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Abstract: 

Due to the major impact of non-work-related presenteeism (NWRP) on employees’ work performance, the objective of this study is to investigate the impact of distributive and procedural justice on NWRP, with the moderating role of equity sensitivity. Linear regression and moderation analyses were performed to draw the results. The results reveal that distributive justice and procedural justice have a significant negative impact on NWRP. It is established that equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between procedural justice and NWRP, such that the relationship will be strengthened when equity sensitivity is high and vice versa. Next, the results do not support the moderating role of equity sensitivity in the relationship between distributive justice and NWRP. To the best of our knowledge, no study attempted to examine organisational justice with NWRP and the moderating role of equity sensitivity between organisational justice and NWRP and it can help both academicians and practitioners to look at this phenomenon from a new perspective.
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1. Introduction
Presenteeism is a cause for the workplace, where global competitiveness demands a highly efficient and productive workforce (Opoku et al., 2017; Akhtar, & Malik, 2016). Recently, Hargreaves (2019) suggested that non-work-related presentism is a major cause of low productivity and inefficiency for organizations. The non-work-related presenteeism (NWRP) is defined as the behaviour of employees who involve in personal activities on the job (Wong, et al., 2017). Further, Hemp (2004) postulate that employees who attend work but due to some personal problems or illness unable to make effective concentration on the job, significantly cost organizations in terms of lowering productivity. Besides, De-Reuver, et al (2021) explain that lower productivity is the result of low quality of work, working slowly, and making mistakes on the job. Presenteeism is the combination of two concepts, “present” and “absenteeism” which means an employee is physically present on the job but mentally or behaviourally absent (Wei, Song, & Wang, 2017), while absenteeism defines as not physically attending the workplace schedule (Johan, 2010). In the recent situation of Covid-19, Probst et al. (2021) argued that non-work-related presenteeism negatively affects organizational outcomes when employees are distracted because of major conflict around them. Hence, a business environment requires a highly efficient and productive workforce due to the competitive environment (Carter & Loh, 2017), but non-work-related presenteeism is a bottleneck for organizations to achieve high productivity (D’Abat & Eddy, 2007). Therefore, presenteeism is becoming a severe problem for organizations to handle since it is associated with employees’ work performance and ultimate productivity.
The phenomena of non-work-related presenteeism (NWRP) achieved less attention in past studies (see e.g., Malik, Manroop, & Patel, 2019; Sanderson & Cocker, 2013) and most of the existing literature focused on the medical aspect of NWRP (see, Sanderson & Cocker, 2013; Yi and Kim, 2020). However, recent studies took the presenteeism construct to the work settings and termed it non-work-related presenteeism (e.g., Wei, Song, & Wang, 2017; Hargreaves, 2019). Ruhle et al. (2020) strongly argue that presenteeism is a well under-addressed area of research and requires further attention from scholars. The role of NWRP is important since it is directly associated with employees’ perceptions of the organization's objective (Vänni, Neupane, & Nygård, 2017) and becomes a challenge for organizations to deal with (Akhtar, & Malik, 2016). Past studies identified various factors responsible for employees’ non-work-related presenteeism such as illnesses (Böckerman, & Laukkanen, 2010), work-life conflict (Lui, Andres, & Johnston, 2018), personal and work-related demands (Bae, 2018), workload and precarious employment status (Lui, Andres, & Johnston, 2018). However, we are introducing organizational justice as a potential factor contributing to non-work-related presenteeism. The current study examines the relationship between organizational justice and NWRP underpinning through the Equity theory.  The equity theory originally developed by Adam (1960) postulates that equity is how much employees are getting from an organization relative to their contribution to the organization. When employees feel that their ratio is mismatched, they feel unfair and put effort into balancing the equation. Hence, a lack of organizational justice leads employees to involve in non-work-related activities. 
Although, organizational justice has three dimensions; distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice (Adams, 1963). However, in the underline study, we are going to examine the impact of two justice dimensions; distributive justice, and procedural justice, on non-work-related presenteeism because of its relevance to organizational productivity. Where, distributive justice is concerned with the appropriateness of outcomes from the job (Petrovic, Saridakis, & Johnstone, 2018) and procedural justice relates to the perceived fairness of the process used to allocate resources (Radburn, & Stott, 2019). Cropanzana, Bowen, and Gilliland (2007) define distributive justice as how resources are distributed among employees in an organization. When employees feel unfairness in organization distributions, they tend to respond negatively towards the organization (Riva, & Lucchini, 2018; Ndoja & Malekar, 2020) such as by wasting the organization’s valuable resources. Since fairness in an organization affects individual attitudes and behaviour towards the job. Therefore, an individual who thinks that organizational procedures are not fair will negatively respond by engaging in non-work-related activities. Hence, distributive justice and procedural justice lead to employees’ dissatisfaction, which can lead them to involve in non-work-related activities.
Almost every individual face issue of fairness or justice, mostly in the work environment (Hansen, Løkke, & Sørensen, 2019; Koon & Chong, 2018). Employees sometimes try to gauge whether the efforts they are contributing to are equal to the rewards taken from the organization; relative to the contribution and rewards of fellow workers (Adams, 1965; Leventhal, 1976). Therefore, we argued that a lack of distributive and procedural justice in an organization lowers employees’ interest and concentration on the job which increases the possibility that they may engage in personal or leisure-related activities such as surfing the internet or watching movies, etc. Research on organizational justice reveals that employees' concern for justice influences their productivity and performance (Riva, & Lucchini, 2018). As employees are responsive to equity (Yarlas et al., 2018) and the feeling of unjustness prompts them to restore the equation, by reducing the input (Oshio et al., 2017). Hence, distributive justice and procedural justice can affect non-work-related presenteeism. However, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, there are no past studies that examine the justice-NWRP nexus, and the moderating role of equity sensitivity in the relationship between organizational justice and non-work-related presenteeism.
The current study is differentiated from previous studies based on the following points. First, this is the first study of its type that examines the relationship between organizational justice and non-work-related presenteeism. As past studies found a significant association between NWRP and employees’ productivity and overall performance. Such as Yi and Kim (2020) reported that employees feel distracted when they are faced with personal or leisure-related matters, which results in either affecting output quality and/or lowering productivity. Further, researchers have documented that there are indirect reasons for NWRP other than illnesses (Böckerman, & Laukkanen, 2010) such as working-time arrangements, (Lui, Andres, & Johnston, 2018) personal and work-related demands, (Bae, 2018) heavy workload and precarious employment status, (Lui, Andres, & Johnston, 2018) and psychosocial workplace factors. Therefore, we are proposing that justice and fairness in an organization can significantly reduce non-work-related presenteeism in an organization. The second contribution of the current study is the moderating role of equity sensitivity in the relationship between organizational justice and NWRP. This is particularly important since many past studies support the proposition that people vary in their responses to unfair behaviours in organizations (See i.e., Schneid, et al., 2015; Mohamad, 2019). Furnham and Horne (2022) justified through empirical findings that some employees are more sensitive to equal treatment and provision than other employees. Thus, this differentiation in equity sensitivity among employees could strengthen the association between justice and NWRP, therefore, we contribute by introducing the moderating effect of equity sensitivity. Third, most of the existing studies on non-work-related presenteeism have been conducted in developing countries (see e.g., Wan, Downey, & Stough, 2014; Crain, Brossoit, & Fisher, 2018), however, the developing countries are broadly ignored. Fourth, we have contributed to the literature by conducting an empirical analysis of the collected primary data from public and private organizations in Pakistan. Hence, with the support of quantitative background, we contribute on the empirical basis of current literature. 
2. Literature Review

2.1. Non-Work-related Presenteeism

Before taking the presenteeism construct into the work settings it is important to have a brief overview. Presenteeism was initially defined as “attending work while ill” (Johans, 2010). The presenteeism construct was thoroughly examined in the medical sciences and occupational medicines (see i.e., Sanderson & Cocker, 2013; Yi and Kim, 2020). However, recent studies took the presenteeism construct to the work settings and termed it non-work-related presenteeism. The non-work related presenteeism (NWRP) is defined as the behaviour of employees who engage in personal activities while on the job (Wong, et al., 2017). In other words, presentees are employees who are at work, but not working, at least not up to their full capacity (Johan, 2010). Further, studies found a significant association between NWRP and employees’ performance and productivity. Like Yi and Kim (2020) found that the distraction of employees due to personal or leisure-related matters results in affecting output quality and lowering productivity. However, some studies argue for the effects of employee involvement in non-work-related activities (i.e., Cosatti, et al., 2018; D’Abate & Eddy, 2007). A study by Blanchard and Henle (2008) shows that casual internet browsing enhances employees' skills set which may help the organization. So, the question arises whether this non-work-related presenteeism should be reduced or ignored. Again, this is a relative term depending on the employee, type of work setting, and nature of the job. However, we are expecting the consequences of non-work-related presenteeism in the form of negative behaviours and lower productivity.

There are a number of reasons why workers indulge in personal business while at work (Dobson et al., 2020). The unfairness in the procedures and distributions inside the organization may be among such reasons of workers’ participation in non-work-related activities. The sense of fairness in an organization by its constituents is known as organizational justice (Di Fabio & Palazzeschi, 2012). Samarasinghe (2021) proposed several factors that influence how workers see performance and strong work ethics. A good and equitable work environment also has a significant influence on these factors. Employees who perceive that the organization's work environment is just and fair, tend to be more loyal to the organization, trust their supervisors, and remain with the organization in their future, job commitment (Karanika-Murray, & Biron, 2020). Conversely, employees who perceive the workplace as unfair will negatively respond to loyalty, and consequently, job dissatisfaction (Sarwat, & Shahzad, 2017). Thereby higher justice in an organization leads to lower non-work-related presenteeism; the lower NWRP leads to higher productivity. Additionally, several researchers highlighted that NWRP definitions are the same for both (private and public) organizations, e.g., Knani, (2022) defines organization’s non-work-related presenteeism a way that explains employee’s commitment towards the organizational resources and overall workplace. Hence, it demonstrates that non-work-related presenteeism definition criteria are the same for both (private and public) organizations. Therefore, the current study proposes a negative and significant impact of organizational justice on non-work-related presenteeism in both public and private organizations.
2.2. Distributive and Procedural Justice

An abundance of literature is present on the distributive justice and procedural justice constructs. Some of the recent studies like Frate, et al. (2019) found that procedural and distributive justice have a significant association with stress. Further, studies show that justice in the organization allows employees to better manage work and family lives, and reduce work-family conflict (Campbell, et al., 2020). Whenever there is injustice in an organization, multiple consequences may arise which affect both employees and the organization (Vuolo, Wright, & Lindsay, 2019). This injustice leads to reduce work quality and employee concentration. Further, when employees feel injustice in the organization, they will probably engage in non-work-related activities which cost the organization in terms of lower productivity, and output quality, and may lead to other intense individual behaviours (Ballucci, & Drakes, 2021; Ndoja & Malekar, 2020). Therefore, the current study is designed to examine the impact of two organizational facets: distributive and procedural justice, on non-work-related presenteeism.
2.3. Hypothesis Development 
2.3.1. Procedural Justice and NWRP

When fairness in an organization affects individual attitudes and behaviour towards the job. Therefore, an individual who thinks that organizational procedures are not fair will negatively respond by engaging in non-work-related activities. “Procedural justice links to the perceived fairness of the process used to allocate resources” (Radburn, & Stott, 2019). Employees focus on the appropriateness of the decision-making processes followed by the management, to observe whether those processes are fair, unbiased, constant, rectifiable, and demonstrative of workers’ sentiments and concerns (Walters, & Bolger, 2019). Finally, employees evaluate the authority positions’ procedure for interpersonal treatment with them (Stankevičiūtė, & Savanevičienė, 2019). When employees feel exploited, they will involve in acts against the organization (Walters, & Bolger, 2019). We argue that such external factors distract the ethical behaviour of the staff in the organization which can cause a decline in performance and productivity. Hence, Procedural justice policing has been regarded as central to improving public trust and employee confidence (Murphy, & Mazerolle, 2018), Also, procedural justice in an organization creates major benefits for both parties like commitment, OCB, improved job performance, and reduce possible conflicts (Cropanzana, Bowen, & Gilliland, 2007; Lee et al., 2017). In light of these studies, we argue that if procedures in an organization are not just and fair, employees will respond negatively to the organization by involving in non-work-related activities like surfing the internet, texting friends, playing games, etc. therefore, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 1: Procedural justice has a significant negative impact on NWRP.
2.3.2. Distributive Justice and NWRP

Distributive justice is how resources are distributed among employees in the organization (Dobson et al., 2020). Staff in an organization points out their behaviour to outcome and involvement in their tasks with efficiency, fair reception of outcomes resolve the conflict of the employees (Hülle, Liebig & May 2018). Distributive justice supports the attitude of the workers for upshots of fair incentives which they predict to obtain after their performance (Marescaux, et al., 2019). If employees think they are not taking the outcome of their input, they may be demotivated and therefore waste an organization’s valuable resources. Monetary benefit and regular appraisals are empirically proven factors to boost the productivity of employees in an organization. Those who are not concentrating on the job will engage in personal or other leisure-related activities, non-work related presenteeism. In past, many studies attempted to examine the impact of distributive justice on job outcomes (e.g., Carter et al., 2018; Surjanti, & Soejoto, 2018). Research on distributive justice reveals that employees’ concern for justice and fairness influence their attitudes, and behaviours (see Demel et al., 2019), and employees perform well at the job when emotionally feel well (Sarwat, & Shahzad, 2017). As distribution justice influences employees’ attitudes and behaviour towards the job, so, if an organization’s employees are dissatisfied with the outcomes of their inputs they may engage in personal and leisure-related activities. Thus, we hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 2: Distributive justice has a significant negative impact on NWRP.
2.3.3. Moderating Effect of Equity Sensitivity

The second contribution of the current study is the moderating role of equity sensitivity in the relationship between organizational justice and NWRP. This is particularly important since many past studies support the proposition that people vary in their responses to unfair behaviours in organizations (See i.e., Schneid, et al., 2015; Mohamad, 2019). Furthermore, most of the past studies examined the equity sensitivity construct in the western (developed) world, where the organizational culture is more individualist and low power distant (Hofstede, 1997). Furnham and Horne (2022) justified through empirical findings that few employees are more sensitive to equal treatment and provision than other employees therefore consideration should be paid to implementing equity sensitivity even if it is important for a few employees. However, little attention has been given to the employees’ equity sensitivity in the developing and Asian context, having collective and high-power distant cultures (i.e., Pakistan).

Equity theory originally developed by Adam (1963, 1965) assumes that all individuals respond equally to equity. However, Huseman et al., (1985,1987) have developed and Willian et al. (2018) tested empirically the model arguing that all individuals are not equally equity sensitive. Simply, each employee in an organization responds differently to equity and inequity. The employees perceived unfairness leads to actions depending on how much they are concerned with fairness and unfairness (Bourdage et al., 2018).

The equity sensitivity continuum is generally divided into three different kinds of equity-sensitive people. On the one extreme of the continuum are benevolent, they are less concerned with their input-outcome ratio and have more tolerance for lesser rewards (O'Neill, & Mone, 1998). On the other extreme of the continuum are the entitles, they prefer their outcomes to exceed their inputs (O'Neill, & Mone, 1998). In short, the benevolent are the net “givers” and entitles are the net “receivers”. While in the middle of these two extremes are the individuals termed “equity sensitives”. These individuals try to balance their input-outcome ratio with the referent group to avoid the situations of over and under reward. These three groups varied in their desire for outcomes (e.g., pay) in each relationship (Pereira, 2019).

The individual's perceived equity is sensitive to disparate contexts and cultures (Pereira, 2019). As higher an employee is equity sensitive the higher, he will be concerned about the justice in the organization and if he feels the organizational distributive process and procedures are unjust, it is more likely that he will engage in non-work-related activities. While in contrast those employees who are less concerned with equity, and less equity sensitive, may not much care about justice and are therefore less likely to engage in non-work-related activities. As suggested by Schlösser et al., (2018) when an employee’s input and outcome ratio in comparison to his referent group becomes unequal, the employee will get the motivation to restore the equation with several mechanisms, for example involving non-work-related presenteeism. 
Huseman et al., (1987) proposed that individuals have different preferences for equity and therefore will react differently to the ways they perceived equity. Thus, they will respond to justice in the organization differently. Each individual has a unique sensitivity to justice and injustice, thereby, influencing his attitude and ultimate behaviour (Kim, Lee, & Shin, 2019; Koon & Chong, 2018). Hence, equal rights (justice) are very important to remove employees’ ambiguities, so they fully concentrate on their job (Hülle et al., 2018; Campbell, et al., 2020). The equal distribution of job responsibilities can help to minimize employee turnover. Besides, many researchers posit that the distribution of equal rights to the employees sometimes becomes a source of bias (Bourdage, et al., 2018; Pereira, 2019). Rivkin et al. (2022) have proposed that presenteeism demands self-regulation to overturn reasonings, reactions, and interactive retorts related to ill-health and as an alternative concentrate on the implementation of one’s work tasks. In order to achieve straightforward motivation perception of the employee must be reformed which can be achieved through the implementation of fairness and equality in the organization. Further, this argument stems from the basic equity theory where individuals make judgments to find whether the efforts given are fair and equal with outcomes received from the organization (e.g., performance ratings and pay to raise, etc.). A study by Pereira, (2019) states that the magnitude of individual behavioural intentions and actions is moderated by equity sensitivity which is the result of a contract breach between employee and organization. Other studies supported that equity sensitivity accounts for variance in job satisfaction and perceived conflict (Bourdage et al., 2018). The prevalence of distributive and equity sensitivity in organization enhance individuals’ ability to manage both their work and family lives, thus, they will put their full effort to perform well on the job (Ross, & Kapitan, 2018). On the other hand, employees who perceived that social exchange is violated by the organization or supervisor. For example, if they feel that the cost of remaining with the organization exceeds the benefits, they will withdraw from the organizational relationship. This withdrawal may be in the form of lowering productivity (Larkin, Ng, & Zhu, 2018), deviant workplace behaviour (Chen et al., 2020), increased turnover, and absenteeism (Khan et al., 2020; Umar et al., 2018). As all individuals are not alike and vary in response to equity and organizational justice. This subjective sense is the result of differences in individuals’ mental filters as proposed by equity sensitivity theory. So, in this study equity sensitivity is used as a moderator for the effect of distributive and procedural justice on non-work-related presenteeism. Hence, in light of previous studies, we proposed that

Hypothesis 3: Equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between procedural justice and NWRP; such that the relationship will be strengthened when equity sensitivity is high and vice versa.

Hypothesis 4: Equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between distributive justice and NWRP; such that the relationship will be strengthened when equity sensitivity is high and vice versa.

Now, the theoretical framework explaining the association among the variables of the current study is reported in Fig. I. This framework is based on the insights from previous studies and further conceptualization.
[image: image1.png]Procedural Justice

Distributive Justice

H1

H2

Equity Sensitivity

H3 |H4

Non-Work Related
Presenteeism





Figure I. Theoretical framework
3.
Research Methods

This study aims to examine the impact of distributive and procedural justice on Non-Work Related Presenteeism (NWRP) with the moderating role of equity sensitivity (EQS). Using the empirical analysis, first, the effect of PJ and DJ on NWRP is examined. Second, the moderating role of EQS in the relationship between two justice dimensions and NWRP is investigated.  Accordingly, the hypotheses have been tested using the Equity sensitivity theory.

3.1
Research Design

The current study was conducted, by collecting the data from different cross-sections. These cross-sections have been used to assure the fair representation of various sectors. Our cross-sections were from both the public and private sectors. Employees in sample organizations were requested to provide opinions on organizational justice dimensions and their equity sensitivity. The respondents were further requested to answer the questions on NWRP. Lastly, the respondent’s personal information was collected which includes their gender, age, experience, and qualification. 

The inclusion of different public and private organization were used to have diversity based on PJ and DJ practices, responsiveness to equity and inequity, internal and external organizational environments as well as to have variations based on respondents’ demographics. Thus, this setting was supportive to examine in the broader context the impact of PJ and DJ on NWRP with the moderating role of equity sensitivity.

3.2. Population

The population of the current study is employees working in different public and private organizations; accordingly, these organizations were restricted to be located in the twin cities of Rawalpindi and Islamabad. The restriction is imposed to ensure the wholesomeness of the study arising from the variations in responses because of the differences in the working environment and cultures. Another reason for the selection of these twin cities was located at the center of the country and one of the cities having the status of the country’s capital (Islamabad). Therefore, these cities also base most of the mainstream public and private organizations from diverse sectors (Alkahtani et al., 2020). Lastly, these cities were selected because of their easy accessibility and approach. 

The objective was to examine the employee’s responsiveness to justice and injustice and their involvement in family and leisure-related activities while on the job. The employees working in different sectors like telecommunications, construction, banking, medical, etc. were selected. These employees were working at different positions in various departments like HR, Marketing, Finance, communication, etc. The study was not restricted to only one sector or department because the input was equally valuable from all sectors and departments in the justice and NWRP context.

3.3. Sample Description

The current study applied a convenient sampling technique to collect the data. The sample was quite enough to fairly represent the population of various sectors working in twin cities. The structured questionnaires were administered among 350 employees of sample organizations of which 264 were collected, however, only 233 questionnaires were usable (66%). The included employees are from both genders with varied qualifications. In addition, these employees were from both supervisory and non-supervisory staff as well as had various experiences.

3.4. Research Instrument

The current study used a structured questionnaire from various sources as an instrument. Following the study of Kerlinger and Lee (2000), a survey questionnaire was used to collect responses from a reliable sample to make generalization possible over a large population. The first instrument adopted to measure procedural justice was a 7-item survey questionnaire developed by Colquitt (2001) with an internal consistency of 0.75. This instrument is used to measure employees’ responsiveness and perception of procedural justice in organizations, where a sample item included is “Are you able to express your views during organizational procedures?” 

For the assessment of "distributive justice" also, Colquitt's (2001) instrument was adopted which comprised of 4-items and an internal consistency score (0.97). The sample question included “Does your (outcome) reflect the effort you have put into your work?” 

The third instrument was a survey questionnaire by Sauley and Bedeian (2000) to assess employees’ sensitivity to equity. The sample questions of this 16-item scale were “When I am at my job, I think of ways to get out of work” and “At work, I feel uneasy when there is little work for me to do”. The instrument is reliable with a score of (0.79). 

The fourth instrument used to measure "NWRP" was developed by D'Abate and Eddy (2007) and used by later studies (e.g., Wan et al., 2014). The adopted "NWRP" questionnaire covers two aspects one is the employee’s involvement in home-related activities (9 items) and the second is the employee’s engagement in leisure-related activities (12 items). The sample items included were “Send or receive e-mail messages about home-related issues” and “Use the Internet for leisure-related issues”. The Cronbach Alpha of this measure was found to be 0.87. Modification has been made to one item by keeping in mind the culture, religion, and traditions of Pakistan. The reason behind the modification is that people in Pakistan avoid talking about pornography and this kind of stuff very openly. The original item was "View pornography on the Internet" which we modified with "View Movies on the Internet". All the study variables were measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree".

3.5. Method of Data Collection

The study used the primary data method. The sample organizations from different sectors were personally visited by the researcher, however, prior contact has been for the arrangement of an appropriate time when a maximum number of employees present. Correspondingly, a set of questionnaires were distributed among employees of respective organizations, and the responses were taken back on the same day. To facilitate different employees and large data set the responses were not restricted to just paper and pencil, while some of the questionnaire on Google Doc via the internet was shared through emails and social media. This approach helps in a relatively better response rate in the Pakistani context (66%). Further, the researcher's visits and questionnaire retrieval were among the other factors backing the high response rate. Besides, prior contact with top management and appropriate time selection when a maximum number of employees present on the job contributed too.

3.6. Ethical Considerations

In the current study, the participation was voluntary, and the privacy guidelines were followed by avoiding recording the respondents' names and respective departments. Moreover, the consent responses were ensured by adequate prior briefings, and all the best efforts were made to restrict the biases/influences while recording the responses. Lastly, based on ethical grounds the demographic variables have been placed at the end of the questionnaire and left as optional. To put personal information last in a questionnaire enhances employees’ comfort because after answering all the items the respondents are in a better position to decide whether to provide their details or not.

4. Data Analysis and Results

4.1. Measurement Model

For measurement model validation, confirmatory factor analysis was carried out following Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) suggestions that composed of four latent variables, procedural justice, distributive justice, equity sensitivity, and NWRP. The combination of different fit indices such as model chi-square, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), comparative fit index (CFI), incremental fit index (IFI), and root mean square of approximation (RMSEA) were carried out.
Table I. Measurement Model

	Model
	CMIN/DF
	IFI
	CFI
	TLI
	RMSEA

	Baseline Hypothesized Model
	1.567
	.921
	.920
	.912
	.049


Table I depicts that all values meet the threshold values suggested by (Hu & Bentler, 1999), and Fig. II shows the graphical representation of the measurement model. The value of chi-square for model fit should be less than 3 which was 1.567, representing a good model fit. Incremental fit index (IFI) value is required to be greater than 0.90 which was 0.921, so exhibits excellent fit, comparative fit index (CFI) value, should be greater than 0.90 which was recorded as 0.920, which again illustrates a good model fit. Similarly, the value of the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) should be greater than 0.90 which was 0.912, hence representing a good model fit. Last but not least root mean square error of approximation value, should be less than 0.05 (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004) which was .049, which depicts a good model fit. Overall, the CFA results of the four-factor model reveal good discriminant validity. Lastly, all the factors were significantly loaded in respective latent factors.
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Figure II. Measurement Model (CFA)
4.2. Demographic Profile

From employees of sample organizations, demographic data were also collected to perform descriptive statistics. The included variables were regarding gender, education, qualification, and job tenure in respective organizations with N=233 and reported in Table II. To have diverse representation and equal opportunity for every employee of the sample organization full effort was made which is evident in the demographic statistics. Of the total 233 respondents, 64% are males, and the remaining 36% are females. Of the respondents 33% fall below the age of 25 years, 54% are between 26-35 years, 36-45 years old employees were 8% while the remaining 5% were more than 45 years old. As for the respondents’ qualifications, 35% were not yet graduated and 63% of employees were master qualified while the remaining 2% were Ph.D. holders. In addition, 70% of respondents have less than 5 years of experience, 26% have 5 to 10 years, and the remaining 4% have experience of more than 10 years.
Table II. Demographic Information

	Demographics
	
	Range
	Numbers
	Percentage (%)

	Gender
	1
	Male
	149
	64

	
	2
	Female
	84
	36

	Age
	1
	Less than 25 years
	76
	33

	
	2
	26 to 35 years
	126
	54

	
	3
	36 to 45 years
	19
	8

	
	4
	More than 45 years
	12
	5

	Qualification
	1
	Undergraduate
	82
	35

	
	2
	Masters/MPhil
	147
	63

	
	3
	Doctorate
	4
	2

	Experiences
	1
	Less than five years
	164
	70

	
	2
	5 to 10 years
	60
	26

	
	3
	More than 10 years
	9
	4


4.3. Control Variables

The controlled variables are reported in Table III. To check the influence of each control factor through ANOVA using SPSS, we controlled gender and education from the control variables. However, prior studies have suggested that the nature of gender and employee education has a significant influence on the non-work-related presenteeism of employees (Semrau et al., 2016; Shirokova & Shatalov, 2010). As for gender, first, the current study contained more male respondents (78%) as compared to females (22%), second, we argue that as compared to females, male employees who feel unfair are more likely to involve in activities other than work-related. Further, the phenomenon of non-work-related presenteeism is more evident in working women (less in working men) because of their extra family requirements and responsibilities (Hochschild, 2001). On the contrary, Wan, Downey, and Stough (2014) do not find any significant association between gender and non-work-related presenteeism. Therefore, the effect of gender on NWRP is tested and found significant differences exist based on gender. 

Besides respondents’ gender, the employee’s education also has the potential to influence non-work-related presenteeism. Since employees with higher education might expect greater returns as compared to less educated employees, irrespective of their skills and capability, therefore, are expected to respond more significantly to unfairness in the organization by involving in non-job-related activities to balance the input-out equation (Wan, Downey, & Stough, 2014). Similarly, the study of Akhter and Malik (2016) also controlled for education while examining the mediating role of NWRP. In short, we controlled for gender, and employee education to minimize any spurious results.
Table III: One-way ANOVA Results

	
	Non-Work Related Presenteeism

	Sources of Variation
	F-Statistic
	p-value

	Gender
	4.602
	0.061

	Age
	3.417
	0.000

	Qualification
	2.522
	0.000

	Experience
	3.910
	0.462


N=233, p-value exhibits significance level
4.4. Descriptive Statistics

The variables mean, standard deviations, correlation coefficients, and alpha reliabilities are presented in Table IV. 
Table IV. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities

	Variables
	Mean
	S.D.
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1. Procedural Justice
	2.656
	0.643
	(0.75)
	-
	-
	-

	2. Distributive Justice
	2.959
	0.969
	0.207**
	(0.97)
	-
	-

	3. Equity Sensitivity
	2.671
	0.545
	0.157
	0.031
	(0.79)
	-

	4. Non-work Related Presenteeism
	3.487
	0.613
	-0.153*
	-0.266**
	-0.129*
	(0.87)


N=233, Alpha Reliability shown in brackets. *= Significant, **= Highly Significant, S.D. = Standard Deviation.
4.5. Hypotheses Testing

The linear regression results are reported in Table V. The results show that procedural justice is negatively associated with NWRP, having a β estimate of -0.137 at a significance level of p ≤ 0.05, which implies that higher justice in organization procedures reduces employees’ involvement in non-work-related activities. The results are in line with our proposed hypothesis that high procedural justice significantly and negatively impacts NWRP. It means that when employees see the problem of NWRP they involve in family and leisure-related activities rather than their job duties. 

Similarly, consistent with the predictions that distributive justice had a significant negative impact on NWRP, having a β value of -0.143 at the significance level of p ≤ 0.01. The results show that fair distribution in an organization reduces employees’ engagement in non-work-related activities. In other words, employees who feel that the distribution process in an organization is just and fair will more focus on their job duties rather than involving in non-work-related activities.
Table V: Linear Regression Analysis

	Predictors
	Non-work related Presenteeism (NWRP)

	
	β
	R²
	p-value

	Step 1
	
	
	

	Control Variables
	
	0.101
	

	Step 2
	
	
	

	Procedural Justice
	-0.137*
	0.121
	0.021

	Distributive Justice
	-0.143**
	0.151
	0.000


N=233, *= p<0.05, **= p<0.001.
To run the moderation, which involves the test of hypotheses 3 and 4, the Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes (2007) suggestions are followed by utilizing the PROCESS macro for SPSS (Model 1) developed by Hayes (2013). The moderator (equity sensitivity) is added to the theoretical model. The results in Table VI, indicate that equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between procedural justice and non-work-related presenteeism, such that the equity sensitivity strengthens the association between procedural justice and non-work-related presenteeism. The interaction effect was plotted on a graph by following the study of Aiken, West, and Reno (1991) at one standard deviation above and one standard deviation below of mean of the moderator. The results demonstrate that high equity-sensitive employees in presence of high justice in organizational procedures tend to avoid involvement in activities other than work. In other words, employees who are more concerned with equity in organizational procedures and when feel that the procedures are unfair and unjust will engage in non-work-related presenteeism behaviour. Thus, equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between PJ and NWRP, such that the relationship will be strengthened when equity sensitivity is high and vice versa. Similar to the prediction of hypothesis 3, Figure III exhibits that the link between procedural justice and non-work-related presenteeism was stronger when equity sensitivity was high and weaker when equity sensitivity was low. Thus, the results support hypothesis 3. 

Table VI. Moderation Analysis (Procedural Justice)

	
	Coefficient
	SE
	t-statistic
	p-value
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Constant
	6.232
	0.876
	7.111
	0.000
	4.505
	7.959

	Procedural Justice*Equity Sensitivity
	0.296
	0.117
	2.515
	0.012
	0.064
	0.528


N=233, SE= Standard error, p-value= significance level, LLCI= lower-level confidence interval, ULCI= upper-level confidence interval.
The second moderation role of equity sensitivity in the relationship between distributive justice and NWRP is insignificant and negative, as indicated in Table VII. Therefore, our last hypothesis (4) is not supported, that equity sensitivity moderates the relationship between distributive justice and NWRP, such that the relationship will be strengthened when equity sensitivity is high and vice versa.
Table VII. Moderation Analysis (Distributive Justice)

	
	Coefficient
	SE
	t-statistic
	p-value
	LLCI
	ULCI

	Constant
	4.862
	0.561
	8.663
	0.000
	3.756
	5.967

	Distributive Justice*Equity Sensitivity
	0.086
	0.067
	1.26
	0.205
	-0.047
	0.219


N=233, SE= Standard error, p-value= significance level, LLCI= lower-level confidence interval, ULCI= upper-level confidence interval.
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Figure III. Interaction Graph
5. Discussions

The current study examines the effect of procedural justice and distributive justice on non-work-related presenteeism with the moderation of equity sensitivity. When analysing the results, we used gender and education as control variables, for which significant differences were found.  Our findings support the hypothesis that procedural justice has a significant and negative impact on non-work-related presenteeism. This finding implies that when organization procedures are not just and fair, employees will tend to involve in non-work-related activities such as watching movies or texting friends in order to waste organizational resources. In accordance with the equity theory employees compare inputs (i.e., procedures) and output (i.e., commitment), when they feel that their contributions towards the organisation are more than what they receive in return they tend to equate the equity equation be reducing their productivity such as by indulging in non-work-related activities. This finding is also similar to past studies such as the work of Sung, Choi, and Kang (2017); Schuh et al., (2019), who also found that when organizational procedures are not just, and fair employees will engage in non-work-related activities. An organization’s employees determine top management procedures of interpersonal treatment, if they feel exploited, there will be a negative response to the organization (Hollinger & Clark, 1983). Besides, if employees are not happy with organizational procedures, they will not put in their full effort and waste the organization’s valuable resources (Ndoja & Malekar, 2020), in a way by involving in non-work-related activities. Hence, in accordance with the past studies, the current study shows a significant negative impact of procedural justice on non-work-related presenteeism, suggesting that when organizations’ procedures are not just, and fair employees will tend to waste the organization’s valuable resources by involving in non-work-related activities such as surfing on social media or texting friends and family, etc.
Our second hypothesis that distributive justice has a significant negative impact on non-work-related presenteeism is also supported by thie empirical results. This finding implies that distribution justice influences employees’ attitudes and behaviour towards the job in case employees are not satisfied with the outcome of their inputs they will engage in personal and leisure related activities (which is non-work related presenteeism). Hence, the equal distribution of job responsibilities, equal rights, and equal returns can help to diminish non-work related presenteeism in an organization. Further, this result in line with the basic equity theory which postulates that individuals make judgments to find whether the efforts given are fair and equal with outcomes received from the organization, if not they may engage in non-work-related activities. Furthermore, this finding is also in accordance with the previous studies findings such as Saad and Elshaer (2017) and Yu et al. (2020) who reported that fair distribution in an organization resolves employees’ conflicts and dissatisfaction. In addition, studies show that distributive injustice influences employees’ attitudes and behaviour (Cropanzano et al., 2001; Colquitt & Greenberg, 2003; Koon & Chong, 2018). Hence, if employees feel they are not taking the outcome of their input they may be demotivated and waste the organization’s resources. The one not concentrating on the job will engage in personal or leisure-related activities. On the contrary, Knani (2022) addressed the relationship between organizational citizenship and presenteeism, the author does not find the impact of organizational citizenship on employees’ presenteeism. In the current study, the significant negative impact of distributive justice on NWRP demonstrates that when employees feel that the organization’s rewards distribution is unfair and unjust, they may involve in activities other than the job (non-work-related) such as watching movies, this could significantly reduce organization productivity and overall performance.
Next, the current study found significant positive moderation of equity sensitivity in the relationship between procedural justice and NWRP, implying that equity-sensitive employees tend to involve more in non-work-related activities when they feel that organizational procedures are unjust and unfair. This moderating role is further depicted in Fig. III which exhibits a strong relationship between procedural justice and NWRP when equity sensitivity is high and weak relationship when equity sensitivity is low. These results are in accordance with the Otto, Szymanski, & Varadarajan (2019) and Bao et al., (2020) proposition that organization employees have a different level of sensitivity toward justice and injustice which tend to influence their attitudes and ultimately behaviors. Thus, organizational employees will respond to procedural justice, but this response varies from person to person because not all individuals are equally equity sensitive. Lastly, our empirical results do not support the interacting role of equity sensitivity in the nexus between distributive justice and NWRP. Thus, we cannot argue that a high level of equity sensitivity is going to strengthen the relationship between distributive justice and non-work-related presenteeism. Overall, our findings show a significant negative impact of procedural and distributive justice on NWRP and significant positive moderation of equity sensitivity in the relationship between procedural justice and NWRP.
5.1. Policy Implications
The findings of the current study have some important implications for practitioners, policymakers, and the government to announce roles and regulations for non-work-related presenteeism. Since the adverse effects of organizational justice on employees’ non-work-related presenteeism, the employers should arrange the employees' care programs to feel  that the organization is taking steps to our care for reducing non-work-related presenteeism in work settings. Second, to improve productivity via various awareness programs, the government and policymakers suggested that to be aware employees and managers that an employee's business has the potential to enter into a workday and influence organizational goals. Existing literature also argued that the work of public employees is evaluated under intensive criteria and performance requirements such pressure can cause a distractive work environment (Nwanzu & Babalola, 2019). Hence, faired treatments with elements of kindness can boost the performance of employees in public organizations. Third, our findings suggest recommendations for the organization’s top managers, that should be aware of employees’ home, leisure-related issues, and mental health, to help them and ensure employees' work-life balance. As Cocker et al. (2013) highlighted organization managers are expected to help employees in managing their work-life balance. The work-life balance is considered an important function of human resource development (Marques, 2006). Currently, due to stiff competition and the need for efficiency and productivity, every private organization is required to train and educate their employees and managers on matters of how to best manage work duties, and personal matters and minimize work-life conflict. Another way to manage work-life conflict is to enhance flexibility between the work and non-work-life realm, which to some extent allows employees to engage in personal business. Allowing employees to engage in personal business when on the job is a type of more informal policy than formal but the need of today (Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). In short, our findings highly suggest recommendations to the top management and practitioner that decreasing the individual sensitivity and increasing justice in the organization will reduce non-work-related presenteeism, which in turn accelerates employee productivity.
5.2. Future Directions

The important question to be answered is, why do people engage in personal business while on the job? They may involve because of time constraints, work-family conflict, boredom, or convenience, some factors can be examined by subsequent studies both theoretically and empirically. Second, upcoming studies can check the association of non-work-related presenteeism with big-five personality traits. Moreover, our study collected that from public and private organizations, and we do not present the individuality of the groups separately. Future scholars can differentiate the attributes of both groups and can create a comparison study. Lastly, the same framework could be tested with different organizational and cultural contexts or may use longitudinal data.

5.3. Limitations of the Study

The current study is conducted under some limitations. First, due to the autocratic culture in most Pakistani organizations and limited job opportunities, employees working in these organizations may not feel free to share their behaviours, particularly engagement in non-work-related activities. In addition, as this study examines employees’ behaviours, therefore, the biases in the responses could be present. Lastly, we do not differentiate the non-work-related presenteeism of public and private organizations. 
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