the studies on destructive behaviors, considerations should be given to the fact that different forms of
destructive or counterproductive behaviors are associated or almost positively correlated with each other. This has also
been found not only in the research and rating scale of managers and extensive self-reporting of nurses but also in the
studies in which one or more instances of counterproductive behaviors have been measured. Generally, it can be stated
that all counterproductive behaviors share the same issue; that is, the violation of legitimate interests of an organization
which are potentially detrimental to members or the entirety of the organization. Therefore, the following conditions are
considered necessary to regard a behavior as a destructive behavior.
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e First Condition: A typical behavior must be an intentional action (relative to misfortune or unintentionality)
regardless of its perceptible consequences. It must be noted that the motivation behind the behavior is crucial.

e Second Condition: The behavior must be potentially and predictably detrimental. Furthermore, the behavior
does not necessarily cause an unacceptable outcome. That is, even if the behavior, at the moment of
occurrence, does not bring about negative outcomes, it does not make sense not to consider it as a
destructive behavior.

e Third Condition: The behavior must be in contrast with (violate) the legitimate and legal interests of employees
and the organization even if it is not more crucial than the legitimate interests of the individuals and
organizations.

2.2 Types of Workplace Deviant Behaviors

The typology of deviant behaviors of employees is important for the development of systematic studies. It helps us
achieve a comprehensive theory about them. There are different categorizations of deviant behaviors; one of the most
important of which classifies the workplace deviant behaviors into positive or constructive and negative or destructive
behaviors.

Constructive Deviant Behaviors, including creative behaviors, intolerance with or criticism of incompetent
supervisors, are intentional behaviors which improve the health of the organization and its members by violating
organizational norms; as a result, they facilitate the achievement of organizational goals (9).

Destructive Deviant Behaviors, including theft and sabotage, are intentional behaviors which threaten the health of
the organization and its members by violating the organizational norms.

The typology of negative deviant behaviors differs in two points i.e. “interpersonal-organizational” and “serious-
minor.” These two dimensions provide a dimensional graph which defines deviant behaviors in four quarters (Figure 1)
namely production deviance, property deviance, political deviance and personal deviance (10).

3. Organizational Cynicism

Cynicism has been proposed as a new paradigm in worker-employer relationship and is the result of long working hour,
hard working conditions and inefficient management and leadership (11). Generally, two important definitions have been
introduced for organizational cynicism as follows:

Anderson (1996) define organizational cynicism as a general and specific attitude that is formed because of
disappointment, frustration, negative feelings and mistrust towards the organization (12).

Organizational cynicism can be defined based on Expectancy Theory, Attribution Theory, Social Exchange Theory
and Social Motivation Theory. That is, organizational cynicism refers to a negative attitude towards the organization; the
belief that the organization lacks honesty; it is a negative feeling towards the organization; a tendency to contemptuous
and disparaging behaviors towards the organization (12).

3.1 Dimensions (Elements) of Organizational Cynicism

Organizational cynicism has been defined as a negative attitude toward the organization and consists of three
dimensions (11).
1. A belief that the organization does not have honesty.
2. Anegative attitude toward the organization;
3. Atendency to contemptuous and disparaging behaviors toward the organization that are associated with the
aforementioned beliefs and negative feelings.

4. Organizational Justice

In the literature of organization and management, the term organizational justice has been defined by Grinberg (1987). In
his opinion, organizational justice is related to the employees’ conception about work equity. He used this term to
elaborate on the role of equity at workplace. Organizational justice infers the perception and feeling of equity and equality
amongst employees and the relation it has with their behavior and communication at work. Organizational justice also
refers to employees’ understanding about the fairmness of decisions inside an organization (13).

Organizational justice is a variable to describe the justice that is directly associated with work opportunities. In
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organizational justice the focus is especially on how to behave with employees to make them feel they are treated fairly.

Studies have shown that justice procedures play important roles in the organization and indicate how the
employees are treated may influence their behavior, feeling, beliefs and also their attitudes. The employees are faced
with at least two sources while justice is administered or violated. The most obvious and the first source is the supervisor
or the manager. He has authority over the subordinates. He can influence important issues like increasing salaries or
promoting job opportunities. The second source is the organization itself. Although the latter is subtler, it cannot be taken
for granted.

Organizational justice leads to employees’ higher commitments and their extra-role behavior. On the other hand,
those who feel injustice at work are more probable to quit the job or demonstrate low levels of organizational commitment
or even abnormal behaviors like revenge. So, figuring out how people judge equity and justice at work or how they
respond to justice or injustice is considered as fundamental issues especially for understanding organizational behaviors
(14).

5. Research Model and Hypotheses
The Conceptual Model and Framework is shown in Figure 1. The purpose of the current study was to investigate the

effect of organizational cynicism and injustice on counterproductive behaviors of the employees in state hospitals based
on a Conceptual Model and Framework (Figure2).

Organizational Injustice |

| Organizational Cynicism |

Figure 1: Research Conceptual Model and Framework. (Organizational Injustice, Counterproductive Behaviors,
Organizational Cynicism )

The research hypotheses were developed based on the research Model:
1. Organizational cynicism has a significant effect on counterproductive behaviors.
2. Organizational injustice has a significant effect on counterproductive behaviors.
3. Organizational injustice has a significant effect on organizational cynicism.

6. Organizational cynicism

Conceptual Definition: Organizational cynicism is defined as a negative attitude towards the organization, and the belief in
the lack of honesty in the organization. It includes frustration, disillusionment and negative attitudes towards the
organization; the negative attitude is due to the negative experiences at work (15).

Operational Definition: The present study defines organizational cynicism as the difference between words and
deeds, lack of honesty in the organization and being aggressive to the organization. Organizational cynicism, in the
present study, was measured through the questions 1 to 18 of the questionnaire.

7. Counterproductive Behaviors

Conceptual Definition: Counterproductive behaviors are destructive behaviors intending to harm the organization or its
members, including theft and passive behaviors like reluctance at work (4).

Operational Definition: In the current study counterproductive behaviors include improper working on purpose,
taking appliances to home without permission, reluctance to going to work with the pretext of disease and some gossips
about the organization. Organizational counterproductive behaviors, in the current study, were measured through the
questions 19 to 36 of the questionnaire.
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8. Organizational Injustice

Conceptual Definition: Organizational injustice refers to the employees’ conception about the inequity and inequality of
decisions and its related process in an organization (16, 17).

Operational Definition: In the current study, organizational injustice refers to the unfairness (inequity) in employees’
payments, bonuses, organizational procedures and also the managers’ behavior. Organizational injustice, in the current
study, was measured through the questions 37 to 54 of the questionnaire.

Many researches have been done in various fields but this field is less considered. (18, 19 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25,
26, 27)

9. Methodology

As the purpose of current study was to investigate the effect of organizational cynicism and injustice on counterproductive
behaviors in state hospitals, it is considered as an Applied and Descriptive-Analytical Research. The population consisted
of 250 employees of a state hospital. Sample size included 152 individuals selected based on Morgan's Table. A
questionnaire was used for data collection. The following table shows the questionnaire for each of the three main
variables in the present study. The reliability of the research was tested using Cronbach's Alpha. The following table also
displays the research variables of Cronbach's alpha. Notably, Cronbach's alpha coefficient was calculated in two stages,
the pilot administration phase and final administration phase. To estimate the Cronbach's alpha coefficient at the pilot
phase, a sample of 20 subjects (participants) has been chosen; accordingly, it was obtained over 0.70 using SPSS.15
based on the data analysis of preliminary sample, likewise, the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for all all the variables of the
questionnaire at the final administration phase was determined over 0.70. Therefore, it can be concluded that the
questions of the questionnaire have an acceptable reliability. To test research hypotheses, Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Model was used.

Table 1: Questions related to variables and their reliability

Variable Related Questions Number of Questions Preliminary Cronbach's Alpha Final Cronbach's Alpha
Organizational Cynicism 1-18 18 0.914 0.951
Counterproductive Behaviors 19-36 18 0.757 0.923
Organizational Injustice 37-54 18 0.878 0.919

To measure the aforementioned three variables proposed in research conceptual model, confirmatory factor analysis was
used (Figure 3 & 4). Confirmatory Factor Analysis is a technique to test the hypotheses of the theory, based on which the
researcher commences his analysis with a presumption. CFA, that is based on a strong theoretical and empirical
foundation, determines which variable correlates to which factor (Questions). Hereunder, the associated factors with each
variable is discussed.

10. Research Results
10.1 Description of Demographic Data

Data shows that %43.4 and %55.9 of the respondents were respectively male and female.

In terms of age, %7.2 of the participants aged 20 to 30 years, %54.6 aged 31 to 40 years, % 34.2 aged 41 to 50
years and %2.6 were above 50 years old.

In terms of ethnicity, %44.1 of the participants were Fars, %25.7 were Azari and Turk, %1.3 was Lor, %2 were
Kurdish, %12.5 were from North, %10.5 were from South, and %0.7 participated from other ethnic groups.

In terms of education, %3.3 of the participants held a diploma, %9.2 had associate degree, %61.8 held a bachelor
degree, %17.8 had a master degree, and %5.9 were Ph.D. holders.

In terms of job experience, %11.2 of the personnel had been working in the hospital for less than 5 years, %35.5
had 5 to 10 years of experience, %27 had 11 and 15 years of experience, %21.1 had 16 to 20 years, and %5.3 had more
than 20 years of experience

In terms of employment contract, %40.8 of the personnel were official clerks, %19.1 were probationers, %11.8
were fixed-term staff, %211.2 were contractual employers, %5.3 freelancers and 11.8 percent were agency staff.
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In terms of payment, %24.3 of the personnel were paid under 1.5 million, %52 from 1.5 to 2 million, %15.1 from 2
to 2.5 million, and %6.6 earned more than 2.5 million.

In terms of occupation, %3.3 were faculty members, %1.3 were GPs, %2.6 were specialists, %41.4 were nurses,
%13.2 were paramedical staff, %20.4 were administrative and support staff, and %13.2 was customer service staff.
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Figure 3: Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model (Significance Level or P-value)
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10.2 First Variable: Organizational Cynicism

Cynicism variable had 18 factors (questions/items). Table 2 presents the standard coefficient (factor loading), observed
variance and P-value of each item. The factor loading of all questions had an acceptable P-value (higher than 1.96).
Therefore, it can be concluded that all the questions of the questionnaire had an acceptable validity to measure their
corresponding variables.

Table 2: The factors of the first variable: Organizational Cynicism

Question St(aFna(iatg: (L:::;fi'ﬁg;nt Observed Variance|P-value|Question St(a;adcat::: Egae;i::)nt Observed Variance |P-value
Ql 0.71 0.50 9.95 Q10 0.71 0.50 9.93
Q2 0.71 0.50 9.88 | Qll 0.80 0.64 11.70
Q3 0.68 0.46 9.35 Q12 0.75 0.56 10.74
Q4 0.73 0.53 10.24 | QI3 0.78 0.60 11.26
Q5 0.69 0.47 9.52 Q14 0.74 0.54 10.51
Q6 0.60 0.36 8.00 Q15 0.74 0.54 10.60
Q7 0.79 0.62 1159 | Ql6 0.76 0.57 10.90
Q8 0.66 0.43 893 | Ql17 0.63 0.39 9.33
Q9 0.72 0.51 10.11 | QIS8 0.74 0.54 10.58

According to the observed variance of each factor, their relative significance can be realized as an index to measure their
corresponding variables. As shown in Table 2, question 11 can be considered as a more significant index to measure
organizational cynicism than other questions.

10.3 Second Variable: Counterproductive Behaviors

This variable also has 18 factors (questions/items). Table 3 displays the standard coefficient (factor loading), observed
variance and P-value of each item.

Table 3: The factors of the second variable: Counterproductive Behaviors

. _|Standard Coefficient . . |Standard Coefficient .

Question (Factor Loading) Observed Variance|P-value [Question (Factor Loading) Observed Variance|P-value
Q19 0.67 0.44 9.16 Q28 0.56 0.31 7.30
Q20 0.68 0.46 9.20 Q29 0.62 0.38 8.23
Q21 0.66 0.43 9.87 Q30 0.71 0.50 9.80
Q22 0.72 0.51 9.98 Q31 0.64 0.40 8.55
Q23 0.69 0.47 9.52 Q32 0.72 0.51 10.05
Q24 0.56 0.31 7.20 Q33 0.66 0.43 8.89
Q25 0.55 0.30 7.06 Q34 0.65 0.42 8.81
Q26 0.61 0.37 8.14 Q35 0.65 0.42 8.86
Q27 0.54 0.29 6.96 Q36 0.57 0.32 7.41

According to Table 3, question 32 can be considered as a more significant index to measure counterproductive behaviors
than other questions.

10.4 Third Variable: Organizational Injustice

This variable also has 18 factors (questions/items). Table 4 presents the standard coefficient (factor loading), observed
variance and P-value of each item.
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. _|Standard Coefficient . . |Standard Coefficient .

Question (Factor Loading) Observed Variance|P-value [Question (Factor Loading) Observed Variance|P-value
Q37 0.62 0.38 8.29 Q46 0.63 0.39 8.45
Q38 0.60 0.36 7.87 Q47 0.70 0.49 9.51
Q39 0.52 0.27 6.62 Q48 0.56 0.31 7.31
Q40 0.65 0.42 8.67 Q49 0.56 0.31 7.22
Q41 0.61 0.37 8.10 Q50 0.71 0.50 9.91
Q42 0.60 0.36 7.96 Q51 0.71 0.50 9.91
Q43 0.64 0.40 8.62 Q52 0.72 0.51 10.10
Q44 0.64 0.40 6.95 Q53 0.67 0.44 9.08
Q45 0.60 0.36 7.84 Q54 0.64 0.40 8.51

According to Table 4, question 52 can be considered as a more significant index to measure organizational injustice than
other questions.

11. Research Hypotheses Testing

Path analysis model was used to test the proposed research hypotheses. Once the research model was developed and
data were collected, they were estimated using a set of identified relations between the observed variables. Path analysis
models are the rational development of multiple regression models. In path analysis, the presence of any number of
dependent and independent variables as well as any number of equation is possible. The significance (P-value) of all the
coefficients and parameters of the proposed model was rested in the output of model. To determine the significance of a
factor, the p-value must be larger than 1.96 or smaller than -1.96. The result of path analysis model and significance of
path coefficients are shown in figure 5 and 6.
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Figure 4: Path analysis model for the main research hypotheses (standard coefficients)
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Figure 5: Path analysis model for the main research hypotheses (P-value)
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The following tables are presented for a better illustration of the relationships and values between the parameters of the
model (direct and indirect effects).

Table 5: Calculation of direct, indirect and total effects of all dependent and independent variables

Independent Variable (from) Dependent Variable (to) Direct Effect | Indirect Effect | Total Effect

Organizational Injustice Organizational Cynicism 060 | @ e 0.60
Counterproductive Behaviors. 0.34 0.27 0.61

Organizational Cynicism Counterproductive behaviors. 046 | e 0.46

Table 5 shows that organizational injustice had the highest significant total effect (0.61) on counterproductive behavior
while it indirectly (0.27) affects counterproductive behaviors. The summary of path analysis results for all hypotheses is
presented in Table 6.

Table 6: The results of standard coefficients and P-value (Confirmation or Rejection of Hypotheses)

Standard Confirmation or Rejection
e e Coefficient | value of Hypothese{s
Organizational Injustice (Ol) Organizational Cynicism (OC) 0.60 9.15 Confirmed
Organizational Injustice Counterproductive Behavior (CPB) 0.34 4.72 Confirmed
Organizational Cynicism Counterproductive Behaviors. 0.46 6.42 Confirmed

According to Table 6, the standard coefficients for each of the three hypotheses had an acceptable p-value (higher than
1.96); thus, all the research hypotheses were confirmed.

12. Discussion
Data analysis of the findings as well as the research hypotheses of the present research briefly is discussed hereunder.
12.1  First Hypothesis: Organizational cynicism had a significant effect on counterproductive behaviors.

The standard coefficient between the organizational cynicism and counterproductive behaviors was 0.46. Also, their p-
value i.e. 6.42 (higher than 1.96) showed that there was a significant relationship between organizational cynicism and
counterproductive behaviors. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and the first hypothesis was confirmed. That is,
organizational cynicism increases the likelihood of counterproductive behaviors amongst the employees. The results of
the first hypothesis, were consistent with the findings Hassanpour et al. (28), Lasisi et al. (29) and Shahzad (30).

12.2 Second Hypothesis: Organizational injustice had a significant effect on counterproductive behaviors.

The standard coefficient between the organizational injustice and counterproductive behaviors was 0.34. Also, their p-
value i.e. 4.72 (higher than 1.96) showed that there was a significant relationship between organizational injustice and
counterproductive behaviors. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and the first hypothesis was confirmed. That is,
organizational injustice increases the likelihood of counterproductive behaviors amongst the employees. The results of
the second hypothesis, were line with the findings of Ghovati (31), Pirzadeh (32), Barati et al. (33) and Lasisi et al. (34).

12.3 Third Hypothesis: Organizational injustice had a significant effect on organizational cynicism.

The standard coefficient between the organizational injustice and organizational cynicism was 0.60. Also, their p-value
i.e. 9.15 (higher than 1.96) showed that there was a significant relationship between organizational injustice and
organizational cynicism. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected and the first hypothesis was confirmed. That is,
organizational injustice increases the likelihood of organizational cynicism amongst the employees. The results of the
third hypothesis, were line with the findings of Chyabrv (34).
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13. Suggestion and Conclusion

The results of the current study indicated that not only organizational cynicism but also organizational injustice increase
counterproductive behaviors amongst the employees of the intended state hospital. Furthermore, organizational injustice
increases organizational cynicism amongst the employees.

According to the first hypothesis, indicating the effect of organizational cynicism on counterproductive behaviors,
the managers of state hospitals are recommended to make necessary attempts to reduce counterproductive behaviors
amongst their employees so that the organizational cynicism gets decreased. In this regard, the following suggestions are

offered:

One of the main factors causing organizational cynicism is organizational injustice. In order to create
organizational justice, it is recommended to eliminate discrimination amongst the employees. If the bylaws,
regulations and orientations, in any organization, are discriminatory, the employees get distrustful. Trust is
created by improving justice and equity; subsequently, vitality, empowerment and citizenship behaviors
develops in the organizational culture. The managers of state hospitals must evaluate employees' perception
of organizational justice and identify the weak points of the hospitals in this area in order to improve the
perceptions of organizational justice amongst the personnel and, successively reduce their cynicism.

The present study recommends that the managers of the intended state hospitals adopting an attitude so that
their employees be able to figure out justice in each of the its organizational dimensions. Based on the concept
justice, a certain procedure, specifically the processes leading to granting bonus and rewards, should be set
clear enough to design an overt compensation policy system. So that, each employee is justified that the
compensation system is used in a precise and unbiased manner without any prejudice. To properly implement
an overt compensation policy system, it requires to administrate its pre requisite system, i.e. the personnel
evaluation system, accurately and scientifically beforehand.

Managers are recommended to hold a variety of meetings to profoundly figure out the causes of organizational
cynicism once they observe its signs and outcomes in their organization; and accordingly devise a special plan
to eliminate any factor causing cynicism.

Hospitals are recommended to increase the perception of employees about the organizational supports they
provide and, consequently, reduce their cynicism by administrating different supportive programs. In this
regard, managers can also demonstrate such behaviors as attention to the needs and interests of employees
and respecting their rights in order to reduce organizational cynicism.

Other influential factors on organizational cynicism are recommended to be identified by conducting different
surveys to get them improved in order to reduce organizational cynicism and counterproductive behaviors
amongst the employees.

According to the second and third hypotheses, assuming the effects of organizational justice on both
organizational cynicism and counterproductive behaviors, the managers of the intended state hospitals are
suggested to decline organizational cynicism and counterproductive behaviors by increasing the perception of
employees about organizational justice and by reducing injustice. In this regard, the following suggestions are
offered to improve organizational justice:

The employees’ perceptions of organizational justice can be improved by granting rewards and benefits as
well as providing a favorable working conditions with respect to the performance of employees.

With respect to the fact that the interaction of managers with employees play an important role in employees'
perception of organizational justice, the hospitals can hold training courses for managers in order to improve
their supervisory skills, communicative skills and relations with their subordinates so that the employees'
perceptions of interactional justice are enhanced. This way, they can help the managers reduce organizational
cynicism and counterproductive behaviors amongst the employees.

Focusing on different aspects of their relationship (attention, respect, etc.), managers can promote employees'
perceptions in this area. Also, they should be trained how to use different cooperative, participatory and
supportive styles to enhance the employees' perceptions of organizational justice (interactional justice).

In order to promote justice, managers are recommended to develop a system based on equity and trust. One
way of creating trust is implementing methods that make the organization more predictable. However, it
depends on two important factors: Clarity and discipline. What makes the organization’s communicative
network clear and disciplined is being systematic in all of its subsystems including evaluation system,
education system, recruitment system, adjustment system, promotion system, and payroll system.
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e The intended hospitals can also conduct several research on organizational justice to identify its influential
factors (including personal and organizational) in order to improve them. By improving the influential factors on
organizational justice, the perceptions of employees about organizational justice will increase. As a result, the
employees' organizational cynicism and counterproductive behaviors will decrease.

In addition to the aforementioned suggestions, the following general recommendations are offered to the managers

of state hospitals to reduce organizational cynicism and counterproductive behaviors of their employees.

e Establishing an effective rewarding system to encourage the staff with the least counterproductive behaviors.

e Holding several training courses for the employees about detriments of counterproductive behaviors to not
only the organization but also the staff.
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