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MEDIATING ROLE OF ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING 
 MECHANISMS IN TEACHER BEHAVIOR 

 
 

Abstract: The research determined the effect of teachers' organizational justice 
perceptions on organizational learning mechanisms, organizational cynicism, 
and deviant workplace behaviors. Linear regression analysis was performed to 
determine the effect of organizational justice perception on other variables and 
the Sobel test was used to test the mediating role of organizational learning 
mechanisms. The perception of organizational justice perception has a 
significant effect on organizational learning mechanisms, organizational 
cynicism, and deviant workplace behaviors. There is a full mediation role of 
organizational learning mechanisms in the effect of organizational justice 
perception on deviant workplace behavior; On the other hand, a partial 
mediation role in the effect of organizational justice perception on organizational 
cynicism was observed. Various suggestions were developed in light of the 
findings. 
 
Keywords: Organizational justice, learning mechanisms, cynicism, deviant 
behaviors. 

 
 

Introduction 
 

How organizational justice affects the behavior of employees is among the most researched 
topics. Studies reveal that organizational justice perception (OJP) affects a range of positive 
and negative behaviors such as trust and commitment (Michel & Hargis, 2017; Cohen-Charash & 
Spector, 2001), performance, and organizational citizenship behavior (Cohen-Charash & 
Spector, 2001), deviant behaviors in the workplace (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et 
al., 2013; Fox, Spector & Miles, 2001; Henle, 2005) and conflict (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). 
Meta-analysis studies conducted with a sample of teachers in Turkey also show that OJP affects 
organizational citizenship behavior (Gurbuz, Ayhan & Sert, 2016), organizational commitment, 
and job satisfaction (Demir, 2016). Studies indicate that OJP is one of the important antecedents 
of positive or negative attitudes and behaviors in the organization. 
 
OJP is whether employees feel that they are rewarded and treated fairly in return for their 
contributions to the organization (Greenberg, 1990). Employees' moral and ethical evaluations 
of the organization shape their OJP (Cropanzano, Bowen & Gilliland, 2007). Organizational 
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justice is not about how fair the organization/school is to the employee; It is about how fair the 
employee perceives the organization. Organizational justice is broadly examined in three 
interrelated sub-dimensions that are distributive, procedural, and interactional justice (Cohen-
Charash & Spector, 2001). Distributive justice is based on the principle that the employee's 
benefit from organizational outputs should be proportional to their contribution to the 
organization (Greenberg & Lind, 2000). To ensure distributional justice, outputs such as pay, 
work schedule, performance evaluation, and promotion should be proportional to inputs 
(Lambert, Tolar, Pasupuleti, Hall & Jenkins, 2005). Procedural justice is perceived justice about 
the process by which outcomes are determined (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). If employees 
participate in the process, they perceive justice, even if they are not satisfied with the result 
(Chen et al., 2015). In procedural justice, for organizational reward distribution procedures to 
be perceived as fair, decisions are expected to be consistent, based on accurate information, 
correctable by objection or complaint, based on moral and ethical standards, and taking into 
account the concerns of all employees (Leventhal, 1980 as cited in Greenberg, 1987). 
Interactional justice, on the other hand, refers to the justice of interpersonal interaction in 
organizational processes (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). According to Bies (1985), for the 
perception of interactional justice, what expected from administrators; be open while applying 
decision-making procedures, be honest, and sincere in their communications, to provide 
adequate explanations about the results of the decision-making process, to avoid being rude 
or offensive and using prejudiced expressions or asking questions about race and religion (cited 
in Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). One of the most fundamental findings of 
organizational justice studies is employees respond to perceived justice conditions with 
appropriate attitudes and behaviors (Colquitt et al., 2013). If the employee perceives the 
organization as fair, the possibility of accepting the changes that will contribute to the 
development of the organization (Kim & Park, 2017), cooperation, fear of exploitation (Crossan, 
Maurer & White, 2011), and the decrease in deviant workplace behaviors (Robinson & 
Greenberg, 1998) is higher. If the employee perceives the organization as unfair, the probability 
of engaging in behaviors that will harm the organization and its goals increases. For instance, 
be reluctant to comply with directives (Lind & Tyler, 1988), adopt negative attitudes and 
behaviors, may exhibit behavior  incompatible with the goals such as cynicism (Cohen-Charash 
& Spector, 2001; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter & Ng, 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).  
 
Deviant workplace behaviors (DWB) have attracted the attention of many researchers in recent 
years because they have important economic, sociological, and psychological effects in the 
workplace (Bodankin & Tziner, 2009; Ho, 2012). Studies show that although OJP changes 
depending on interpersonal justice values (Holtz & Harold, 2013), it is the main determinant of 
DWB (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Fox et al., 2001). OJP is also related to organizational cynicism 
by expectations (Ozgen & Turunc, 2017). The employee may exhibit deviant behavior in 
response to perceived injustice, threats, or bad behavior (Robinson & Bennett, 1997). The 
response can be direct to the organization or the employees. Employees with a high 
organizational cynicism (OC) also direct their frustration to the organization that is the object 
of their frustration. While deviating toward administrators, they can be nice to their colleagues 
(Evans, Davis & Neely, 2021).  
 
One of the important components affecting employee behavior in the organization is 
organizational learning (OL) (Mulford & Silins, 2011). Individual, interpersonal, and 
organizational-based positive outcomes follow learning, and the performance of 
organizations/schools increases (Silins & Mulford, 2002; Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 2002). 
Organizational learning takes place in two dimensions, structural and cultural, and learning 
mechanisms constitute the structural dimension and learning culture as the cultural dimension 
(Popper & Lipshitz, 1998, 2000; Schechter, 2008). Studies show that organizational learning 
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culture harms negative behaviors exhibited in the workplace (Tufan & Ugurlu, 2019), and the 
intensive use of organizational learning mechanisms (OLM) to provide learning has a positive 
effect on organizational results (Ellis, Margalit & Segev, 2012). This means that OJP can be made 
more positive by using OLM processes or that cynical behavior and deviant behavior that can 
be experienced in the organization/school can be reduced in case of a negative perception.  
 
Studies have shown that the relationship between justice and deviance is related to internal 
motivation and dispositional aggression (Michel & Hargis, 2017), psychological contract (Cohen 
& Diamant, 2019), culture (Shao, Rupp, Skarlicki & Jones, 2013), and power distance from the 
dimensions of culture. (Park et al., 2017). It can be assumed that the results of the research will 
also be valid for schools and teachers. Previous findings do not sufficiently reveal the mediation 
relations between OJP, DWB, and cynicism. In this study, we contribute to previous studies by 
suggesting that OLMs mediate the relationships between organizational justice perception, 
deviant workplace behaviors, and cynicism, and by testing this suggestion with data from 
schools.  
 

Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development 
 

Organizational justice perception and organizational learning mechanisms   
 
Organizational learning (OL) was first described by Argyris and Schon (1978) but was 
popularized by Senge's The Fifth Discipline (1990). OL occurs when employees act as a learning 
representative for the organization, perceive and correct the errors in the organizational theory 
in use, attribute the results of their experiences to themselves and the organization, and adapt 
to changes in their internal and external environments (Argyris & Schon, 1978). OL, in addition 
to individual learning, involves the dissemination of knowledge among different individuals and 
organizational units (Popper & Lipshitz, 2000) and is the change in organizational knowledge 
or behavior over time (Argyris & Schon, 1978). Concrete, observable systems that support 
individual and group learning are needed to change organizational knowledge and behavior, 
and organizational learning mechanisms (OLM) meet this need (Popper & Lipshitz, 1998, 2000). 
OLMs are the framework that establishes the relationship between the individual learning of 
employees and the learning of the organization and enables the information analyzed and 
distributed by the members in organizations to become an asset of the organization (Schechter 
& Asher, 2012). In other words, they are "structural and procedural arrangements" that result 
in learning in the organization. OLMs describe five different processes that involve embedded 
but interrelated organizational memory, knowledge acquisition, knowledge distribution, 
knowledge retrieval, and knowledge interpretation (Popper & Lipshitz, 1998; Schechter & 
Atarchi, 2014; Schechter & Quadach, 2012). OLMs range from social organizational 
arrangements such as meetings and training to physical objects such as reports and suggestion 
boxes. For an organizational structure to be called OLM, it must provide a means or 
environment to help facilitate the exchange and acquisition of new knowledge that will lead to 
the transferor exchange of personal learning to organizational knowledge. OLMs help  explain 
concretely how the organization can learn (Lipshitz & Popper, 2000). 
 
OLM can be a tool to prepare, correct, and improve the structural features of the school to 
change what happens in the classroom that indirectly affects productivity, learning, and 
student outcomes (Schechter, 2008). Teachers who perceive the extensive OLM processes 
have stronger feelings of appreciation, which may increase emotional commitment more than 
a sense of obligation. It encourages teachers to spend more time and participate in formal and 
informal activities to achieve the school's goals (Schechter & Atarchi, 2014). 
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Studies show that the perception of organizational justice motivates employees to share their 
knowledge for the benefit of the organization (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002) and increases 
knowledge sharing (Kim & Park, 2017; Park & Kim, 2015), while the perception of injustice leads 
them to react by not sharing learning results (Schilling & Kluge, 2009). Organizational justice is 
seen as a new way of encouraging employees to increase their knowledge and increase 
learning. The determinant in this regard is the quality of the relationship between the employee 
and the manager (Walumbwa, Cropanzano & Hartnell, 2009). Evaluating all these 
considerations together, the following hypothesis was developed: 
 
H1. Teachers' perceptions of organizational justice have a significant effect on the use of 
organizational learning mechanisms. 
 
Organizational justice perception and deviant workplace behaviors 
 
Deviant workplace behaviors (DWB) are voluntary and intentional actions that violate 
organizational norms and harm functioning (Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Robinson & Bennett, 
1995, 1997). Deviant behaviors are divided into two as behavior that target other individuals and 
the organization according to their goals (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). Individuals targeting 
deviant behaviors such as ranking others, being rude, gossiping; those who target the 
organization include behaviors such as stealing from the organization, sabotaging its materials 
and equipment, or property. The deviation behavior of teachers can be directed toward the 
organization and individuals (Unal, 2012), and can also be examined as interpersonal, education, 
time, and cooperation deviations (Unal, 2013).  
 
Perceived injustice is seen as the main determinant of workplace deviations (Bennett & 
Robinson, 2000; Cohen, 2016; Cohen & Diamant, 2019; Holtz & Harold, 2013). It has been 
revealed that having values of justice is effective and that employees with strong values of 
justice refrain from engaging in deviant behavior even in the face of perceived injustice (Holtz 
& Harold, 2013). The perception of distribution and procedural injustice causes deviance in 
younger workers, while the perception of interpersonal injustice causes deviance in elder 
workers (Brienza & Bobocel, 2017). Evaluating all these considerations together, the following 
hypothesis was developed: 
 
H2. Teachers' perceptions of organizational justice have a significant effect on deviant 
workplace behaviors. 
 
Organizational justice perception and organizational cynicism 
 
Organizational cynicism (OC) is the negative attitude and behavior of the employee toward the 
organization and includes the belief that the organization lacks integrity, a negative reaction 
against the organization, and the tendency to engage in critical and humiliating behavior (Dean, 
Brandes & Dharwadkar, 1998). Organizational cynicism attitudes weaken when employees trust 
the actions, policies, and communication of their organizations (Biswas & Kapil, 2017). As OC 
increases, the trust in the organization and perception of support may decrease (Dagyar & 
Kasalak, 2018). OC can cause low job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job 
performance (Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks & Lomeli, 2013). Dagyar and Kasalak (2018) and Biswas 
and Kapil (2017) revealed that there is a relationship between OC and OJP. Tsai and Harrison 
(2019), on the other hand, considered OC as an independent variable and found that OC directly 
affects the perception of justice, and the higher the degree of cynicism, the less fair the 
employees see their actions. In this study, we act on the assumption that OJP is an independent 



Research in Pedagogy, Vol. 12, No. 1, Year 2022, pp. 45-59 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

49 

 

variable in the relationship between OC and OJP. Evaluating all these considerations together, 
the following hypothesis was developed: 
 
H3. Teachers' perceptions of organizational justice have a significant effect on organizational 
cynicism. 
 
Organizational learning mechanisms, deviant workplace behaviors, and organizational 
cynicism 
 
OL in schools takes place in structural and cultural dimensions. Structural dimension is learning 
mechanisms, and cultural dimension is learning culture (Popper & Lipshitz, 1998, 2000; 
Schechter, 2008). The cultural aspect of OL consists of meanings and feelings, shared values 
and beliefs (Popper & Lipshitz, 1998, 2000). Therefore, the adoption of organizational norms 
and values through organizational culture is expected to reduce deviant behavior (Pearson, 
Andersson, & Porath, 2005). Studies conducted outside schools have revealed that the 
existence of organizational learning culture reduces negative behaviors (Tufan & Ugurlu, 2019) 
and that there is a negative relationship between OL and DWB (Avci, 2008). OC is also an 
undesirable behavior in the organization. Therefore, the use of OLMs and the realization of 
organizational learning are expected to reduce OC. By evaluating all this information together, 
the following hypotheses have been developed: 
 
H4. The use of organizational learning mechanisms at school has a significant effect on teachers' 
organizational deviation behavior. 
 
H5. The use of organizational learning mechanisms at school has a significant effect on teachers' 
cynicism. 
 
Organizational justice perception, deviant workplace behavior, organizational learning 
mechanisms, and organizational cynicism 
 
It is theoretically expected that there is a relationship between teachers' OJPs, DWB, and OC. 
However, some studies show that there is no relationship between teachers' OJPs and deviant 
behavior, or between perceptions of psychological contract violation and deviant behavior 
(Cohen & Diamant, 2019). This situation suggests that there are mediating variables that affect the 
relationship between the variables. For example, Michel and Hargis (2017) reported that intrinsic 
motivation mediates procedural injustice and deviance, and increases the effect size of 
dispositional aggression. Similarly, culture (Shao et al., 2013), power distance from the dimensions 
of culture (Park et al., 2017), psychological contract violation (Cohen & Diamant, 2019), having the 
values of justice (Holtz & Harold, 2013), age (Brienza & Bobocel, 2017), and cynicism (Dar, Khan, & 
Rauf, 2020) mediates the relationship between OJ and DWB. It seems to have not been 
investigated whether OL or the use of OLMs mediate the relationships between OJP, deviant 
behavior, and cynicism. In this study, we expect the use of OLMs in schools to mediate the 
relationships between teachers' OJPs, deviant behavior, and cynicism. By evaluating all this 
information together, the following hypotheses have been developed: 
 
H6. Organizational learning mechanisms play a mediating role in the effect of teachers' 
organizational justice perceptions on organizational deviation behavior. 
 
H7. Organizational learning mechanisms play a mediating role in the effect of teachers' 
organizational justice perceptions on organizational cynicism. 
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The theoretical model of the study is given in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. Theoretical model and hypotheses of the research 

 
 

Method 
 

The data of the study were collected from secondary and high school teachers working in that 
province in cooperation with Turkey's Karaman Provincial Directorate of National Education. After 
the necessary permissions were obtained, the data collection tools were published on the 
website, and 378 volunteer teachers filled in the scales. 177 of the teachers are female and 201 are 
male. 154 of the teachers work in high schools and 224 of them work in secondary schools. 
 
Data Tools 
 
Study data were obtained from developed Personal Information Form and four different scales. 
Secondary School Teachers' Perception of Organizational Justice Scale (Polat, 2007) is a 5-point 
Likert-type scale. There are 19 statements on the scale. The scale includes three sub-dimensions: 
distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. 
 
Organizational Learning Mechanisms Scale (Unal, 2014) is a 5-point Likert-type scale. The scale has 
four sub-dimensions: searching for information, analyzing information, receiving and 
disseminating information, and storing-remembering-using information and includes 27 
statements. 
 
The Organizational Cynicism scale (Kalagan, 2009) is a 5-point Likert-type scale with three sub-
dimensions: cognitive, affective, and behavioral and the scale consists of 13 statements. 
 
Workplace Deviation behavior of Teachers Scale (Unal, 2013) is a 7-point Likert-type scale with four 
sub-dimensions: interpersonal, education, time, and cooperation deviation, and the scale includes 
18 statements. 
 
Data Analysis 
 
Study data were analyzed with SPSS 21.00 and Amos 24.00 package programs. In the tables in the 
findings section organizational justice as (OJ), organizational learning mechanisms as (OLM), 
organizational cynicism as (OC), and organizational deviant workplace behaviors as (ODB) will 



Research in Pedagogy, Vol. 12, No. 1, Year 2022, pp. 45-59 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

51 

 

appear. The effects of OJP, OC, and DWB variables on each other were carried out by linear 
regression analysis. Then, central tendency measurements and correlation coefficients OJP as the 
independent variable, OLMs as the mediator of the dependent variables of OC and DWB were 
examined. The hypotheses regarding the mediating role were analyzed with the Sobel test.  
 

Findings 
 

In this part, the findings of the hypotheses and model are included. 
 
Table 1. Findings of the Distribution of Data 

Variables 
Kolmogorov Smirnov  Central tendency measures 

statistics sd p  �̅� Median Kurtosis Skewness 

OJP 0,093 375 0,000 3,864 4,000 -0,950 0,800 

OLM 0,050 375 0,025 3,532 3,593 -0,286 -0,310 

OC 0,102 375 0,000  2,241 2,077 0,912 0,368 

DWB 0,169 375 0,000  0,503 0,333 1,198 1,236 

 
When the central tendency measurements of the data in Table 1 were examined, the distribution 
of the data conformed to the normal distribution because the mean-media was close to each 
other and the kurtosis and skewness were between ±2 (George & Mallery, 2009). 
 
Table 2. Pearson Correlation Analysis of Variables 

Variables OJP OLM OC DWB 

OJP 1 ,621** -,416** -,145** 

OLM   1 -,368** -,310** 

OC     1 ,271** 

DWB       1 

**p<0.01 
 

    

According to Pearson correlation analysis in Table 2; there is a positive, moderately strong, and 
significant relationship between OJP and OLMs (r=0.621), a negative low-strength significant 
relationship between OJP and OC (r= -0.416), a negative and low-strength significant relationship 
between OJP and DWB (r= -0.145), a significant relationship between OLMs and OC (r= -0.368), a 
negative and low-strength significant relationship between OLMs and DWB (r=-0,310), a positive 
and low-strength significant relationship between OC and DWB (r=0.271).  
 
Hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4, and H5 were analyzed by linear regression and the results are given in 
Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Linear Regression Analysis Results  

Hypotheses  Variables β 
Std. 
Error 

t p F F  
Durbin 
Watson 

H1 

Constant 1,147 0,160 7,181 0,000** 
233,804 0,000** 1,847 

OJP  0,617 0,040 15,291 0,000** 

 **p<0.01; R2=0,384; Y=OLMs, X= OJP  

H2 
Constant 0,845 0,124 6,81 0,000** 

7,988 0,005** 1,749 
OJP -0,089 0,031 -2,826 0,005** 
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 **p<0.01; R2=0,018; Y=DWB, X= OJP  

H3 

Constant 4,002 0,204 19,611 0,000** 
78,155 0,000** 1,839 

OJP -0,456 0,052 -8,841 0,000** 

 **p<0.01; R2=0,171; Y=OC, X= OJP  

H4 

Constant 1,177 0,110 10,693 0,000** 
39,716 0,000** 1,726 

OLMs -0,191 0,030 -6,302 0,000** 

 **p<0.01; R2=0,094; Y=DWB, X= OLMs 

H5 

Constant 3,674 0,193 19,074 0,000** 
58,597 0,000** 1,757 

OLMs -0,406 0,053 -7,655 0,000** 

 **p<0.01; R2=0,133; Y=OC, X= OLMs 

 
Durbin Watson's value in Table 3 was examined and since this value was between 1-3 for each 
hypothesis, it was decided that there was no autocorrelation for any model and there was no 
obstacle to the regression analysis.  
 
When the results of the first hypothesis of the study were examined, OJP (t=15.291; p<0.01; p<0.01) 
had a significant effect on OLMs. OJP alone explains 0.384 of OLMs (R2=0.384). OJP explained 
38.4% of the participants' OLMs and other variables that not included in the model explained 61.6% 
of OLMs. According to the regression equation, OJP affects 0.617 units on OLMs. This result means 
that a one-unit increase in the OJP levels of the participants will result in a 0.617 positive increase 
in OLMs of the participants. According to these results, the H1 hypothesis was acceptedd. 
 
The results of the second hypothesis of the study were examined and OJP (t= -2.826; p<0.01; 
p<0.01) had a significant effect on DWB. OJP alone explained 0.018 of DWB (R2=0.018). OJP 
explained 1.8% of the participants' DWBs, while othere variables that not included in the model 
explained 98.2% of the participants' DWBs. OJP affected -0.089 units on DWB. This result means 
that a one-unit increase in OJP levels of the participants will cause a negative decrease of 0.089 
on the DWB of the participants. According to these results, the H2 hypothesis was accepted. 
 
The results of the third hypothesis of the study were examined and OJP (t= -8,841; p<0.01; p<0.01) 
had a significant effect on OC. OJP alone explained 0.171 of OC (R2=0.171). OJP explained 17.1% of 
the participants' OC levels, while othere variables not included in the model explaind 82.9% of the 
participants' OC. The regression equation showed that OJP affected -0.456 units on OC. This result 
means that a one-unit increase in OJP levels of the participants will result in a negative decrease 
of 0.456 in the OC of the participants. According to these results, the H3 hypothesis was accepted. 
 
For the fourth hypothesis, it was determined that OLMs (t= -6,302; p<0.01; p<0.01) had a significant 
effect on DWB. OLMs alone explained 0.094 of DWB (R2=0.094). OLMs explained 9.4% of the 
participants' DWBs, while 90.6% was explained by variables that were not included in the model. 
OLMs affect -0.191 units on organizational deviation behavior. This result means that a one-unit 
increase in OLM levels of the participants will result in a 0.191 decrease in the DWB of the 
participants. According to these results, the H4 hypothesis was accepted. 
 
It was determined that OLMs (t= -7.655; p<0.01; p<0.01) had a significant effect on OC. It was 
determined that OLMs alone explained 0.133 of OC (R2=0.133). 13.3% of the participants' OC levels 
could be explained by OLMs, while 86.7% was explained by variables that were not included in the 
model. OLMs affected -0.406 units on OC. This result means that a one-unit increase in OLM levels 
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of the participants will result in a 0.406 decrease in the participants' OC. According to these 
results, the H5 hypothesis was accepted. 
 
Findings of the Sixth Hypothesis  
 
Baron and Kenny's (1986) mediating effect analysis method was used to analyze the mediating 
role of organizational learning mechanisms. To evaluate the effect of the mediator variable, a 
macro (PROCESS) developed by Hayes (2012) to be added to the SPSS program was used.  
 
First of all, the effect of OJP, which is the independent variable, on OLMs, which is the mediating 
variable, should be evaluated. Then, the effect of OLMs on DWB and then the effect of OJP on 
DWB should be examined. When the models were examined, the effect of OJP on OLMs was 
significant (β= 0.617; p<0.01; p<0.01). In the second model, by looking at the effect of OJP on DWB, 
it was determined that the effect of OJP on DWB was significant (β= -0.089; p=0.005; p<0.01). In 
the third model, the effects of OJP and OLMs on DWB were examined at the same time and the 
effect of OLMs on DWB was significant (β= -0.221; p<0.01; p<0.01), while OJP was not significant 
(β= -0.048; p=0.216; p>0.05). The effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable in 
the model is -0.089, but when OLMs, which is the mediating variable, is included in the model, the 
effect of OJP on DWB loses its significance.  
 
To test whether the loss of significance is due to the mediating effect, the Sobel test was 
conducted. It was determined that the Z score value was greater than 1.96 and this value was 
significant (Z= -5.3419; p<0.01). However, the bootstrap confidence interval was examined to 
evaluate the effect size for decision-making. The lower and upper bounds of the bootstrap 
confidence interval were above zero. In this direction, it has been determined that OLMs have a 
full mediator effect on the effect of OJP on DWB.  
 
Findings of the Seventh Hypothesis  
 
For the seventh hypothesis, first of all, the effect of OJP, which is the independent variable, on the 
OLMs, which is the mediating variable, was evaluated. Then, the effect of OLMs on OC and then 
the effect of OJP on OC was examined. In the first model, the effect of OJP on OLMs was 
significant (β= 0.617; p<0.01; p<0.01). In the second model, the effect of OJP on OC was significant 
(β= -0.456; p=0.005; p<0.01). In the third model, the effect of OJP on OC was significant 
(β(Organizational learning mechanisms)= -0.197; p=0.027; p<0.05, β(Organizational justice perception)= -0.334; p<0.01; 
p<0.01,). The effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable was -0.456, but when 
OLMs, which are the mediating variable, were included in the model, the effect of OJP on OC 
continued to be significant, but its effect decreased to -0.334.  
 
To test whether it does not lose its significance but the decrease in the beta coefficient is due to 
the mediating effect, the Sobel test was performed and it was determined that the z score value 
was greater than 1.96 and the value was significant (Z= -2.9523; p<0.05). ). The existence and 
significance of the effect were analyzed with the Bootstrap confidence interval. The lower and 
upper limits of the bootstrap confidence interval were above zero. As a result, OLMs have a partial 
mediating effect on the effect of OJP on OC. 
 

Discussion and Conclusion 
 

In the study, it was tested whether OLMs play a mediating role in the effect of OJP on OC and 
DWB. It is observed that there are positive relationships between OJP and OLMs, negative 
relationships between OC and DWB, and negative relationships between OLMs and OC and DWB. 
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The findings showed that the OJP has a significant effect on OLMs, OC, and DWB. On the other 
hand, OLMs have full mediation in the effect of teachers' OJPs on DWB and partial mediation in 
the effect on OC.  
 
Findings regarding the mediating role of OLMs in the effect of OJP on OC and DWB support the 
previous studies' findings. The findings are in line with expectations but how might this effect 
occur? There may be several answers. First; perhaps OLMs provide a tool or environment to help 
exchange and acquire new knowledge in school (Lipshitz & Popper, 2000). Teachers and 
administrators work and collaborating for information exchange or information acquisition at 
school may have more positive perceptions about each other's behavior, thanks to the 
relationships they establish. Misunderstandings could disappear and teachers can start to 
perceive school as a fairer place and start exhibiting positive behavior. In addition, teachers who 
perceive the OLM processes operating in their schools may have stronger feelings of appreciation 
and begin experiencing a more emotional commitment, independent of their OJP (Schechter & 
Atarchi, 2014). This commitment will naturally reveal positive attitudes and behaviors toward the 
organization. 
 
Latter; Teachers who do not have enough information about the consequences of their cynical or 
deviant behavior may give up their undesirable behavior despite their perception of organizational 
injustice when they have information. Third; perhaps the use of OLM at school changes the belief 
that the organization that reveals cynicism lacks integrity (Dean et al., 1998) or increases the trust 
in the actions, policies, and communication of their organizations (Biswas & Kapil, 2017). Fourth; 
perhaps the use of OLMs, which constitute the structural dimension of the school, affects and 
changes the cultural dimension of the school (Pearson et al., 2005; Popper & Lipshitz, 1998, 2000; 
Schechter, 2008). The use of OLMs at school will change the OJP by ensuring that organizational 
norms and values are adopted or changed through organizational culture, or it can reduce DWB 
and cynicism behavior despite the perception of organizational injustice. 
 
Previous studies have shown that intrinsic motivation, dispositional aggression (Michel & Hargis, 
2017), culture (Shao et al., 2013), and power distance from the dimensions of culture (Park et al., 
2017), justice values (Holtz & Harold, 2013), age (Brienza & Bobocel, 2017), and cynicism (Dar et al., 
2020) mediated the relationship between OJP and DWB. With this study, a new contribution has 
been made to the literature that OLM can mediate the OJP-DWB relationship. Another 
contribution is that OLM may mediate the OJP-OC relationship. 
 
The findings support the claim of Popper and Lipshitz (1998; 2000) that concrete, observable 
systems that support individual and group learning are needed to bring about change in 
organizational behavior. The use of OLMs at school can reduce teachers' cynical and deviant 
behavior, even they perceive school as an unfair place. 
 
The main implication of the study findings for practitioners is that once again OJP is one of the 
main determinants of employee behavior. It means that school administrators must strictly 
observe OJP in their decisions and practices. Another implication is the active usage of OLMs at 
school reduces or eliminates DWB and OC behavior. Previous research results have also revealed 
that the use of OLMs in schools is an effective method in increasing school success (Schechter & 
Quadach, 2012) and encourages teachers to work toward achieving school goals and objectives 
(Schechter & Atarchi, 2014). Therefore, it is considered necessary to use OLMs at school for 
teachers to exhibit less undesirable behavior at school and to work for the goals of the school, 
and to work on the establishment of an organizational learning culture. 
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Limitations and research possibilities 
 
In the DWB scale, which is one of the study variables, teachers were asked to report how often 
they performed their deviation behavior. It is open to question how sincerely the teachers will 
express their negative behavior about themselves. In this respect, research-based on 
observation or reporting by others can provide more reliable results.  
 
Organizational learning and OLM theory suggests that behavioral change in the workplace is 
dependent on learning. However, the establishment of an OLM structure at school may not 
mean that learning has taken place. Although OLM has been established, individual and 
organizational learning may not take place. In this study, we tried to determine whether there 
are mechanisms for learning to takes place. We do not know whether learning has taken place 
or not. Perhaps learning does not take place despite OLM, or teachers may learn through their 
efforts outside OLM and the positive results of this learning may be reflected in schools. For 
this reason, a study to determine whether OLM enables teachers to learn and whether they 
learn through their efforts can provide a more precise information. 
 
While creating the model in our study, we performed our analysis by considering OJP as the 
independent variable and OLM as the dependent variable. The results of the analysis revealed 
that there is a positive relationship between these two variables and that OJP affects OLM in 
line with the model we established. Another thought on this subject is that the use of OLM in 
school, that is, the realization of the learner can positively affect the perception of OJP. In other 
words, the relationship between OLM and OC detected in this study may be similar between 
OLM and OJP. In other studies, models in which OLM is the independent variable and OJP is the 
mediating variable can be tested. We also evaluated OJP as a whole in our study. Other studies 
may examine the effects of the dimensions of OJP and other variables. 
Previous studies show that the age and culture of employees play a mediating or modulating 
role between OJP, DWB, and OC. In future studies, it can be analyzed how the mediating effect 
of OLM on the relations between OJP, DWB, and OC occurs when age and culture are 
controlled. 
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