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Abstract. The spread of knowledge sharing provides advantages to organizations in developing new solutions to problems
along with a broader informational infrastructure. For this reason, it is important to know the factors affecting the knowledge
sharing behaviour of individuals. The study examined the impact of employees’ perceptions of organizational justice and trust
on knowledge sharing behaviour. The theories of organizational justice, organizational trust and knowledge sharing behavior
constitute the methodological framework of the research. Within the scope of the study, data were collected from 421 partici-
pants (68 managers and 353 employees) working in public and private sectors in Bartin province (Turkey), using survey method.
Within the scope of the study, organizational justice is divided into four sub-dimensions (procedural, distributive, interpersonal,
and informational), and the construct of trust includes two sub-dimensions - trust in the manager and in the organization as a
whole. As a result of the study, while no significant relationship was found between procedural justice, distributive justice and
knowledge sharing, it was found between interpersonal justice, informational justice and knowledge sharing. In addition, a posi-
tive and significant relationship was found between trust in the manager, trust in the organization and knowledge sharing behav-
jour. According to the findings, it is seen that organizational trust has an important role in the exhibition of knowledge sharing
behaviour; as the level of trust in organizations increases, knowledge sharing behaviour is positively affected. At the same time,
informational and interpersonal justice dimensions affect knowledge sharing behaviour more than distributive and procedural
justice. It is emerging that organizations should give more importance to justice’s informational and interpersonal dimensions.

Keywords: organizational justice; organizational trust; knowledge sharing behaviour; employees; organizational behaviour;
Turkey.
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BiinsaHue opraHnsaunonnoﬁ CIIpaBE€A/ITNBOCTH

H YPOBHA A0BEPHA COTPYAHHUKOB Hd 00MEH 3HaAaHUSIMHU
C.Yetud', M. faBapun’, A. Kapakac’

! BapTbIHCKWI yHUBEPCUTET, T. BapTbiH, Typuusa

AHHoOTauuA. MpakTNK1 OOMeHa 3HaHVAMMW BHYTPY KOMMaHUiA COCOOCTBYIOT MPUHATUI0 3GdEKTUBHBIX BU3HEC-PELLEHWA, a TaK-
e PacwmpAT rpaHuMLibl MHGOPMALMOHHOW UHPPACTPYKTYPbI OpraHm3aumu. B cBAsm ¢ 3Tm ocobyto akTyanbHOCTb NprobpeTaeTt
aHanu3 $akTopoB, 06YCNOBNMNBAIOWMX MOBEAEHNE COTPYAHMNKOB NpK MHGOPMaLIMOHHOM B3anMogZencTeum. B ctatbe nccnepyer-
€A, KaK BOCTIpUATME OpraH13aLiOHHON CNpaBeAanBOCTU U AOBEPUA BAMAET Ha NMpoLecc 0bMeHa 3HaHUAMK MeX[y Konneramu.
MeToponornyecknin kapkac paboTbl COCTaBMIM KOHLEMLUMM CNPaBesIMBOCTY OpraH/3aloHHOIro B3auMoaencTBumaA, [OBEPUA 1
ynpaBieHnsa 3HaHnAMK. VIcnonb3oBannicb MeTOAbl MOAENNPOBAHUA CTPYKTYPHBIMU YpaBHEHUAMMN U GaKTOpHOro aHanusa. M-
$opMaLMOHHO OCHOBOW NOCYXMAN pe3ynbTaThl onpoca 421 pecnoHgeHTa (68 MeHeaxepoB 1 353 COTPYAHUKOB), 3aHATbIX B
rocyfapCTBEHHOM U YaCTHOM CEKTOPax SKOHOMUKW NpoBuHLun bapTbiH (Typuua). MprMmeHAembI B pamKax McCnefoBaHNA KOH-
CTPYKT «OpraHu3aLMoHHasA cnpaBeAnvMBoCTb» 06pa3oBany YeTbipe NoakaTeropun: npouegypHas, LUCTPUBYTUBHAA, MeXInY-
HOCTHaA 1 MHOPMaLMOHHaA CNPaBeANMBOCTb, @ KOHCTPYKT «AoBepue» — ABe: JOBEPVE MEHEMKEPY U OpraHM3aLuumn B LEeNIOM.
MonyueHHble pe3ynbTaTbl CBUAETENLCTBYIOT 06 OTCYTCTBUM 3HAUMMOW KOPPEnALmMM MexXay npouenypHoi u AncTpubyTUBHON
CMpPaBeAnMBOCTbIO U OOMEHOM 3HaHVAMM BHYTPY KOMMaHWiA. B To e Bpemsa obHapyxeHa 3Haumas B3auMOCBA3b MEXITMYHOCT-
HOW 1 MHPOPMALIMOHHON CMPaBEANMBOCT C OOMEHOM 3HAHWAMM, @ TaKXKe MONOXKUTENbHAA CBA3b MEXAY NMOKa3aTenaMmn «fo-
BEpVE OpraHM3aLnny, «4OBEpUE MEHEKEPY» 1 «<OOMEH 3HAHUAMUY», YCTaHOBIEHO, UTO YCUNIEHNE OPraHM3aLMOHHOMO JOBepUA
OKa3blBaeT NO3UTBHOE BO3AECTBME Ha NOBEAEHME COTPYAHWNKOB NpU nepeaaye onbita. BanaHne mexnmuHoctHol n nidopma-
LIMOHHOM CnpaBeAIMBOCTM Ha OOMeH 3HaHKAMM 6onee CyLecTBEHHO B CPaBHEHWM C MPOLIEAYPHBIM U ANCTPUOYTUBHBIM U3Mepe-
HMAMK. ABTOpamu cienaH BbIBOA O TOM, YTO KOMMaHWU JOMKHbI yAenATb 60nbLue BHUMaHUA MHHOPMALMOHHOMY 1 MEXSTNYHOCT-
HOMY acnekTam CrnpaBefIMBOCTN OPraHN3aLMOHHOTO B3aUMOAENCTBUA.

KnioueBble cioBa: opraHM3aLUMoHHasA CrpaBesIMBOCTb; OPraHN3aUMOoHHOE foBepie; 0OMeH 3HAHWAMU; COTPYAHUKM; OpraHu-
3alMoHHOe nosegeHue; Typuus.

Nudopmauymsa o ctatbe: noctynuna 3 mapta 2022 r.; fopabotaHa 8 anpens 2022 r.; opobpeHa 18 anpena 2022 .

Ccbinka gna ymtupoaHus: Cetin S., Davarci M., Karakas A. (2022). The impact of organizational justice and trust on knowledge
sharing behaviour // YnpasneHeu. T. 13, N2 3. C. 30-45. DOI: 10.29141/2218-5003-2022-13-3-3. EDN: PUMMLP.




INTRODUCTION

Organizational behaviour is the study of human attitudes
and behaviours within organizations, such as organiza-
tional commitment, culture, justice, work ethics, change,
aberrant behaviours, communication, employee silence
and knowledge sharing. Organizational behaviour pro-
vides useful tools to help managers in dealing with indi-
vidual and group behaviours by being applied to improve
the effectiveness and productivity of an organization it-
self. Organizational behaviour practices aim to facilitate
the achievement of the goals and objectives of an organi-
zation [Demir, 2011; George, Jones, 2002].

Many studies have been conducted to date on organi-
zational behaviour issues. At the same time, studies on
knowledge sharing behaviour within the field of organi-
zational behaviour have been relatively less investigated
than other subjects in that field [Hameed et al., 2019].
Organizational justice, personality and trust have gener-
ally been considered the antecedents of knowledge shar-
ing behaviour, and studies have been conducted in this
direction [Lin, 2007b; Usoro et al., 2007]. The aim of this
research is to reveal the relationships between organiza-
tional justice, organizational trust and knowledge sharing
behaviour. The question “How do organizational justice
and organizational trust affect knowledge sharing behav-
iour?” was the source of inspiration for the study.

We aim to determine the effects of organizational jus-
tice and trust on knowledge sharing behaviour. Within
the scope of the study, the concepts of organizational
justice, trust and knowledge sharing behaviour are ex-
plained. The methodology section gives analysis and
results related to the research. The research will contrib-
ute to the literature in several ways. It presents proving
information on the level and antecedents of knowledge
sharing behaviour of Turkish employees. In this way, we
will get the opportunity to have information on which
practices to use to increase the knowledge sharing be-
haviour. Secondly, we will be able to observe the relations
between organizational justice and trust and the impact
of organizational justice on trust.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Organizational justice. Organizational justice is consid-
ered a basic requirement for the functioning of organiza-
tions and the satisfaction of people working within organ-
izations [Greenberg, 1990]. Organizational justice is the
perception of employees in relation to the fair distribution
of rewards and resources in the workplace [Cropanzano
et al, 2001; Notz, Starke, 1987]. It is based on the Equity
Theory by John Adams. According to Adams, individuals
constantly compare their positions to the other employ-
ees working in the same position as them. As a result of
this comparison, they assume an attitude towards the
organization [Greenberg, 1990]. Organizational justice is
generally examined under three dimensions: distributive,
procedural and interactional justice [Colquitt, 2001]. In or-

Organizational Behaviour Management

ganizations, distributive justice is secured when rewards
and resources are distributed fairly; procedural justice is
secured when decision-making processes are fair; and
interactional justice is secured when managers treat em-
ployees with respect and dignity [Ibragimova et al., 2012].

Distributive justice is regarded as all kinds of gains such
as duties, wages, bonuses, goods, awards, penalties, pro-
motions, and other social rights being distributed equally
among the employees. Procedural justice examines the
reaction of individuals to the processes in decision-mak-
ing within organizations and can be a tool to control the
functioning system of organizations. The managers were
acting honestly, courteously, and respectfully towards
those affected by the decisions while making decisions,
giving them feedback as well as stating the reasons for
the decisions they take, indicating interactional justice
[Pasamehmetoglu, Yeloglu, 2015].

In his study, Greenberg [1993] added new dimensions
to the perception of justice and divided interactional jus-
tice into two dimensions: interpersonal (related to the
interpersonal attitudes and distributive justice in relation
to the extent to which those, who set the achievements,
show kindness, dignity and respect to employees), and in-
formational (related to the distribution of achievements,
to procedural justice and to how much information and
explanations are given to employees regarding the pro-
cesses) [Greenberg, 1993; Robinson, 2004]. According to
Greenberg [1993], theimpacts of these two perceptions of
justice differ from each other. Perception of interpersonal
justice is primarily related to reactions given to outcomes.
Emotionality may cause individuals to feel more positive
about undesired outcomes. Since the explanations about
the decision process contain information to evaluate the
structural aspect of the process, informational justice af-
fects the reactions to the process itself [Colquitt, 2001].
In this study, informational justice was regarded as the
fourth dimension.

Trust. Trust is the emotional state where one party
considers the other party helpful, reliable, competent,
honest, and open and does not feel the need to defend
against the other party [Hoy, Tarter, 2004]. Trust emerges
as a result of organizational justice, and it is one of the
prerequisites for organizations to become both effec-
tive and competitive [Bidarian, Jafari, 2012]. Also, trust
emerges as a result of experiences and interactions, and
it is a substantial part of interpersonal relations, which is
a mutual process between mid-level and top managers
and employees within organizations. Organizational trust
affects organizational justice. Employees, who trust the
organization, have higher job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, and organizational performance, with less
intention to quit [Hoy, Tarter, 2004]. In order to refer to
trust within an organization, it is necessary to have the
concepts of vulnerability in mutual relationships, help-
fulness, reliability, competence as well as openness and
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honesty in knowledge sharing. Trust is regarded as both
behaviour and a belief [Cummings, Bromiley, 1996].

Trust is classified as trust in the organization and trust
in the manager (supervisor) [Nyhan, Marlowe, 1997]. The
ability of an organization to gain long-term success is ex-
pressed with the element of trust to be formed between
the employees and teams in the organization [Ozyilmaz,
2010, p. 12]. At this point, the concept of trust in the or-
ganization is defined as the perceived reliability of the
employees towards the organization [Eren, 2014]. Trust
in the organization is a very important issue for workers
and managers as it positively affects the organizational
climate and performance. If the organization does not
reward its employees with fair wages or does not see
their employees’ contributions to the organization, the
trust of the employees in the organization may change
[GOormezoglu Gokegen, 2019]. In case the desired environ-
ment of trust does not occur in an organization, it will be
difficult for it to reach its objectives [Parlak, 2018, p. 27].

Trust in the manager is a significant point in ensuring
the environment of trust within the organization. In par-
ticular, the behaviours that have priority in determining
trust are the manager’s openness to communication and
supportive behaviours. The degree of perceived fit be-
tween behavioural integrity and accepted values is criti-
cal to the development of employee trust in their man-
agers [GOrmezoglu Gokcen, 2019]. To trust the managers,
employees should feel that their managers are taking
them seriously and considering them valuable [islamoglu,
Birsel, Borii, 2007, pp. 31-32]. In sum, what is expected
from managers is being fair, obeying the rules, showing
goodwill and exhibiting behaviours in compliance with
ethical principles [Erdem, 2003, p. 168]. Employees ob-
serving such behaviours in their managers are to work
more efficiently, more committed to their organizations
and more in harmony with their colleagues.

Knowledge sharing behaviour. There are two types
of knowledge in organizations, explicit and tacit knowl-
edge. Explicit knowledge is the knowledge that is for-
mally and systematically collected, clearly expressed, and
made available to the environment through information
processing. At the same time, tacit knowledge is knowl-
edge embedded in the action experience, idea, or a par-
ticular situation. Implicit knowledge can be classified as
cognitive and technical; also, it can be acquired with the
team [Goksel, Aydintan, Bingdl, 2010].

In the process of producing goods and services, or-
ganizations act by integrating the knowledge of indi-
viduals and groups within that organization. The key to
knowledge management is the sharing and reproduction
of knowledge as well as its cumulative increase. In order
to develop the basic skills of the businesses, it is necessary
for the experts in their fields to share their knowledge
with other employees so that they can become competi-
tive [Gupta, Govindarajan, 2000]. Knowledge sharing is
a process that involves exchanging knowledge with col-

leagues in order to enable them to acquire and use that
knowledge [Ipe, 2003].

There are five factors affecting the success of knowl-
edge sharing. These are the relationship between the
source and the receiver, the process and place of knowl-
edge, the learning tendency of the receiver, the knowl-
edge sharing ability of individuals, and the environment
where knowledge sharing takes place [Cummings, 2003].

Changing the knowledge sharing behaviour of in-
dividuals is seen as an important issue for businesses
[Lin, 2007b; Ruggles, 1998]. Knowledge sharing is on a
voluntary basis [Yang, 2007] and includes the mutual
exchange of knowledge and support between employ-
ees. Knowledge sharing differs from information since it
is mutual. Information refers to a one-way flow of data.
Knowledge management should be viewed as a strategic
element by the managers in businesses, and it is neces-
sary to create a technological infrastructure for knowl-
edge generation, storage, information access, knowledge
sharing and use within the institution and to provide an
organizational trust environment [Oneren, Ciftci, Harman,
2016]. Through knowledge sharing, tacit knowledge has
economic and competitive value, enables the develop-
ment of informal learning, prevents waste of resources
by showing the best practices in the organization and
provides motivation, job satisfaction, as well as positive
interaction [Peltokorpi, 2006].

Organizational justice, trust and knowledge sharing
behaviour. There is a positive and high-level correlation
between organizational justice and organizational trust.
Organizational justice also positively affects employees’
trust in organizations [Bidarian, Jafari, 2012; Demir, 2011;
iscan, Sayin, 2010]. Among different types of organiza-
tional justice and trust in the organization, procedural jus-
tice and distributive justice are viewed as the precursors
of trust [Hubbell, Chory-Assad, 2005]. In studies where
the relationships between organizational justice, organi-
zational trust and organizational citizenship behaviours
are analysed, a positive relationship is observed between
these three variables [Polat, Ceep, 2008].

H1: Procedural justice affects the trust in the manager
positively and significantly.

H2: Distributive justice affects the trust in the manager
positively and significantly.

H3: Interpersonal justice affects the trust in the manager
positively and significantly.

H4: Informational justice affects the trust in the manager
positively and significantly.

H5: Procedural justice affects the trust in the institution
positively and significantly.

He: Distributive justice affects the trust in the institution
positively and significantly.

H7: Interpersonal justice affects the trust in the institu-
tion positively and significantly.

H8: Informational justice affects the trust in the institu-
tion positively and significantly.



There are various studies conducted showing that
organizational justice is a precursor of knowledge shar-
ing behaviour [Cabrera, Cabrera, 2005; Fang, Chiu, 2010;
Yesil, Dereli, 2013]. Cabrera and Cabrera [2005] state that
several factors support and encourage knowledge shar-
ing behaviour among employees. These factors comprise
perceived support, culture, and procedural justice tran-
scending the traditional human resource practices. Based
on this idea, Cabrera and Cabrera [2005] use the term
“human management practices” in order to talk about
modernity and the importance of these factors. Flood
et al. [2001] examine the relationship between justice
and knowledge sharing among the information workers
in the high technology and financial services industries.
The results reveal that perceived equality leads employ-
ees to feel obliged to share knowledge and contribute
to the organization. Fang and Chiu [2010] state that the
inclusion of four different dimensions of justice (distribu-
tive justice, procedural justice, interpersonal justice, and
informational justice) results in a more descriptive model
that can better illustrate the intention to maintain knowl-
edge sharing among individuals in virtual communities.
According to Bartol and Srivastava [2002], justice is per-
ceived during processes and procedures related to the al-
location and distribution of resources; that is, procedural
justice makes employees feel that the organization values
employees, and thus, it gets easier for employees to share
knowledge with their colleagues. In a study conducted by
Lin [2007a], it is revealed that there is an indirect impact
between the dimensions of justice and knowledge shar-
ing behaviour among colleagues. The results indicate that
distributive justice, procedural justice, and collaboration
affect implicit knowledge sharing indirectly through or-
ganizational commitment. In addition, distributive justice
indirectly affects implicit knowledge sharing behaviour
through trust put in colleagues. In their study, Schepers
and Van Den Berg [2007] state that there are positive rela-
tions between procedural justice and knowledge sharing
among employees. Yesil and Dereli [2013] also analysed
the relations between the three dimensions of organi-
zational justice and knowledge sharing behaviour. The
results show that procedural justice and interactional
justice are positively correlated with knowledge sharing
behaviour. However, the hypothesis between distributive
justice and knowledge sharing behaviour is not support-
ed in their study. Based on the above literature research,
the following were hypothesized within the scope of the
study:

H9: Procedural justice affects knowledge sharing behav-
iour positively and significantly.

H10: Distributive justice affects knowledge sharing be-
haviour positively and significantly.

H11: Interpersonal justice affects knowledge sharing be-
haviour positively and significantly.

H12: Informational justice affects knowledge sharing be-
haviour positively and significantly.

Organizational Behaviour Management

Trust comes to the fore in organizations with mutual
dependence. In the modern business approach, it is not
possible for the employees to do the work they do alone.
In this context, the element of trust becomes prominent.
When employees feel they are in a safe organization, it
becomes easier for them to share knowledge and make
use of each other’s experiences. Once the environment
of trust becomes negative, knowledge sharing behaviour
decreases [Sezgin, Ucar, Duygulu, 2015].

Dyer and Chu [2003] examined trust and knowledge
sharing behaviour between suppliers and buyers, and the
result was that suppliers tended to share more informa-
tion if they trusted buyers. Abrams et al. [2003] obtained
findings supporting the idea that trust enabled effective
knowledge sharing in social networks. McEvily, Perrone
and Zaheer [2003] studied trust within the organiza-
tional framework and found that there was a positive re-
lationship between organizational trust and knowledge
sharing behaviour. In a study conducted by Chowdhury
[2005], it is stated that affection-based trust has a posi-
tive impact on complex knowledge sharing. Due to the
similarities between affection-based trust and identifica-
tion-based trust, Hsu et al. [2007] examined the relation-
ships between identification-based trust and knowledge
sharing behaviour in professional virtual communities
and stated that there was a positive relationship between
trust and knowledge sharing behaviour. Bartol and Sriv-
astava [2002] clearly express that trust is considered a key
activator in relation to knowledge sharing through infor-
mal interactions. This study indicates that organizational
trust helps individuals to engage in positive social behav-
iours such as knowledge sharing behaviour.

Al-Alawi, Al-Marzoogi and Mohammed [2007] pre-
sented that information systems, rewards, communica-
tion, and trust were the antecedents of knowledge shar-
ing behaviour. The findings of the study show that trust
in colleagues positively affects knowledge sharing in or-
ganizations. Chiu, Hsu and Wang [2006] argue that trust
is positively related to the quantity and quality of knowl-
edge sharing. The results indicated that only the quality
of knowledge sharing is positively correlated with trust.
When employees trust each other, they may be more will-
ing to share knowledge within themselves. Trust leads
to cooperative behaviour among employees [Nahapiet,
Ghoshal, 1998], which is a must for knowledge sharing
[Szulanski, Cappetta, Jensen, 2004]. In a study conduct-
ed by Fang and Chiu [2010], it is stated that both trust
in members and trust in management positively impact
knowledge sharing behaviour. On the other hand, Casimir,
Lee and Loon [2012] state that trust has a more significant
function in social transactions than in economic ones.
Since trust is a social transaction based on this idea, it
encourages knowledge sharing behaviour between indi-
viduals [Montoro-Sanchez, Ribeiro Soriano, 2011]. Rutten,
Blass-Franken and Martin [2016] examined the relations
between trust and knowledge sharing by comparing the
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high and low levels of trust among employees. As ex-
pected, a low level of trust in a colleague led to signifi-
cantly lower levels of knowledge sharing compared to a
high level of trust. In a similar way, Razmerita, Kirchner
and Nielsen [2016] state that the limitation of knowledge
sharing is based on a lack of trust, time, and behaviour
change. Taking the above-mentioned relations between
trust and knowledge sharing behaviour into considera-
tion, the hypotheses of the study are as follows.

H13: Trust in the manager has a positive and significant
impact on knowledge sharing behaviour.

H14: Informational justice has a positive and significant
impact on knowledge sharing behaviour.

According to the above-mentioned hypotheses, the
model of the study looks as in Figure.

Procedural justice Trust in manager

Distributive justice

Knowledge sharing
behaviour

Interpersonal justice

Informational justice Trust in organization

The model of the study
Modenb uccnedosaHus

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Sampling, data collection and evaluation technique.
The research is a quantitative study conducted in the
survey model. 421 people working in public and private
sectors in Bartin province (Turkey) were reached by col-
lecting data electronically by using the convenience sam-
pling method. In the study, scales, of which validity and
reliability had been tested beforehand, were used to col-
lect data. An electronic questionnaire was created by add-
ing demographic information as well.

The organizational justice scale consisting of 20 four-
dimensional statements developed by Colquitt [2001]
and translated into Turkish by Ozmen, Arbak and Siiral
Ozder [2007] was used. Whereas, for organizational trust,
a two-dimensional scale consisting of twelve statements
developed by Nyhan and Marlowe [1997] and translated
into Turkish by Gormezoglu Gokcen [2019] was used. A
one-dimensional scale consisting of 7 statements devel-
oped by van den Hooff, Schouten and Simonovski [2012]
and translated into Turkish by some authors was used to
measure knowledge sharing behaviour. However, one
statement was excluded from the analysis due to the low

factor load (0.21). The results of the confirmatory factor
analysis of the scales are given below.

In this section of the study, information regarding
the demographic characteristics of the respondents par-
ticipating in the study, the confirmatory factor analysis of
the variables examined within the context of the study, as
well as the validity and reliability analyses of the scales
used in the study are included. Structural equation mod-
elling was used to test the hypotheses of the study after
the analysis. Table 1 shows the demographic characteris-
tics of the participants of the study.

Table 1 - Descriptive statistics
Tabnuya 1 - [leckpunmusHaa cmamucmuka

Indicators n %
Male 237 56.3
Gender

Female 184 437
Marital Married 145 344
status Single 276 65.5
18-25 114 27.1

26-35 215 51.1

Age 36-44 73 17.3
45-54 15 3.6

55 and above 4 1.0

Elementary education 2 0.5

High school 13 3.1

:Eecf/l;?ation Associate degree 17 4.0
Bachelor’s degree 220 523

Postgraduate 169 40.1

Sector Public 180 42.8
of the institution Private 241 57.2
Employee 353 83.8

Position

Manager 68 16.2

1-5 years 209 49.6

6-10 years 102 13.5

Experience 11-15 years 57 7.8
16-20 years 33 4.8

21 years and above 20 24.2

When the demographic characteristics of the partici-
pantsincluded in the study are examined within the scope
of the data given in Table 1, it is seen that 56.3 % of the
participants are male, and 43.7 % are female. Also, 34.4 %
of the participants are married, and 65.5 % are single. It is
also observed that the majority of the participants are the
ages between 26 and 35 (51.1 %), 18 and 25 (27.1 %), 36
and 44 (17.3 %), 45 and 54 (3.6 %), and 55 years and above
(1.0 %). 52.3 % of the respondents have an undergradu-



ate education level. Their education levels are graduates
(40.1 %), associate degree (4.0 %), secondary education
(3.1 %), and primary education (0.5 %). While 42.8 % of
the participants work in public institutions, 57.2 % work
in private institutions. According to the distribution of
the respondents in terms of their positions, it is seen that
83.8 % are employees and 16.2 % are managers. In addi-
tion, it is noteworthy that 73.4 % of the participants have
working periods between 1 to 5 years. The current work-
ing period of the participants is 6 to 10 years (16.9 %), 11
to 15 years (5.2 %), 16 to 20 years (1.9 %), and 21 years
and above (2.6 %). According to Table 1, 49.6 % of the par-
ticipants have 1 to 5 years of professional experience. This
is followed by 21 years and above (24.2 %), 6 to 10 years
(13.5%), 11 to 15 years (7.8 %), and 16 to 20 years (4.8 %).

RESEARCH RESULTS

Confirmatory factor analysis. According to the confirma-
tory factor analysis results (Table 2), the fact that the )(2
value of the organizational justice dimension is less than
3 shows that the model is coherent. GFl is observed to be
above 0.85, which is acceptable. It is also observed that
AGFI takes a value between 0 and 1 and that it is accept-
able. Similarly, NFl is above 0.90, which is acceptable. It is
seen that the TLI is over 0.90 and is coherent. The fact that
RMSEA is close to 0.08 indicates that the value is in an ac-
ceptable coherence [Celik, Karakas, 2021].

Organizational Behaviour Management

The fact that the x* value of the organizational trust
dimension is greater than 3 indicates that the model is
acceptable. GFl is observed to be above 0.90, which is ac-
ceptable. Also, AGFl is observed to be taking the values of
0.906, and it is coherent. The fact that NFl is above 0.95 in-
dicates a perfect coherence. It is also seen that the TLI has
a value above 0.95 and indicates perfect coherence. The
fact that RMSEA is close to 0.08 indicates that the value is
in an acceptable coherence [Celik, Tas, 2021].

The fact that the x* value of the knowledge sharing
dimension is less than 3 indicates that the model is coher-
ent. GFl is observed to be above 0.90, which is acceptable.
Also, AGFl is observed to be taking values above 0.90, and
it is coherent. It is also seen that the NFl has a value above
0.95 and has a perfect coherence. It is seen that the TLI
has a value above 0.95 and has perfect coherence. The
fact that RMSEA is close to 0.08 indicates that the value is
in an acceptable coherence [Cetin, Fidan, 2017].

Validity and reliability analysis. The scales used in
the study and the factor loads, composite reliability (CR),
average variance extracted (AVE) and Cronbach’s Alpha
(a) values of these scales’ sub-dimensions are given in Ta-
ble 3.When the factor loads of the variables are examined,
the factor loads of all the variables used are seen to be
at a sufficient level [Sencan, Fidan, 2020]. Thus, it can be
said that all items show good construct validity [Fornell,
Larcker, 1981]. According to the CR test results, the values

Table 2 - Results of factor analysis
Tabnuya 2 - Pesynemamel pakmopHo20 aHanusa

Dimensions X/df GFI AGFI NFI TLI CFI RMSEA
Organizational justice 2.962 0.899 0.867 0.930 0.943 0.952 0.068
Organizational trust 3.141 0.940 0.906 0.969 0.972 0.979 0.071
Knowledge sharing behaviour 2912 0.989 0.953 0.990 0.981 0.994 0.067

Table 3 - Factor loads, CR, AVE and (a) values

Tabnuya 3 - akmopHsle Hazpy3Ku, KomnoumHas HadexHocms (CR), cpeOHAA 0b6vAcHeHHAs oucnepcus (AVE)

U 3Ha4eHus KoagppuyueHma anea KpoHbaxa (a)

Dimensions Items Factor loads Cronbach Alfa (a) CR AVE

PJ7 0.805
PJ6 0.556
PJ5 0.771

Procedural justice (PJ) PJ4 0.713 0.879 0.878 0.510
PJ3 0.802
PJ2 0.664
PJ1 0.652
DJ4 0.747

Distributive justice (DJ) DJ3 0.827 0.886 0.889 0.667
DJ2 0.853
DI 0.835
IPJ3 0.932

Interpersonal justice (IPJ) IPJ2 0.858 0.920 0.924 0.803
IPJ1 0.896
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Table 3 (concluded)

Dimensions Items Factor loads Cronbach Alfa (a) CR AVE
1J5 0.821
1J4 0.853

Informational justice (1J) 1J3 0.868 0.923 0.926 0.715
1J2 0.856
1J1 0.829
T™M8 0.896
™7 0.891
TM6 0.865

Trust in manager (TM) ™S 0888 0.954 0.954 0.723
T™M4 0.851
T™3 0.619
™2 0.892
™1 0.865
TO4 0.833

Trust in organization (TO) 103 0797 0.913 0.904 0.704
TO2 0.922
TO1 0.797
KSB6 0.616
KSB5 0.559

Knowledge sharing behaviour (KSB) KSB4 0512 0.867 0.845 0.493
KSB3 0.536
KSB2 0.931
KSB1 0.923

of the variables vary between 0.845 and 0.954. However,
this value must be greater than 0.70. When the AVE values
of the variables are examined, it is seen that these values
vary between 0.493 and 0.803, whereas this value should
also be greater than 0.50 [Hair et al., 1998, p. 612]. The AVE
value of knowledge sharing behaviour seems to be low.
However, due to the fact that the CR value is greater than
the AVE value and the Cronbach’s Alpha value, it can be
said that the variable provides internal consistency. It is
seen that the alpha values vary between 0.867 and 0.954.
However, these values are desired to be greater than 0.70
[Altunisik et al., 2012, p. 126]. According to the results,

it can be stated that the internal structure consistency of
the variables is ensured.

Correlation analysis. According to the results of the
correlation analysis (Table 4), significant and positive
correlations are found between all variables (p<0.05 and
p<0.01). In terms of relationship strength, it is seen that
the strongest relationship is between trust in the man-
ager and informational justice (r=0.836; p<0.01). Once
again, in terms of relationship strength, it is striking that
the weakest relationship is between knowledge sharing
and distributive justice (r=0.337; p<0.01).

Table 4 - Results of correlation analysis
Tabnuya 4 - Pesynemamei KoppenayuoHHO20 aHAAU3a

. . Std. Procedural | Distributive | Interpersonal | Informational Trust Trust
Dimensions Mean .. L L. . . . . A
deviation Jjustice justice justice Jjustice in manager |in organization
Procedural justice 3.71 0.86 1
Distributive justice 3.63 1.09 0.725%*
Interpersonal justice 4.05 1.02 0.540%* 0.453**
Informational justice 3.74 1.07 0.612** 0.548** 0.775%*
Trust in manager 3.75 1.05 0.627** 0.536** 0.697** 0.836**
Trust in organization 3.54 1.14 0.672** 0.559** 0.674** 0.713** 0.769%*
EZﬁx;du%e sharing |4 >3 0.72 0.411%* 0.337% 0.525% 0.515% 0.448%* 0.4971%*

Note: ¥p<0.05, **p<0.01.



Results of structural equation model (SEM). The fit
indices of the study and the testing of the hypotheses
created within the context of the study model are given
in Table 5.

Table 5 - Research model fit indices
Tabnuya 5 - MIHOeKcbl coomeemcmaus 8 MoOesIU UCC/1e008aHUA

Model fit indices Results Acceptable value
X2/ df 2335 <50
GFI 0.847 >0.8
AGFI 0.822 >0.8
NFI 0.901 >0.9
TLI 0.935 >0.9
CFI 0.941 >0.9
RMSEA 0.056 <0.8

Table 6 shows the relationships as well as the explana-
tory and significance levels of all variables within the re-
search model.

In accordance with the results obtained from the anal-
ysis, it was found that procedural justice significantly af-
fected trust in the manager (0.296; p<0.001) and the first
hypothesis of the study (H1) was accepted. It was found
that distributive justice did not have a significant impact
on the variable of trust in the manager (-0.109; p>0.05),
and thus the second hypothesis of the study (H2) was
rejected. Also, the third hypothesis of the study (H3) was
rejected because it was found that interpersonal justice
did not have a significant impact on the variable of trust
in the manager (-0.053; p>0.05). It was seen that infor-
mational justice had a significant and high impact on the
trust in the manager variable (0.846; p<0.001), and the
fourth hypothesis of the study (H4) was accepted.

Organizational Behaviour Management

In addition, it was observed that procedural justice
had a significant impact on the variable of trust in the in-
stitution (0.435; p<0.001) and the fifth hypothesis of the
study (H5) was accepted. Whereas distributive justice was
found not to have a significant impact on the variable of
trust in the institution (-0.066; p>0.05), and thus the sixth
hypothesis of the study (H6) was rejected. It was found
that interpersonal justice had a significant impact on the
variable of trust in the institution (0.189; p<0.001), and
the seventh hypothesis of the study (H7) was accepted. It
was also seen that informational justice had a significant
impact on the variable of trust in the institution (0.448;
p<0.001), and the eighth hypothesis of the study (H8) was
accepted.

It was found that procedural justice did not have a sig-
nificant impact on knowledge sharing behaviour (0.074;
p>0.05), and thus the ninth hypothesis of the study (H9)
was rejected. Similarly, distributive justice was found not
to have a significant impact on knowledge sharing be-
haviour (-0.029; p>0.05), and the tenth hypothesis of the
study (H10) was rejected. At the same time, interpersonal
justice was found to have a significant impact on knowl-
edge sharing behaviour (0.126; p<0.05), so the eleventh
hypothesis of the study was accepted (H11). Similarly, in-
formational justice was also found to have a significant
impact on knowledge sharing behaviour (0.312; p<0.05),
and the twelfth hypothesis of the study was accepted
(H12).

Trust in the manager was observed to have a signifi-
cant impact on the knowledge sharing behaviour (0.218;
p<0.05), and thus the thirteenth hypothesis of the study
(H13) was accepted. Similarly, it was found that trust in
the institution had a significant impact on knowledge
sharing behaviour (0.176; p<0.05), and the fourteenth hy-
pothesis of the study (H14) was accepted.

Table 6 — SEM results

Tabnuya 6 — Pe3yniemamel MOOeIUPOBAHUA CMPyKmMypHbIMU ypagHeHuamu (SEM)

Interaction Std. reg. coefficient | Std. error P Result
Procedural justice 0.296 0.075 0.000 Accepted
Distributive justice -0.109 0.062 0.080 Rejected
Trust in manager —
Interpersonal justice -0.053 0.058 0.360 Rejected
Informational justice 0.846 0.055 0.000 Accepted
Procedural justice 0.435 0.059 0.000 Accepted
Distributive justice -0.066 0.077 0.393 Rejected
Trust in organization —
Interpersonal justice 0.189 0.069 0.007 Accepted
Informational justice 0.448 0.081 0.000 Accepted
Procedural justice 0.074 0.097 0.447 Rejected
Distributive justice -0.029 0.070 0.676 Rejected
Interpersonal justice 0.126 0.062 0.041 Accepted
Knowledge sharing behaviour —
Informational justice 0.312 0.111 0.005 Accepted
Trust in manager 0.218 0.079 0.006 Accepted
Trust in organization 0.176 0.056 0.002 Accepted
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, we examined how the employees’ percep-
tions of organizational justice and trust affected knowl-
edge sharing behaviour. According to the research results,
while a positive and significant relationship was found be-
tween procedural justice, informational justice and trust
in the manager, no significant relationship was found
between distributive justice, interpersonal justice, and
trust in the manager. A positive and significant relation-
ship was found between procedural justice, interpersonal
justice, informational justice, and trust in the institution.
No significant relationship was found between distribu-
tive justice and trust in the institution, as well as proce-
dural justice, distributive justice, and knowledge sharing.
On the other hand, a positive and significant relationship
was found between interpersonal justice, informational
justice and knowledge sharing, as well as between trust
in the manager, trust in the institution and knowledge
sharing.

Regarding other studies in the literature on examin-
ing the relationship between organizational justice and
organizational trust, Hubbell and Chory-Assad [2005]
concluded that distributive justice only predicted trust
in the manager, while procedural justice affected trust
in the manager and the institution to a large extent. In
the study, no positive and significant relationship was
found between distributive justice and trust in the man-
ager. However, procedural (process) justice was found to
be affecting both trust in the manager and trust in the
institution. A similar result was obtained in this study.
According to iscan and Sayin [2010], Polat and Celep
[2008], Bidarian and Jafari [2012], and Kiilek¢i Akyavuz
[2017], it affects both organizational justice and organi-
zational trust. Demirkaya and Kandemir [2014] con-
cluded that organizational justice was effective on trust.
However, once they examined the relationship between
the sub-dimensions of organizational justice and trust,
they could not obtain significant results. According to
the study results, it was found that procedural justice
and informational justice had a positive relationship
with both trusts in the manager and trust in the institu-
tion, whereas interpersonal justice had a positive rela-
tionship only with trust in the institution, and the study
was underpinned at one point. No positive and signifi-
cant relationship was found between distributive justice,
trust in the manager and trust in the institution. In addi-
tion, no positive and significant relationship was found
between interpersonal justice and trust in the manager.
DeConinck [2010] concluded that there was a positive
and significant relationship between procedural justice,
distributive justice, and organizational trust. The study
concluded that there was a significant and positive rela-
tionship between the organizational trust dimensions of
procedural justice, and thus the study was underpinned.
No significant and positive relationship was found be-
tween distributive justice and the dimensions of or-

ganizational trust. Practices such as rewards, penalties,
bonuses and promotions, which will be implemented
by the managers equitably, will have a positive impact
on distributive justice while keeping employee interests
at the forefront; using the right procedures during the
decisions to be taken will positively affect procedural
justice, and being respectful, sensitive and polite to the
employees within the organization as well as making
necessary explanations in a timely manner will positively
affect interactive (interpersonal - informational) justice.
When employees feel a sense of justice towards their
organization, the level of their trust in the organization
will increase. In case employees describe their organiza-
tion as unjust, their level of trust in the organization will
decrease.

In studies conducted to examine the relationship
between organizational justice and knowledge shar-
ing, different results have been obtained. imamoglu et
al. [2019], Amirhasani, Ghorbani and Zahdi [2020], and
Jnaneswar and Ranjit [2020] stated that organizational
justice affected knowledge sharing. On the other hand,
Carman [2016] concluded that procedural justice had a
positive impact on knowledge sharing, while distribu-
tive justice and interactional (interpersonal-information-
al) justice did not have so. Lin and Shin [2021] concluded
that distributive justice and interactional (interperson-
al-informational) justice had an impact on knowledge
sharing, whereas procedural (process) justice did not
have so. It can be said that the results obtained support
the results in the literature to a certain extent. However,
different results were obtained in this study as well. It
is important to transfer objective information on the
fair distribution of rewards and penalties in order to re-
inforce the employees’ belief in the objectivity of these
practices to be received by the employees depending
on their performance. The fact that the information giv-
en to them regarding the gains and penalties is overlap-
ping will strengthen the organizational justice percep-
tions of the employees. Furthermore, the inclusion of
employees in the resource distribution processes as well
as transferring the necessary information about the sub-
ject will positively affect the employees’ perception of
justice. In organizations where organizational justice is
dominant, communication between employees will be
strengthened, and thus knowledge sharing will increase
among employees.

In other studies on the relationship between organi-
zational trust and knowledge sharing [Samadi et al., 2015;
Ouakouak, Ouedraogo, 2018; Shateri, Hayat, 2020; Rach-
mania, Mauludin, 2021], organizational trust is stated to
be affecting knowledge sharing behaviour. Similar results
were obtained in this study. Creating and maintaining
the perception of trust within the organization is of im-
portance for the organization itself. In order to ensure
knowledge sharing between employees, managers and
institutions, a sense of trust and transparency should be
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adopted in management. Knowledge sharing includes iour among employees. When employees feel an environ-
the voluntary participation of employees. Therefore, the  ment of trust in the organization, they will be able to free-
level of trust between individuals is a prominent factorin  ly share their feelings and thoughts to express themselves
knowledge sharing behaviour. A higher level of trust in in a better way. Along with this, employees will have the
organizations will increase the knowledge sharing behav- chance to learn together. m
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