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Figure 1. Research Model
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Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Supervisory Justice -
2 Supervisory Identification 82%* -
3 Organziational Identification — .28% A0 -
4 SOE 387HE 56k 39FE -
5 OCBO 20%% 4GkE T4k 4Gk -
6 CWBO -.02 -.08 - 17%% -.09 - 16%* -
7 sex -.02 -.04 -.09 -.05 - 17%% .02 -
8 age -.07 -.05 13* -.03 .09 -.14% -.23%% -
9 tenure - 14% -.10 197k -.06 .09 -.09 -.06 56k -
Mean 4.37 3.54 3.60 3.94 2.69 2.58 1.59 33.51 2.35
Standard Deviation 1.14 1.38 1.31 1.14 .81 1.15 49 6.72 1.21
Skewness -.50 =21 -15 -32 -.07 44 -36 1.10 S11
Kurotosis =22 -.68 -.66 -13 -21 -.66 -1.88 1.63 -.62
Note. N = 326, * p < .05, ** p < .01; SOE = Supervisor’s organizational embodiment; OCBO = Organizational

citizenship behavior towards the organization; CWBO

Counterproductive work behavior towards the organization; In the

case of tenure, 1=less than 3years, 2=3-5years, 3=5-10years, 4=10-15years, 5= more than 15 years.
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Table 2. Conformatory factor analysis results

'S CFI TLI RMSEA  SRMR

Model X2 af
Model 1 (Single factor) 2435.35 119.00
Model 2 (Four Factors) 1450.00 113.00
Model 3 (Five Factors) 999.29 109.00
Research model (Six Factors) 205.40 104.00

- 0.54 047 0.24 0.18
985.30%#* 0.73 0.68 0.19 0.20
45,70k 0.82 0.78 0.16 0.13

793.90%** 0.98 0.97 0.06 0.03

Note:. N = 326; *#% p < 001; CFI

= Comparative fit index, TLI = Tucker-Lewis index, RMSEA = Root-mean

square error of approximation, SRMR = Standardized root-mean square residual.
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Figure 2. Full mediation model
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Figure 3. Partial mediation model

Table 3. Fit indices of mediation model

Model e df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
Full mediation 205.79 100.00 0.98 0.97 0.06 0.05
Partial mediation 194.64 98.00 0.98 0.97 0.06 0.05
Table 4. Indirect path coefficients
Path B SE Bootstrapping 95%

Supervisory Justice — Supervisory Identification — OCBO 0.12 0.04 .06, .20
Supervisory Justice — Supervisory Identification — CWBO -0.03 0.08 -18, .11
Supervisory Justice — Organizational Identification — OCBO 0.22 0.04 .15,. 30
Supervisory Justice — Organizational Identification — CWBO -0.07 0.04 -.16, -.01

Note. Bootstrap sample = 5,000.

S AR 23 FLA HAE 9
oA soEe] =HAIHE FQlstr] 95k,
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Bepd WA A AEeUS PN

2]
A PEJ Q)
Cheung et al.(2021)°] 7}
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= 15931(df = 78), CFI = .98, RMSEA =
0690%CI = [.044, .069]), SRMR = .05. 7]A]
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Table 5. Loglikelihood and scaling correction factor value of moderation model

Model Log-likelihood (Z) Scaling correction factor (¢) df (p)
Baseline model (0) -4847.85 1.15 48
Moderation model (1) -4842.68 1.13 50

Table 6. Path coefficients of moderation model

Path B SE Bootstrapping 95%
Supervisory Justice — Organizational Identification .28 .08 12, 45
SOE — Organizational Identification 41 .09 .24, .60
Supervisory * Justice — Organizational Identification .19 .06 .08, .32
Note. Bootstrap sample = 5,000.
Table 7. Simple slope test of SOE's moderating effect
SOE B SE Bootstrapping 95%
Mean + 15D 48 10 28, .69
Mean .28 .08 12, 45
Mean = 15D .08 10 -11, .29

Note: Bootstrap sample = 5,000.
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Figure 4. The moderating effect of SOE in the relationship
between supervisory justice and organizational identification
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Table 8. Loglikelihood and scaling correction factor value of moderated mediation model

Model Log-likelihood (L) Scaling correction factor (c) df (p)
Baseline model (0) -6662.85 1.17 75
Moderated mediation model (1) -6656.20 1.16 77
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Table 9. Moderated mediation index

o Moderated Bootstrapping
Mediation path
mediation index 95%
Supervisory Justice — Organizational Identification — OCBO .10 .05, .16
Supervisory Justice — Organizational Identification — CWBO -04 -.09, -.01

Note: Bootstrap sample = 5,000.
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Table 10. Simple slope test of SOE's moderated mediation effect.

SOE B

SE Bootstrapping 95%

Indirect path: Supervisory Justice — Organizational Identification — OCBO

Mean + 15D .26
Mean .16
Mean — 15D .05

.06 17, 39
04 .08, .25
03 -04, .15

Indirect path: Supervisory Justice — Organizational Identification — CWBO

Mean + 18D -.09
Mean -.06
Mean — 15D -.02

.05 -.20, -.02
.03 -.13, -.01
.02 -.07, .01

Note. Bootstrap sample = 5,000.
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Supervisory Justice and Organization Target Behavior:
A Moderated Mediation Model of Identification and

Supervisor’s Organizational Embodiment
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The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effects of supervisory justice on organizational citizenship
behavior towards the organization(OCBO) and counterproductive work behavior towards the organization
(CWBO), and their psychological mechanism based on the concept of identification and multifoci justice.
Specifically, we assumed that supervisory justice has a significant relationship with OCBO and CWBO, and also
that this relationship is mediated by supervisory identification and organizational identification. Finally, we
expected that supervisor’s organizational embodiment moderates the indirect effect of supervisory justice through
organizational identification. The results showed supervisory justice has a significant positive relationship with
OCBO and no significant relationship with CWBO. Also, when supervisory identification mediates the
relationship of supervisory justice with OCBO and CWBO, supervisory justice has a significant indirect positive
relationship with OCBO but no significant relationship with CWBO. On the other hand, when organizational
identification mediates, supervisory justice has a significant indirect positive relationship with OCBO and a
significant indirect negative relationship with CWBO. Finally, the supervisor's organizational embodiment
moderates the relationship of supervisory justice with OCBO and CWBO, based on the mediation of
organizational identification. Specifically, the mediation effect for OCBO was strengthened positively, and the
meditation effect for CWBO was strengthened negatively. The results of this study showed a differential effect
according to the object in which identification is formed in the process of transferring supervisory justice to
behavior toward the organization. Based on these results, we presented the implication and limitations of this

study.

Key words : Supervisory justice, OCBO, CWBO, Supervisory identification, Organizational identification, Supervisor's

organizational embodiment
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