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Abstract

Employee behaviors can be classified into two basic groups as positive and negative organizational behaviors. One of
the negative organizational behaviors is counterproductive work behaviours. It is aimed to reveal the effects of
perceived overqualification on counterproductive work behaviours and moderating role of distributive justice through
an empirical study. In this respect, the data obtained from 398 employees in hospitality enterprises was analyzed by
means of structural equation modelling (SEM). It is found that there is a positive relationship between perceived
overqualification and counterproductive work behaviours, and perceived distributive justice moderates the relationship
between perceived overqualification and counterproductive work behaviours towards colleagues. Some theoretical and
managerial implications are offered about the variables. Distributive justice is effective in reducing counterproductive
work behaviours which emerged from perceived overqualification. Managers need to control the factors that lead to
perceived overqualification and implement strategies that can activate catalyst variables, lessening or eliminating its
negative consequences. In addition, limitations of the study and suggestions for future studies are provided.

Keywords: overqualification, counterproductive, behavior, distributive justice, hospitality enterprices.
1. Introduction

Human capital theory clarifies that individual benefits depend on several individual characteristics that determine
productivity. They are ‘individual attributes’. In a typical benefit equation, an individual's efficiency is represented by
components such as education, experience and tenure. These components can be seen as clues of a number of individual
skills; such as teamwork skills, leadership skills, and so on (Frei & Sousa-Poza, 2012: 1838). Therefore, individuals
desire to find a job where they can make the best use of all the qualifications they have. However, it is not always
possible to achieve person-job fit due to individual, organizational and environmental factors. In cases where the fit is
achieved, employees use all the qualifications effectively at work, but in cases where there is not a proper match, either
employee insufficiency or overqualification is discussed.

The studies on person-job fit indicate that the match between employee and job requirements will lead to better job
outcomes. This match between job requirements and employee qualifications is job-qualification fit. Low
job-qualification fit leads to overqualification perception (Lobene & Meade, 2010: 1). Overqualification, which is a
form of underemployment, is a concept of being employed in a job with low perceived criteria, unfavorable working
conditions, requiring less expertise and education, and evidentially emphasizing underutilization (Wassermann,
Fujishiro, & Hoppe, 2017: 78). The concept of underemployment is that the education, knowledge, skills and
experience required by the former job is higher than the current job requirements (Akin & Uluk&k, 2016: 72). From this
point of view, overqualification can be evaluated as a mismatch between job requirements and an employee's
capabilities (Wassermann, Fujishiro, & Hoppe, 2017: 79).

Overqualification is a chronic problem not only in developed economies but also in developing economies because of
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inadequate unemployment compensation. It has become a world known matter and an interest of both labor economists
and management researchers after the publication of Freeman's (1976) groundbreaking book ‘The Overeducated
American’ (Erdogan & Bauer, 2009: 557). It is also a popular subject that attracts the attention of researchers,
practitioners and mass media (Liu, Luksyte, Zhou, Shi, &Wang, 2015: 250).

Today’s human resources management studies have begun to focus on employees with overqualifications and their
effects on organizational performance and overall economic life though previous practices focused on the management
of unskilled employees (Alfes, Shantz, & van Baalen, 2016: 84). The findings of recent studies provide strong evidence
on the awareness of mismatch which leads to some negative consequences for both employees with overqualification
perceptions and organizations (Alfes et al., 2016: 84).

One of the negative consequences of overqualification perception is counterproductive work behaviours (Luksyte,
Spitzmueller, & Maynard, 2011; Liu et al., 2015; Harari, Manapragada, & Viswesvaran, 2017). Based on perfon-job fit
research, the mismatch influences the employees’emotion and thoughts about the present unpleasant situation. The
stressful events cause counterproductive work behaviours. Another determinant factor on counterproductive work
behaviours is perceived distributive justice (Devonish & Greenidge, 2010; Krischer, Penney, & Hunter, 2010;
Chernyak-Hai & Tziner, 2014). Overqualified employees with low score on distributive justice are sensitive to
mismatch between their skills and job demands and they interpret the situation as unfair. Thus, it triggers some negative
reactions toward collagues and organization, counterproductive work behaviours.

Perceived
distributive iustice Counterproductive work
behaviours
Perceived Towards colleagues

overqualification

Towards organization

Figure 1. Conceptual model

When the literature is reviewed, a great number of studies dealing with the outcomes of perceived overqualification
(Lobene & Meade, 2010; Lobene & Meade, 2013; Zhang, Law, & Lin, 2016) and the effect of various mediation and/or
moderating variable(s) between overqualification and its consequences exist (Luksyte et al., 2011; Ye, Li, & Tan, 2017,
Erdogan & Bauer, 2009; Liu et al., 2015). However, it requires new studies owing to several reasons; first because of its
gradual rise in developed and developing economies (Liu et al., 2015: 250), second the increase in education level, the
global job mobility, economic crises and other factors (Alfes et al., 2016: 84), third because of its considerable negative
individual and organizational reflections (Erdogan & Bauer, 2009: 557; Liu et al., 2015: 250). Consequently, justice
sensitivity lessens the negative effects of overqualified employees’ reactions toward employees and organization when
they perceive justice is fair (Liu et al., 2015). So, this study aims at revealing the moderating role of perceived
distributive justice in the relationship between perceived overqualification and counterproductive work behaviours. The
conceptual research model of the study is depicted in Figure 1.

The study consists of two parts. In the first part, variables of the research and relationships between the variables have
been explained theoretically and in the light of empirical findings. Research hypotheses are developed and opinions
about the emergence of overqualification have been provided in this ection. In the second part, research methodology
and findings are explained.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
Perceived Overqualification

Overqualification is considered as a mismatch between employee skills and job requirements (Wassermann, Fujishiro &
Hoppe, 2017: 79). Various opinions can be found in the literature regarding the occurrence of this mismatch
(job-qualification mismatch). Frei and Sousa-Poza, explain these views as follows (2012: 1837-1838): The first is that
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the qualification mismatch is caused by disagreements in the labor market. According to Johnson (1978) and Jovanovic
(1979), the theoriests of job shopping and job matching, employees and organizations cannot perform a correct
job-qualification match due to incomplete and/or incorrect intelligence. The second view is that overqualification stems
from geographical immobility. Frank's (1978) differential overqualification theory argues that married people,
especially women often have to go to their spouses' job locations sacrificing their carreer or better job opportunities.
This impairs people's career opportunities and the possibility of better job matching. Ultimately, these people face a
permanent state of job-qualification mismatch. A different theoretical approach to job-qualification mismatch is based
on the view that individuals systematically acquire more talent and skills than they can efficiently use at work. In this
sense, Spence (1973) emphasizes in the signalling theory that employees pursue to acquire more skills to market their
skills and qualifications to potential employers although some of recently acquired skills are not necessary to perform
their present job tasks. As a result, these individuals face long-term overqualification as they cannot use some of their
qualifications in their job.

It is stated in the literature that overqualification is generally seen in industrialized economies and it is estimated that
approximately one quarter of the employees have overqualification perception (Fine, 2007: 61; Fine & Nova, 2008:
346). Erdogan, Bauer, Peiro and Truxillo (2011: 217) state that the number of employees with overqualification
perception is relatively higher in developed countries experiencing economic recession. Individuals have difficulty in
finding jobs that they can reflect all their abilities, and they have to work in ordinary jobs due to stagnation. Liu et al.
(2015: 250) add that it is also a problem in developing economies.

Overqualification can be assessed under both objective and subjective interpretations. The objective point of view is
based on objective criteria, while the subjective point of view is related to one's perception. Therefore, these two
perspectives refer to different phenomenon (Johnson, Morrow, & Johnson, 2002: 4237). Objective overqualification
refers to the standard of skills and indicates that individuals' educational level and skills are higher than job
requirements. Subjective overqualification is based on individuals' interpretations, referring that their skills exceed their
job requirements. These individuals tend to show very low level of interest in acquiring a new skill because of this
perception. Therefore, it is belived that subjective overqualification has a higher predictive effect on outcome variables
than objective overqualification (Lee, Chou, & Wu, 2016: 3).

Perceived overqualification can also be considered as a mismatch between employee needs (e.g., the use of professional
skills) and the supply (e.g., difficult tasks) of the job (Luksyte et al., 2011: 283). Some researchers argue that perceived
overqualification consists of two dimensions: perceived education and experience mismatch and perceived lack of
opportunity for growth (Johnson & Johnson, 2000; Johnson, Morrow, & Johnson, 2002). According to this perspective,
perceived overqualification is defined as having higher level of education and experience than the job requires and
feeling limited opportunity to develop skills in job (Johnson & Johnson, 1999: 16). Some researchers argue that
perceived overqualification has a one-dimensional structure (Erdogan & Bauer, 2009; Maynard, Joseph, & Maynard,
2006). They regard overqualification as the condition when the individual has knowledge, skills, abilities, education,
experience and other qualifications more than the job requires (Erdogan et.al., 2011: 217).

Counterproductive work behavior

Counterproductive work behaviors refer to a wide range of deliberate actions that threaten an organization and/or its
employees, and create detrimental effects (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001: 292). In other words, they are defined as
deliberate employee behaviors that harm the legitimate interests of an organization (Dalal, 2005: 1241). In the literature,
counterproductive work behaviors range from workplace deviance (Lawrence & Robinson, 2007; Robinson & Bennett,
1995), bad behavior (Griffin & Lopez, 2005), aggression (Douglas & Martinko, 2001; Fox & Spector, 1999),
antagonistic work behavior (Lehman & Simpson, 1992), antisocial behavior (Giacalone & Greenberg, 1997),
delinquency (Hogan & Hogan, 1989), retaliation (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), revenge (Bies, Tripp, & Kramer, 1997) to
psychological violence/bullying/mobbing (Knorz & Zapf, 1996). In this study, the concept of ‘counterproductive work
behaviors’ was used in accordance with the general tendency in the literature.The common point in all different
conceptualizations is that these behaviors harm employees and organizations by targeting their functionality and assets
in a manner that reduces their effectiveness and productivity (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2011: 292). Almost all
organizations are exposed to potential harms of counterproductive work behaviors (Fine, 2012: 1). They are intentional
behaviors that violate important organizational norms, threaten well-being of organizations and their members, and act
against legitimate interests of organizations (Berry, Carpenter, & Barratt, 2012: 613). Robinson and Bennet (1995: 565)
evaluate those behaviors, which they define as ‘workplace deviance’, in two dimensions as counterproductive work
behaviors towards colleagues and towards organizations. Behaviors towards colleagues can be exemplified by pranking,
making fun, being rude, harassing, arguing, inflicting violence, underestimating skills and so on. It is possible to list the
behaviors towards organization as theft, sabotage, aggression, absenteeism, intentionally being late, early retirement,
deliberate slowdown, concealment of skills, non-work effort and so forth. All counterproductive work behaviors,
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regardless of the scale, cause negative developments and destructive effects in terms of organizational functioning.
Counterproductive work behaviors can be shown separately towards organizations and individuals or sequentially
towards both of them. Fundamentally, it is necessary to identify the factors triggering counterproductive work behaviors
to overcome or reduce them. They also serve as an indicator of the existence of various wrong habits and practices in
organizational functioning and interpersonal relations (Robinson & Bennett, 1995: 567). In this respect, it is certain to
consider them as a mechanism to detect unnoticed mulfuctions in organizations.

Perceived overqualification and counterproductive work behaviors

There are various explanations in the literature regarding the relationship between perceived overqualification and
counterproductive work behaviors. One of them is based on the theory of relative deprivation. Relative deprivation
theory argues that deprivation and frustration emerge as a result of comparing the benefits and qualifications with the
benefits and qualifications of other individuals (Akin & Ulukok, 2016: 73-74). Individuals with overqualification
perception think that they deserve more than their current benefits due to their qualifications. This thought lays the
ground for a sense of deprivation. This comparison leads to the development of negative emotions such as anger and
disappointment when the individual reaches the judgment that there is a negative situation and unfairness for him/her
(Yu et al., 2018). Therefore, these feelings may trigger counterproductive work behaviors. Another explanation is based
on the frustration-aggression model. This model suggests that employees with a perception of overqualification may
exhibit counterproductive work behaviors because they think their valuable resources such as time, energy, knowledge
and abilities have been wasted. The model also emphasizes that employees who are unable to utilize their skills believe
that they are hindered from their individual and work-related goals and may resort to counterproductive work behaviors
as a reaction to this frustrating situation (Fox & Spector, 1999: 916). Berkowitz (1989: 70) states that such a tendency is
the result of an individual's natural drive to reduce or eliminate annoying situations.

In a way confirming these theoretical explanations, empirical studies prove that there are many negative individual and
organizational reflections of perceived overqualification (Maynard et al., 2006: 510; Erdogan & Bauer, 2009; Lobene
& Meade, 2010; Erdogan et al., 2011; Maynard & Parfyonova, 2013; Liu et al., 2015; Lobene, Meade, & Pond, 2015).
One of these reflections is counterproductive work behaviors. The findings in the literature suggest that perceived
overqualification has a positive effect on counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues and organizations
(Luksyte et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2015; Fine & Edward, 2017). In the light of the theoretical explanations and research
findings, the following hypotheses were developed for the relationship between perceived overqualification and
counterproductive work behaviors.

Hypothesis 1: Perceived overqualification positively affects counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues.
Hypothesis 2: Perceived overqualification positively affects counterproductive work behaviors towards organization.
Distributive justice perception

Distributive justice refers to the fairness of the results, gained by an employee (Moorman, 1991: 845). Being one of the
dimensions of organizational justice, it addresses conclusion justice. This component of organizational justice is similar
to Adams's (1965) “equality theory” (Beugr, 2002: 1093) as both of them focuse on the distribution of results. This
theory assumes that employees will compare their gains in return for their efforts and contributions with the
contributions and benefits of other employees in their organization or other organizations (Yenigri, Demirel, & Segkin,
2009: 84). Similarly, Greenberg (1990: 400) states that justice perception originates from comparison of an individual’s
contributions to the organization and benefits with other employees’ contributions and benefits. As a result of this
comparison, a sense of injustice will arise if the individual thinks that s/he has not received fair benefits. Thus,
perceived distributive injustice leads to the development of several negative behavior forms, resentment and anger
(Beugr, 2002: 1093; Joya & Edan, 2016: 16).

It is emphasized in the literature that distributive justice has three rules and managers may adopt any of these rules
(Ghazizahed & Soluklu, 2015: 695; Li, Cropanzano, & Molina, 2015: 138). The first rule is called ‘equality’ and it
means each member gets same benefits regardless of their contribution. The second rule is called ‘need’ and it is based
on the needs of members during the process of distributing benefits. The third rule, ‘justice’, refers to the transfer of
benefits to each member in accordance with their contribution rate.

Moderating role of distributive justice

The moderator is a qualitative (such as gender, race and group) or quantitative (such as reward level) variable that
affects the direction or strength of the relationship between an independent (predictor) and a dependent variable (Baron
& Kenny, 1986: 1174). In other words, if the direction and severity of the relationship between an independent variable
(X) and a dependent variable () differs depending on the level of another variable (M), it is the moderator (Hayes,
2018: 9).
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Perception of injustice is associated with negative outcomes for all employees (McMillan, Gilley, Caldwell, Heames, &
Gilley, 2015: 51). The relevant literature states that employees' justice perception has an impact on their reactions to the
system and their colleagues (De Cremer et al., 2010: 291). Employee responses and reactions will vary according to the
level of their injustice perception. Gelens, Dries, Hofmans and Pepermans (2013: 346) also emphasize that perceived
distributive justice has a crucial effect on shaping employees’ emotional, cognitive and behavioral responses. In many
meta-analyzes, it has been studied. For example, Liu et al., (2015) point out that justice perception is one of the most
powerful determinants of counterproductive work behaviors. They also argue that overqualified employees with high
level of justice sensitivity see the person-job mismatch as a threat and they interpret it as their worth to organization. On
the other hand, overqualified employees with low score on justice sensitivity may have less reaction (e.g., anxiety, anger)
for the mismatch because they perceive this misfit less annoying and more tolerable.

Karazsia and Berlin (2018), state that a mediator can also moderate. In other words a third variable can be both a
moderator or a mediator between the dependent and independent variables if it meets the requirements. Time plays a
critical role to decide the third variable as a moderator or a mediator. This is a cross-sectional study. In cross-sectional
studies, it is very difficult to verify the tests of mediation models because mediation tests require multible timepoints
and mediators are both criterions and casual predictors (Karazsia & Berlin, 2018). So, within the framework of these
explanations, we propose that perceived distributive justice acts as a buffer reducing negative effects of perceived
overqualification on counterproductive work behaviors. In other words, employees with high perception of
overqualification who have a high perceived distributive justice score will resort to less counterproductive work
behaviors than the employees with low level of justice perception. In this respect, the final hypotheses of the research
are as follows:

Hypothesis 3: Perceived distributive justice moderates the relationship between perceived overqualification and
counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues.

Hypothesis 4: Perceived distributive justice moderates the relationship between perceived overqualification and
counterproductive work behaviors towards organization.

3. Methodology
Instrument

The questionnaire contains three basic constructs relating to perceived overqualification, perceived distributive justice
and counterproductive work behaviors. Each of these constructs was measured using a five-point Likert-type scale.
Perceived overqualification and perceived distributive justice responses range from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly
agree, but responses to counterproductive work behaviors from 1 = never to 5 = always. The scale with nine items
created by Maynard et. al., (2006) was used to measure perceived overqualification (e.g., my job requires less education
than | have). To measure perceived distributive justice, the scale with five items created by Niehoff and Moorman (1993)
was used (e.g., my work schedule is fair). Finally, the scale with 12 items created by Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch and
Hulin (2009) was used to measure counterproductive work behaviors (e.g., | criticized my colleagues’ opinion or
suggestion). It has two dimensions, counterproductive work behaviors towards supervisor/coworkers (colleagues) and
towards organization. These scales were used in various Turkish studies (e.g., perceived overqualification, Karacaoglu
& Arslan, 2019; perceived distributive justice, Polat, 2007). But, the scale of counterproductive work behaviors, created
by Dalal et al. (2009) has not been met in Turkish literature. The back-translation method (Brislin, 1976) was followed
to make the expressions in the scales overally suitable for the sector and respondents by considering the reality of the
existence of subcultures in a national culture. First, an expert of both languages, English and Turkish was asked to
translate the scales into Turkish. Secondly, the scales, translated into Turkish were translated into English by another
specialist. Then the items were compared with the first English version. Thereafter, 20 employees in hospitality sector
were piloted and the items were not changed again as there was no problem with them.

4. Data Collection and Sample

The population of the study consists of the employees working in hospitality enterprises in Cappadocia region/Turkey.
We could not find the exact employee numbers in the region and decided to get sampling due to various limitations such
as cost and time and not being able to reach all employees composing the universe. Therefore, using unlimited universe
sampling formula [n = z*(pq)/e*] (Bas, 2013: 41), the sample size was found as n=(1.96)=0.5x0.5)/0.05=384. In
addition, convenience sampling method was followed in the study considering the employees’ possible sickness or days
off. The required data was compiled by questionnaire technique. The questionnaire was applied by conducting
face-to-face interviews with the employees. In face-to-face interviews, it was ensured that participants’ answers would
be kept completely confidential and would not be used for any other purposes apart from scientific purposes. As a result
of data collection process, 423 responses were received. Hair, Hult, Ringle and Sarstedt (2016: 68) argue that one of the
primary issues that must be examed is straight lining before analyzing the data. They state that “When a respondent
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marks the same response for a high proportion of the questions, it should be deleted”. Finally, 398 statistically
acceptable responses were obtained after excluding 25 straight lining questionnaires. As a result, it is possible to infer
that sample size is adequate in terms of unlimited universe sampling technique.

Of the 398 participants, 61% are women. While 36% of the participants are married, 64% are single. In addition, most
of the participants (76.1%) fall into the age group ranging from 21 to 40. The fact that 72.1% of the participants are at
the age of 30 and under shows that approximately 4/3 of them are young people. Considering their work experience, 78%
of them have 10 years or less experience, which is in line with the determination of the participants' age category. When
their education levels are analyzed, it is seen that 37% of the participants graduate from high schools, and 52.4% have
associate degree or undergraduate degree. In addition, 9.8% of them have completed a master's and doctorate program.
Of 1% participants did not response the items related to their educational status. Finally, in terms of their supervising or
administrative duties, 28.7% have an administrative duty though 71% do not.

5. Data analysis

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to test the hypotheses. Firstly, outliers were detected through
Mahalanobis distance test. The outliers whose ratios are over three or four may be removed from the analysis in large
samples (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2013: 65). In this context, three subjects of which Mahalanobis distance
value is above 4 were removed. Skewness and Kurtosis test was conducted to test the multivariate normal distribution
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2016: 35). The test results indicate that skewness values are between -1.312 and -.133; p <.01,
and kurtosis values are between -1.325 and .931; p <.01. Thus, it is possible to determine that the data set is normally
distributed as values are between the critical values +-2.58; p <.01 (Kline, 2011: 160; Hair et al., 2013: 71). No outlier
of which Mahalanobis distance ratio over four (Mahalanobis D> 60.421 / 17 = 3.55; p <.001) was detected after nine
items were excluded from the confirmatory factor analyzes (CFA) as their factor loadings fell down 0.50 (Hair et al.,
2013: 103). Thus, the analysis of participants’ demographic structure was performed through 398 responses. However,
the analyses of relationships between variables were conducted using the data set obtained from 395 questionnaires.
Two-stage approach (measurement model and structural model) was pursued to analyze relationships between the
variables of study (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). For moderation, the interaction approach, focusing latent variables and
the results coming out of variables scores was followed to compute the interactive relations in the model. At this point,
primarily the main effects and then the interaction effects were analyzed (Schumacker & Lomax, 2016: 221).

6. Findings

Measurement model

In two-stage SEM approach, first, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) is conducted (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). CFA
provides single and collective performance of the observed variables, the nature and structure of the latent phenomena
and the number of dimensions (Bowen & Guo, 2011: 9-10). In this process, Hair et al., (2013: 103) suggest that the
items of which factor loading is below 0.50 should be removed one by one from the analysis. As a result, nine items

were excluded, three from perceived overqualification, three from counterproductive work behaviours towards
colleagues and three from counterproductive work behaviours towards organization.

The results of CFA are depicted in Table 1. It shows goodness-of-fit statistics and construct-validity (discriminant and
convergent validity) of the measurement model.
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Table 1. Measurement model

t

First-order variables & Items SFL values CR AVE Correlation
Perceived overqualification (PO) 876  .546 PDJ .049% .002°
My job requires less education than | have. .606 Fix. CWBC .169°** 028°
My education level is above the education level required by my job. .788  12.101 CWBO .173*** 029"
I have a lot of knowledge that | do not need in order to do my job. 788  12.101
;I;]r;sjvc\)/g.rk experience that | have is not necessary to be successful on 812 12.329
I have job skills that are not required for this job. 817  12.378
| have more abilities than | need in order to do my job. .584 9.729
Perceived distributive justice (PDJ) .852 .537 CWBC -.051* 002"
My work schedule is fair. .584 Fix. CWBO 116% .013°
I think that my level of pay is fair. 763 11.069
I consider my work load to be quite fair. 802  11.373
| feel that my job responsibilities are fair. 764 11.077
Overall, the rewards | receive here are quite fair. 730 10.779

a

Counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues (CWBC) 864 .694 CWBO fﬂfﬂ 121°
| criticized my colleagues’ opinion or suggestion. .954 Fix.
| tried to avoid interacting with my colleagues. 960  26.148
| spoke poorly about my colleagues. 502 10.932
Counterproductive work behaviors towards organization 799 571
(CWBO) ’ '
| spent time on tasks unrelated to work. .766 Fix.
| took unnecessary break. .684  12.048
1 did not work to the best of my abilitiy. .812  12.850

Goodness- of- fit statistics: ~ X?(221.426) / sd(113)=1.960; SRMR=.056; CFI=.97; GFI=.94; RMSEA=.049

Fix.: Parameter fixed at 1.0; ® correlations between latent variables, ***p<.001; **p<.01.; ® square of the correlations; CR:
Construct reliability, AVE: Avarage varience extracted.

Based on the studies of Byrne (2010: 222) and Kline (2016: 269), x2/df, SRMR, CFI, GFI, RMSEA statistics were
provided as the minimum goodness-of-fit statistics to be reported in this study. As shown in Table 1, the goodness-of-fit
indices of the measurement model (32/df=1.960; SRMR=.056; CFI=.97; GFI=.94; RMSEA=.049) are within acceptable
limits (Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Mdler, 2003). Convergent validity is first checked for construct validity and
it is found that factor loadings of all observed variables and avarage varience extracted (AVE) values of all latent variables
are over the minimum value, 0.50. Construct reliability (CR) values are above 0.70. Accordingly, convergent validity is
achieved (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000: 90; Hair et al., 2013). For discriminant validity, the AVE value of each latent
variable must exceed the square of the correlation value with another latent variable (Fornell & Larcker 1981, p. 46; Hair
et al., 2013, p. 605). The results showing the correlation squares in Table 1 confirm that discriminant validity is ensured.
So, the measurement model meets the construct validity.

Stuctural model and hypothesis testing

The main effects of perceived overqualification on counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues and towards
organization are determined to test the model and hypotheses developed within the research scope (Hair et al., 2013: 695).
The results of SEM in Table 2 show that goodness-of-fit indices of the model, apart from SRMR values, are satisfactory
(x2/df=3.083; SRMR=.097; CFI=.96; GFI=.94; RMSEA=.073).

Table 2. Main effects model

. Std. factor
Hypotheses Relations Loadings () p t values R2 Result
H1 PO->CWBC 174 .002 3.157 .03 Supported
H2 PO->CWBO .180 .003 2.981 .033 Supported

Goodness-of-fit statistics:  X%(160.338) / sd(52)=3.083; SRMR=.097; CFI=.96; GFI=.94; RMSEA=.073

PO: Perceived overqualification, CWBC: Counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues, CWBO:
Counterproductive work behaviors towards organization

Perceived overqualification has a significant and positive effect on both counterproductive work behaviors towards
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colleagues (B=.174; p<.01) and towards organization (p=.180; p<.01). However, it slightly explains both of the dependent
variables (3%). These findings support hypotheses H1 and H2. Therefore, it can be concluded that individuals with high
perceptions of overqualification may be more prone to exhibit counterproductive work behaviors towards both their
colleagues and organizations, albeit at a low level.

Moderating role of perceived distributive justice

The interaction approach (Schumacker & Lomax, 2016: 226) was pursued, and PROCESS, a reliable calculation tool
(Hayes, 2013: 419) was used to examine the interaction effect of perceived distributive justice on the relationship
between perceived overqualification and counterproductive work behaviors. The significance of interaction effect was
computed using a bootstrapping procedure (5,000 resamples) following the recommendations of Cheung (2007: 238)
and MacKinnon, Lockwood and Williams (2004: 120). Since the model has two dependent variables, the interactive
effects of perceived distributive justice are examined separately using the simple moderating model (Hayes, 2013: 255).
The results of analyses are depicted in Table 3 and Table 4 in details.

Table 3. Interaction effect of perceived distributive justice and perceived overqualification on counterproductive work
behaviors towards colleagues

. . Confidence intervals (95%) Result
Interaction relations
B t p Lower Upper
PO->CWBC 163 3.271 .00 .065 .261
PDJ>CWBC -.043 -.862 .39 -.142 .055 Supported
PO*PDJ>CWBC -.096 2.110 .03 .007 .186

Model summary: R?=.04, MSE=967, F(3.391)=5.530

PO: Perceived overqualification, PDJ: Perceived distributive justice, CWBC: Counterproductive work behaviors towards
colleagues

Table 3 posits that perceived overqualification and perceived distributive justice have a negative and significant
interactive effect on counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues (B = -. 096; p <.05). R?increases from 3%
(main effect model) to 4% in interaction effect model. So, the increase in R? provides that the moderator is meaningful.
Based on this finding, H3 hypothesis is accepted. Perceived distributive justice weakens the relationship between
perceived overqualification and counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues. In other words, as the
distributive justice perceptions of employees with overqualification perception increase, their tendency to exhibit
counterproductive work behaviors towards their colleagues may decrease. However, overqualified employees with a
low level of distributive justice perception may exhibit more counterproductive work behaviors towards their colleagues
(see Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Moderating role of distributive justice

When Table 4 is viewed, the interactive effect of perceived overqualification and perceived distributive justice is not
significant (p=.030; p<.51). Therefore, H4 hypothesis suggesting that overqualified employees who think that
distributive justice exists in the organization will exhibit less counterproductive work behaviors towards organization is
not supported. As a result, perceived distributive justice does not significantly moderate the relationship between the
variables.

Table 4. Interaction effect of perceived distributive justice and perceived overqualification on counterproductive work
behaviors towards organization

) ) Confidence intervals (95%) Result

Interaction relations

B t p Lower Upper
PO->CWBO 173 3.462 .000 .075 271

Not
PDJ->CWBO 077 1.548 122 -.021 176
supported

PO*PDJ>CWBO .030 .665 .507 -.059 120

Model summary: R?*=.04, MSE=966, F(3,391)=5.574

PO: Perceived overqualification, PDJ: Perceived distributive justice, CWBO: Counterproductive work behaviors
towards organization

7. Discussion and Conclusion

Overqualification (Liu et al., 2015: 250), a considerable phenomenon in developed and developing economies, is
becoming increasingly widespread because of the increase in education level, global business mobility, economic crises
and other factors (Alfes et al., 2016: 84). Fine and Nevo (2008: 346) estimate that approximately one quarter of all
employees in industrialized economies assume that they are overqualified. Erdogan et al. (2011: 217) state that the
number of employees with overqualification perception is relatively higher in countries experiencing economic
stagnation, and the main reason for its abundance is that individuals have difficulties in finding jobs where their skills
are properly utilized, and they have to work in any jobs. Therefore, widespread overqualification among the labor force
leads to many individual and organizational negative reflections (Erdogan & Bauer, 2009: 557; Liu et al., 2015: 250),
which necessitates further studies on the subject.

In this study, it is analyzed if perceived distributive justice moderates the relationship between perceived
overqualification and counterproductive work behaviors on a sample of employees working in hospitality enterprises in
Cappadocia region/Turkey. Relying on the findings, theoretical and managerial implications are provided.
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8. Theoretical Implications

The findings of the research show that perceived overqualification has a significant and positive effect on
counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues and organization. This finding is consistent with similar findings in
the literature (Luksyte et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2015; Fine & Edward, 2017). In terms of organizational success and
continuity, it reveals the importance of subjective overqualification perception which instigates counterproductive work
behaviors and causes a large number of individual and organizational negative outcomes. Therefore, it is crucial for
decision makers and managers they should control the factors leading to perceived overqualification in the organization
and implement strategies that will activate the catalyst variables which can lessen or eliminate its consequences.

Another theoretical implication is that perceived distributive justice moderates the effect of perceived overqualification
on counterproductive work behaviors towards colleagues. It can be interpreted that the tendency of employees with
overqualification perception to show negative work behaviors towards their colleagues will decrease when their
distributive justice perception is high. This finding posits that overqualified employees with a low level of distributive
justice perception may deteriorate communication, interaction, motivation and eventually performance of their colleagues.
However, perceived distributive justice does not have significant moderating role between the relationship perceived
overqualification and counterproductive work behaviors towards organization. It can be explained by the assumption that
participants' distributive justice perception stems from the decisions and practices of members, not from the organization,
and so they tend to exhibit undesired behaviors towards their colleagues, instead towards the organization.

9. Managerial Implications

In organizational behavior, the emergence of a conclusion necessitates the existence of many factors. Some variables
increase negative outputs caused by perceived overqualification emerging from variety in education level, global
businesses, periodic economic crises (Alfes et al., 2016: 84), and some variables reduce them. From this perspective, it is
possible to imply what managers in hospitality sector should perform as follows. They should

e Consider job-qualification fit in employee selection, training and career planning processes. It should be
remembered that maximium job-qualification fit leads to better performance though poor fit results in lower
performance (Lobene & Meade, 2010).

o Identify and manage the factors leading to overqualification perception in their organization.

e Identify and utilize mediators and moderators to minimize or, if possible, eliminate negative impacts of
perceived overqualification. It’s important to plan and organize when and how these factors will be used.

e  Bring the value and importance of work in terms of organizational and social functioning to the forefront and not
allow the loss in the meaning of work.

e Not ignore that all managerial decisions and practices have short-, medium- and long-term chain effects. Every
decision to be taken should not be deviated from the line of justice, and the reasons should be shared with the
employees.

10. Limitation and Future Research

This study has some limitations. One of them is the fact that research results cannot be generalized when the sector and
sample size is taken into consideration. Thus, it requires more studies in various sectors. Researchers who want to work on
these variables can test the relationships in different sectors and on different samples. Different research findings will
contribute to the formation of a general opinion. Another limitation is the likelihood of social appreciation tendency. It
may play a role especially when the variables, counterproductive work behaviors and justice are considered. Common
method variance may occur when various variables are evaluated by the same respondents and in the same period.
Therefore, it should not be ignored that the variance of common method may influence the strength of relationship
between the variables. To avaoid the negative reflections of this method, data can be collected from different sources in
future studies. Another limitation of the study is that it is a cross-sectional study. The data set represents the perception of
participants at a given moment and so, the findings refer to those perceptions. It may be suggested that future studies
should be performed in a longitudinal design as perceived overqualification and its consequences require a process.
Furthermore, it would be better to consider perceived distributive justice as a mediator in future studies.
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