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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to develop a model for impartial punitive decision-making among managers in the Agricultural Bank using
grounded theory. This study employed a qualitative methodology based on the grounded theory approach. The statistical population
consisted of 15 theoretical and practical experts in the fields of management, economics, accounting, and banking, selected through
purposive sampling. Data were collected through semi-structured in-depth interviews and analyzed using open, axial, and selective coding
in MAXQDA software. Ultimately, 77 concepts and 20 major categories were identified and organized within Strauss and Corbin’s
paradigm model. The findings indicated that institutional-legal governance, contextual complexities underlying violations, cultural—value
conflicts, and the technological architecture of disciplinary systems constituted the main causal conditions of impartial punitive decision-
making. Core dimensions included structural-institutional governance, social factors, and organizational factors. Human and learning
limitations, personalization of disciplinary decisions, and institutional pressures were identified as major intervening conditions. The
dominant managerial strategies involved reducing intervention, avoiding conflict, legal defensiveness, documentation, and risk transfer.
The consequences of the model included redefining organizational justice, restructuring disciplinary responsibilities, and strengthening
ethical and learning-oriented organizational capacities. The study demonstrated that achieving impartial punitive decision-making in the
Agricultural Bank requires a transition from traditional punishment-oriented systems toward justice-based, learning-oriented, and trust-
building approaches. Establishing transparent mechanisms, strengthening procedural justice, enhancing professional ethics training, and
reducing the influence of informal relationships can improve organizational health, employee trust, and the effectiveness of disciplinary
systems.

Keywords: Impartial punitive decision-making, organizational justice, institutional governance, organizational disciplinary system, grounded theory

Authors’ Information:

Ulg|oXolel

© 2027 the authors. This is an open access article
under the terms of the CC BY-NC 4.0 License.

Moradi@imamreza.ac.ir

1. Department of Management, Ali.C., Islamic Azad University, Aliabad Katoul, Iran

2. Department of Management, Imam Reza (A.S.) University, Mashhad, Iran


mailto:Moradi@imamreza.ac.ir
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0

s Gl a8 sl 3o o Sope 3 (S Olsoas o Jlo 5 o see sl 53 o3 polas SLaOLLe 3 (& ke (5 S o
(3l Loe g e OLS LIS slazel 4l (el S8 31 Olajlo (6550 5 3Ll 5 Shos s 58 (3 ke Dlosaal LS |5 8355 00
e o ke sbao s o Sl 31 (Bl 5 e S S o 0o cal 53 35 s S 55 LIl &S50 5 olezrl arle
OUS,IS slazel (2ol 4 Ll 5 o Dlosanad oyl 55 (ol aibe Jlasl b Land (6,8 su ot 68 0 o512 €5 o O mimn Sl
Sl b o 4 (il el el ) (Stanley & Neck, 2025) 355 e (o)lsl S Canedi 5 Slojle Slo b il 58l
02 (Bobs el 5lss g (A Olejle (U] olie g slatel (65l Gl i SIS 55l 1 s &S e 1l Jlesl 1
Wl 0 5 (5146 T e 3l SLII I (S 4 S (S e

Gadde G gt 5 455 Aol ) puaas i o gy 3l LOljle 5 das e Ol GeSo 5 Co e law b 55 L5l OV ool
2 8 Lpd oo (G i S s s e Gloj (Bl Slesanal cosmla ol 53 Bles ST S o Sl Ae N 5 0i ;S 5k ¢ ppac e
5 Ol o e b Lo e sla iy (Perlman et al., 2023) ail 0l Gsi> Coley 5 glas, Coluail ‘Guféwu’ wwslis
Ao g STl 5t ol (6,8 s T3 039 GVsle & ol S S 1 i DL 6T das o 0L Sl bl
copl plo (Awee et al., 2024) wab wals o 551y s Shes Sil 5 zaglie o)y clgn J2als ¢ Slojle &S 0 obadely Ll g e
15 Corod| 0T o 03101 0 (S (S sl LT3 oS

Lol O en (s3mie ol so S s (DLl (6 8 pansl (S5 S 555 sl b 3 0350 ¢ Jlo 5 (F53 0Ll 5l (55l )2
e Sole)y Ole ¢ oe 53 Ol pde &5 555 0 o Cardy ool 3403 15 S pd8 glajlitle 5 (comy 8 Laly) (ol Sla>De (g3lg
(514 > sl slas Slis & Sl (Sos _parS Slosani g Ldb i 3. (Dickson, 2025) Wk 4s 41§ (ool SlbmSe Lis 5 Slajla
13l 6,8 IS 5 Sl slazel Camds o sn ol et 555 3BT g 0 (laslid b (sl (o 8 abiblous ¢ o) S obian ulul 4L
2 gh o0 QLS8 Ol ys jluns

Gl I ll o 2lad (slaplss 3 g 5 p s ¢ b e Slacanal 3 (B b o 45 Wilosls OLES el LLuil 5 (5l S S 0 s Dlallas
5 Lade Slajlas BB g5 slaanT 3 8 LK (Tan & Mingjing, 2022) col glaike Slilesl 3lesgidous 5 baay,
5038 Gille 53 alins ol b o L2153l 505 Jlesl 5 S bes 53 Slaesl (6,8 s S5, Jla| sl ol b, 550

.-\Jf@‘-&idﬂﬁj-&gﬁcw&@‘Jﬁq-)g;d}C}S)bww‘_gbbgch&puubqy&



2 Sl SIls Ol e il (Ll (U6 S a3 il b plr 025 (SG Gl Sle og a5 i )
Mabusela et al., ) 5,05 2 5de Slowansd i pds 55 GloliS pudd L3k ()5 5 Slasy Colail 5 OLS 8 ¢Sl a8 W y50 !
Caoglin b 35 Cdven ol Slananad (g 0ol 6B b o 5 Olid cailiate Blodsl Sy unT 48 S uleo| OIS, 51,2024
b o Ol pde Cae g e Camd 5 o3lazel o o go ¢ ams b ol 458 8 ¢ blis 55 i dal s axlge (g S

3503 ASTTOT 51 ppgde ol ol 4l (lokis] 3 Cmal oo goe (5518 Sl 5 e Slssl 53 (SN 1 aSmn pge | gladl 5
3Bl (5 el s 5 Bl (Oolail sl b OLT Sleanad 5 23l S 5maly 55 (IS a3 51 s beTlS 5 o5dle il adlejlu oS
6l Cabs 6, K 5 6,5 5l (Ol OT O 4T ol 5,0 Glo Slajlo 45 (55 SS55 o 3 (Saxena, 2022) 5,5
sl adls 55 sbeel (bl 5 Slejle 6,83k Sl b 0ke bl glapls Glate ol 5ls,lsl J ST Sl Jlesl B o
Al il pdte JIOUSLS I 53 Shee ¢ 3580 1 il 5 gn 45 Jlasl 0 gomi 4 Wlosls OLi Gl S8, L ot e (sla 2asy
i s S Sl 3055 e aie I Slasliy 55l 5 60 g0 B 4 el s b 4¥slel glaans & AiS e Ol Solalas
5 o ¢ bl Co e 53 ool s 5001 51 (Gligor et al., 2024) ST ol o yls 5L 5 Dol 28 Ll 5 e Cublid 5 Cls
Wl 0Tl 5 b (K8 b s 4 325

slazel Lis aiby (g3bamsl Cujygele posdhe bbb ol |5 6l Ol 53 blodil Slesenss Colo ( SSb 5 Il gladlejlu o
Szl S Ol Gl 4l o 54 15 o0 (2 e Gla(s S el 3 (Ao 65 8 L)l odge p 5 15 Sl Cadl 5 ases
b Lesie Laslgs ol eals (6 i Cel dlius ol o F93 $eSSL s (Wanja & Ibrahim, 2023) 4" wag 51, 0T @olg
s LU s slartslael 5 (galasbl Clde ¢ o ses Gl

Lo o 3 ol 485 515 a5 35 50 ey 31 et 65 S 53 (BB st 3 m 0o s hgn 5 Jlims Slacs sl 228 L Ol e
Laailobe pl 355 el e 53 Lol alSs  Sladl Slacs 1S g 51 (6350 b il 5 o oz 5 5ST1 5 gomnonls latilolun 1 oslinul &8 das o OLES
o= 4 .(Muthukuda Arachchige Dona Shiroma Jeeva Shirajanie, 2024) 15L 0lgy las S s Jolo Sl S 35
Sglas ol o ol Ol et 058 4 8 L84 e 3Bt| Ll oyl HUST 3 b (g5l 45 Lls ASTE O K g5 3 (6 ke ¢ s
.@ﬂuu

4 o bl 56 Ol e sl 0k e (g1l Sl OIS 1 (S Ol siear 35 Ol pde (6 S se gl ¢ S o 5 Slosl

Kvirikashvili, ) was mes g late 5 At Oy gt |y (blodil Slaceas JYs L3l b b sl Sl 3550 Slavedl ol



o5 (614 oS ol It 4 g ad ) 15 patmd (Gla gL b | (e Dlaanss 4T 55 0 o 50 (63,80 5) o (2024
R

Ol pde cdal o ol 53 dsl HIBE 51 ol le ot S wlban 5 Ll oo 55 g g0 5 (ool (slayLi0 45 Wlosls OLiS o tags & 5
o) (Dickson, 2025) uuS Iy 518 aliaie i 5 5ubds Olerasal 4 53 Syl 4 gl b Coo g e Lo (511 Sl (Sn
ST o Ty (6 i Sl (il 3l 5 oo p0e sl (5 a0 534S Jgs OL L 5 05 g4 alius

Uno 5331 0515 oS ki a3l 1y e ggin o s scalin 15131 o7 S o Oy (6,5 ol 5 (slaty o ¢ 5 (6 5 |
3 s Ol ke 355 0205 5 OUS IS gl 5o .(Radkani & Saxe, 2023) .5 Q)w}go.\;ﬁfﬁ@ e 5l sl
L slazel 435 o 5 iyl 55 (SKn b 5 oled 28 (el Dol (0l ol S a2l OT (30 (glaslne 5 Slajle &KCa 3
ST 5k Ol s 1 gsleel o
Lg,:fy)‘jﬂJ..bgd;r@,)'\‘;y;)}s.j\iducwgﬁjLgléfgys.\b;jfﬁ;w&x\u\;om oIl M-l 65 o oladllae
Sl DLl (gl gy Sl aie 53 pamads o i) seT L3 &S7 Sl (NUnes & Santos, 2022) ol & pds Slasanss 53
GLilele 1 ol ¢ 5 oo .k, o 515 Sl Glaslis 5 el abde Jlesl (5 im0 53 i (Aifs SN Lg,:fv,_m;j
ilos ST b (2 g dmw g Saasl ) ise 4l as;fr-«»ﬂ» S ,les 5 5146 - G 55 50T 09 iy

elazel G5l 4 (s U287 5 osdle Wl G ge aOlejle o 3,05 ASTE 0T 1t o sme 05030 3 S5 55 gn g8 Sy pite Slusl o
el 5 6 Sk 6l o p S eSle sl sl 615 & 1 4 3,805, ol (DUNCAN, 2024) &S 4 5 55 Sl le 5 35S
il Bl slaplss )3 J Gl Ll 0 A i L3 or Slajla
)sd\.\p;;_Lp),wmG‘lﬁ§>q_.&tfJg;,ﬂmlgawkdwﬁLs;ulctﬁ;ﬁﬁ.u,(auswto,'?,;om(.l?a\duumﬂ
e 4 S OIS, &8 4K (Aliyu & Awobode, 2023) 5,15 o goe Sladst CaiS b poiions daily ¢ e Slasena
Sl 4 Wl 5 e edaeSTyal e ¢ blas 53 b o (2153 OUT (gt s 5 (6K ( Jad dgn (il azils slazel Slejle
Ssd e Sl glaylsy ol g Oleds CaS

5 Shl sl @ a8 503 5l 5 IS Gt e Aol (T e Slaplss S 515 ST WSS oyl 5 alasl Ol S

b el ] AL cblodss e b el 4 35150 3 (gl 53 g5 s Sy, opl (Lecumberri, 2022) Wlails 4> 5 >



GRIA Jlm 530 85l 5 gan 5 ¢S sl (Sladile (5 gty 218 s Sl 53 ¢ et e Sy 5 5 Canslie 5 (SO
|

b 2 S ol 5 eyt b (gl Loble o das e 0L baesls Sl 5 Jbiams S8 slapllss 55 J g ¢ opoman
Cb 5 (gludmue cosls e Ll o e Slewenas ¢ Jail 3 i s (Tian et al., 2024) wzs U550 BB 5 Oolis gla )8 550
.J‘,fﬂVA\}«JYJB&QJJJCJJLEOKA‘UMQ ©

(3Ld (6 8 IS jlatizes o Bladil Slaranas 53 Sodlis 355 o8 S 0 Oy 55 Slajle ol 5 (6131 (5 p S sts & b g0 Sllae
S Al e L;,_fﬁws 6l b o sdde b s, 5l .(Harding & Cronin, 2022) 55 0 sldbons 3 sla ks, 5 5 5a5 Jles!
S L) Slojle Sl sl S2alS 5 glsl St (gl 1 53 age
cd)uu&\fﬁkwsw‘a%,éwk6\@@4@,»@6&;6;@*@6“;@@\;;5&)3@@\),,“@*@);
s S Sl s 53 o554 ¢Sl al SOl Sl (ol 53 558 (g 5850 (pl Sonal 3 g b sjls Ll 45l 5 (S (osles (S
W 4l Dbl Slosandd 1 (Gl 457 Sl 0l x50 D d\.})\-&i}ﬁjd&sQM‘)JQ‘ﬁM%‘M&‘ﬁMﬁ%)@ﬁ
S5 Coda b ol rags bl ul Bl 1y 8 (SIS e 5 ploadl 1 5 Lips Sl s (slaslid b 2 ite ik (53 3

.JJ»(al?dlJl:.'.;.u\:Qﬁjlo;@lgdj)}u{&le)aolﬁwAJBJLU;L&.:;S6;M6}§5\

sl y

25 0lpke 6B b o (S (S ol S A sl ol s Shl 4 ar 5 L s Al e (S Dliked g5 510l G B
“:ﬂ}a‘ﬁgﬁbWﬁ}t_ﬁ}‘u’fﬁ*{&bﬁ;ﬁ‘cbﬁ‘ﬂmr\?d‘w);ﬁ\;éd“w\kﬂm’}f@no}:flsys;w\owsj);uf&p
S b g e S e Jiles o Sl o 1 Jeol ol Sul 4k 5 b e el 53k s a1 AS dal g e
s oslizl Jlad Olul 5 Ol )3 (65,58 ¢SSloss a5 (SSL Ol pde

pe Bhsh 5 ode SVomn 5 g il (SLaasbOll da ST i (IOl mlie S e slial 53 gralr (g e (sl )3
PET 5shtn 4 o 35 o3linal oo g b g b BLI | 53 48 8 D) g Sla o1 ol 1 G (6,185 sl oS8 et b 25 8
cu;ncu,guww;u,&gmw@jzéuagjwa@ug&p;,wjdlﬁaﬁ%ygwumsuwtq;t

A eslizal Sy S



Ho a5 e o 5 6B 08 o LT ansle oS ol 4 a5 b 5L 5,8 DMl 03,57 Cows 4 511 SR ke S 3
30 3 Olabl 5 anliin 1 JoaSS g () i Lo G b 31 (Gln anlllan 4 candllan 3 g 313151 a5 ST 5 5 g g0 Cond s odalie
3l e pl 53 3 g elinal Gl (6055 mplls Sila, S| (AST S 53 ash oal 53 WSl ol ol Ol Sl Sl
olitul wllan 5131 5 51 5L 35 50 slaosls 5T (1 et 350 o0 plolid Sl (6555 SIS ) eslined b canlize sla el
s g plonil (22 58) ol SIS 5 (5 gmn SIS Gl MEUS 08 Sl oslizal b 35 03l fohowt 5 (53lwdibe il b 15 o0
4 8l (55,508 STl s Ol ke w,b&dzxé,fwwﬂjg Je 53 ogn (slaailsn 550 53 abian 5 gl dalllan b Gioes
6,:?4;,‘.;41>f¢ﬁ|,>.uj\ﬂ&a,.;;,\.L,.m,;,),u.q,l;,LGWIL;”TC.,,,)Kw,AJU;}u,&;&ﬁ;,L;Ju;olf,é&Lﬂu
Saagy o 28n s L ST gl 487 3,05 aalsl Sl b Lokt Slsl 5y T g5 465 ol 3135l aslan 3,8 s el
OFAF ¢ G (F155) b oo 0L a b oy 6555 pLb1 & SV g 0 Gl o

A Ll OB o b alae 51 Juol (laaBl s 1SS edalie Sl s 5 055 plonil alian O o 51,8 10 b (G (ST w3
31 V0 14 L izen (6,51 S5 oclaT oy mlie 475 87 oukalie 5 s plonil 351V 519 amlian gl 1 L Olabl (1 Ll oo plovs]
A0 (5 O o 1t i g e 0 L) 5 (50 g 5 T 1 LE 0 & Ls Ol 4 sal o Ol e 4 0K
g Al il 53 ey 4 Jlzdl (6 5873 65 e  hnams dndy ol ey o s ola S5s lls &5 il o A&l w5l
o 5 Sl ) T sl & Al o 55287 (65,5587 &SSL i)l Ol ke Jald o 25 OB o cmen s gy in) ol 53 U
ol o o3l diedds  23Uas b (5,8 Wi iay 5l T Sl

SH O o Olakin ) Jeu>

o Mz e i el 4l s e o1 sy
OA s 655 o pike e At oy oDl 13T ol 3
oY s 655 o pike o At oy oDl 13T ol Y
¥7 eSS S e A8 gt g 33 3 o> ¥
A s (§ 5S> o pke \t ST o sl ol 151 ol ¥
£ i (655 e i SUT e doly oadhal 131 &l )




&2 75 O i Slasia ¥ Jous

o ez O o o il Sl S a3,
oY Aoyl it & i vy St DLl 5 (5,518 el e )
¥A Loyl it C s 2 Sl Olul 5 Dll (6531887 STl Cnds O glae Y
A G55 sl A St Ol 5 Ol (6555l ESSb Cad Oslae ¥
oY 65> S gl ¥y S35 DLl 5 (55,588 &Kl ke ¥
£y byl gl IS oy e 1% Sl DLl 5 Olal (65,518 &KL s O slae J
A Lyl syl bk Sy e YA Sl DLl 5 Oleal (65,5187 &KL nd O slae 4
o Lyl s, Cog ypcha v ‘_;,,:,;,ufoudmus&u,@wduo}w v
v Lyl s S e Y4 S35 Ol 5 Ol (53,5187 UL rd O slas A
¥y i 7S5 S ppile Yy 55 2l (655187 STl sl mlin O 3le q
£y NI e s3lasl ol \id o bl 5 Ol (6555587 STl Oglas Ve

3yly 93 08 Cowd Syl oS s (o0 ST Ll o adl oS S e olgiig 1) 0l S (ST R oles b olesl 4 Jo sl Jse S
Sl b Saags Sde SV b (6,8 55 5l wisle 5l Cta S slnl 58 BB solzel Siasly sl 15 0 AS Bask b 5
Sl ogpls J S 5 Lamen 0T Kin b (6,81 5 hass g3om AL (siluslazel aboar 1 a5 Lasma 53 5l psle Sltalie 5 2a g3,
pele Calise (lapsTe BB 8 (slacs 5 ol Calise mbis 51l s (555735 G b 51 (5l e Olallan b Sln sy (sladlstte 31 5L
OSUE Slao s 5 ¢ y2a SN

..unu;wm.»;{m;qu;jmumtw@,_su&)up\O;\o@&b\‘ygjﬂk;%

S 53 0T oy (sladd e Oloe sl 05k 55 (sl s 0 585 & Ky ¢ s 8 NS U8l o 3 5l 5 (5o gee SOISAS 51 g
S5 sl Camoler 4l Ooda b Db 0ls Ll 6513 5 5 Gl ¢ ol dgie 8l ol ol 53550 5 0 (6 g (S IS
L2y gl ladaly 5 las il 8 dlst e sl atn e e Ll 5 Jote o (o S Je) sl 0S5 3l eslizal b IS ol
s g Samsgy Sl S US55 003 3 (555 41 2! e b ot 5 4o adsl ol e e SIS 5 ol i
(sl e b Ol ol sie ol 1S s Loy ot 1) Calibee Sk Sl )38 oS ol W sie 87 5505 o0 Jpdis 65 1 0 1,
333503 (b b ol ol e o 0L 1) ot Sl ods il ol O ez 5 b0 s58B (oSS (slaesls (65T maz 5 pslike

135 psgin on 5 (51T SIS S5 4 o8 (5 gme s sl (Sl mmal Sl 25



SR F G W Jaue

o ad s

ol ds2e

o5 s

B Gl s 558 slapl I LS
3 Bl ol 53 S5 55 2 S5 08
Ol 58 5 53lg K6 s

Pl (S 3 Vi (g ey T3
bl G wSom 3 (5 goais 5 5ld

g —o,lle GleS>

o Ll 5 (sl 3 Sanl
o0 DMy ey 1 Ll 4l
Gl Wge Aad 5 oy sele sl
Pl S e 53 (550 5 i ool

o e ol TG gladely

el Jolse

ey Slie gluayslg

Ol pde (SN (g ludiail 5

> Sl Sy e b (bl ol Ly
S (glad - O (g5l
sl 5 Yl i 4s

ek U agrlse 3 lajle 6,500

lile Jolge

Sosee Jolss

Sl e (g5l sl

Ol pde (SN (g ledial 5
Sz (glad - O (g5l
sl 5 ¥l i 43

Calss b agalge 3 Slejle 5,550

4 e a5l paed e SIS
Sljle slazel 5 6,850 (e

S (bldil ol s SIS 5,5 2,5 08
Obolu 98 5 (83l Ui;lf):

Pl Lol $ s 0lg Sl a8
St (bl

b i 5 laas S sSKeal

Gl s sl b Sion

Gl Wge b 5 s sale glaslid Gl 6,8 S
o ey ey gy e Gl s G S Slosle
Ll Co e 53 (B35l s os sl e
Bl Sy 53 eV ometaTh (S ol 6155 5 (solgi (55lane
Pl S8 53 (65 maissls bl =57

3 Sdes Sy pte b bl ol Ly

e Bl

cad gLl g 5 sl le o SKanl
Sthes sl b5 mle 1 20
Lo oo S 3 3Ll 0l s ST

S glaw) 5 @bl 5K
Olesle

WN?&&LAJK,)L»‘,W)QLEL;)@L&
Ak Gl Kn 5 ale

2y Sl Sa s glate 4l

oml S8 Aol 5 5 jeakadi sl
Slajle IS ablons pide 5 &Ky a3 LoaS

Wik 5 ol oSl pus
Olasle Oyde Kin 3

sl e Lol 2




S5 Sk by ) sl 5l Koy pte

Sloile s T 3 5 YU Cuslis s e
Ol Bsim Sl Sl 4 o

Sl 6,k Gl 55l 035 e

5 Bl sy 5 ol S T pde

el ks

RS 3y 5 3 Sl il Sl
Pl Sleranai ;63 30 il ST

Ol e (6,8 5 Sl oy s suous

bl Sy Sledbl glacsle ) ii

St s ijse T Pl bt

D g
Pl it o 6,50k

Pldil Ol jae Jlesl 53 (65 senaid
SleeS Gl o g 53 Slunanl
Pl Slasanss Jsds5 53 O ks 4 258 25

0P Sl s 5o lar s pled

S st e 5 F kit
Ol pde u,_laL‘..aal

BB S e 015 B s Sl
bl Dlasanas 5o 5V 7 s 554
Pl 355 Dt S b 3T

Sl Slilss & 2yl @ledle

Gl 5 (Semcly slala

5 sl Ll s

Sl Loy 5 5o e 5 Jalis 5 paly
st 215 Jil 5 5l

Pl (S 53 5 G s al,
Sge g 5 (83550 3555 p 3l
OUSS gowry 8 Jd g J 3 e,

ool Sl ol 5 dslie skals”

G ) S0 sl
Ologonds Bsi [id s 5 (S 5laditoms 3 pual

s Sy QUi 5 i il

sl

Sl Slae &S5l Canss
Slojl slazel sl

S 4y Lo Jale DBl
Pl plss (Sls5k Jaals
LLail Gl 53 Gleasli 5 G o

S Olejl (G5l ol 5 s 2350

slazel 3 SIlae 4

L 5 i slaaly s
sVl e s LSl ol 5
Cald b gl ge 53 (B pote Jlaiil

el Ol e Sl il

Sl Zip s s alb ol

Shasza 5 bodgw T
Olajl jltle 5y bl

Deadiies 9 (o) Slad 5y S 585
S| Sl-Dol gl (g 5luans

s Sl 8 (5,8 IS

K nxﬂf}li ‘@w‘ &.;)L";“Z‘QJB
Olajla  gee B3I

laaly




i

PRI S T
e b
sz
sl THL
Sl s Ll 2 glea
Ol
B e
i g aki £l

IlajLs

sl el

ilajle S5L5 gl 5 ookl o el
s g e ppla b B i e 2
el = tBion b AL5L ol 518 i

bl el g D S a5 3 T

PRI NP

T
e e

PREE

e 2 L

S8l g b b LA gl 3 poen

I JURE T

LR IR L)

O ake oo

S g g

N PSR
bl alazel 4 __{J;a'._- o e

—ualela s

bl Bdmaalyg S

salg
L S0  bloal pllis
elael e .
el s ishatin) asle Fims
alajls balae
S e 5 g5

23 e bl
bl lae gl o

el gl gnlyd g lans

e e

G329 b 53 Ol e B b (2 (e S5 e (3L Je Y S

Jelse 51 slas sazma 31 Sl 5 (ki (sloioly (635558 STl 53 Ol e 48 b o e (65 ol 457 515 DL il g3y (slaadl
ks (6,8 IS8 gl Sla S omy ¢ i 63lg SIS & 313 0L b el Slejle 5 (Sia b eler ool sk L
oias S e L A Qe dle 5 S g 4 s 45 | S 5 il S, plas &1L (55 lons (s S b Dol
Sl (o o3l 2 e T 3 K b Jle SrOlesle 53 (et (S rmnal 4 a0 DL LBl A (5,8 el § 5
Clie 5 SN 51,8 b L o slaol s b sl ol Olojla 53 oyl Sl 5 lojle 6Sia 3 o Sl aSo sla SII 51 5L

@lw\}@ujuéu_\ﬂ},aal@‘\qb)}df@gngolkﬁq@_ﬂ»aw%M@ogSwlw@uju

ESSL Ol e o Slomenas (6,8 K8 53 (glodiS s 18 ¢ anl 3 GO 5 S8 Sl STl oS sl Ol Lty =
bl 5 ol (B gladaly ()bi’v S S e Gj.fbliﬁcwlcg‘;"ﬂ&TJ"u:“ﬁ‘-’J‘f}‘ ol 53 Ol e 305 (55,58

Ll oplapd fds ok idg e s (85 T3 4 (Bl (6 8 s T ol ol s i ) lttn 3 5 Dl

S 9 A § e

(Perlman et al., 2023; Saxena, 2022)



(o) gsijf@\iﬁs’)um slaslis sl ws ST S 5,05 Slaer Sy keSS 5 bl 6 pdcd s 4 by 0 Slaflls
(Harding & Cronin, 2022; Tan & Mingjing, 2022) das s Gyw 2l o1 056 5 ) abblous (g guwas 1) O ks
2 essle &;'Cw‘.g’ Sl 5 Ol e (B g o s 313 0L &7 ol sen (Kvirikashvili, 2024) glaadl b tass s imees
13 it Sl pde S glab 5 DLl Jlesl o o

&S 51> 0l gl 3 g (Bldil Slasenas 5 Sl (6,8 IS8 55 s gole 5 (sl (Sla S by 28 (23 e slaadl 51 s (S
3 L e Calien (Sla i )3 e Cals 0S5 & 345 0 e 5008 ISl o Ol (SCa b 5 elemml (oLl g slasls
Gladie ¢S5 diejl ( bz 5 03 28 laobjle 55 4l b 6f~fv*~**‘5 S das e Olas 4Bl ol Bl wdly Jslize gladely
boes S 5 8 Sl pen (s Slodst Sy e 5 gager GeSo b Lo e glatasn bt ) Sl pele Ll 5 o
2 b ol 4l uoen (Aliyu & Awobode, 2023; Duncan, 2024) 1 aSTT Ol e Sy » ool Glade) 5 sl
5olsEa 1y e L;,_fﬁws wT 5 Olaiigd S s 5 Jaows gla Sty 315 Ol 7 5,05 cals (Manaf et al., 2021)
S or Yok

<bb o sz‘f(""w Ga @l gn o e Sl oy LM o 8 il ke I S p DLl & s Ol Gt glaasily
Al b bluail Oy he OLSS 6l 21 45 358 o0 w0 gom ) b S85LE8 5 a8 DllamMe ¢ Slejlo o)l ¢ puaied Ll 593 5 it
Lily 5 Sl oy b et S 0 Ol 7 ol Kinlen Sljle Slde 5 (613l G 0 Slalllan b ames ol 355 4ol ge
sl umen (Awee et al., 2024; Nunes & Santos, 2022) das o il 1) 2 pde Slesead 53 @)l Jlazsl ¢ oased
S o (bluail Oy he gl 2l 53 DL Ol 51 0L, ST sl als Olis oS 5l Sl seen (Mabusela et al., 2024) EB L ol
Sols s pde Slaenas Jpds 9 Glojl slazel 53 age

A5l ol . Canl jluslazel 5 0 S50 ol 63 8555 4 (w45 rlb;jl)lif Jl 55 Olel 487 503 OLES bl tags b
Sljlree by ¢ bldil pllss sk o5 das e OLE (5146 3O Sy g 5 (Mol T e Sleile 6,55k sty e (g5lea sl
Mg;;.e@,‘.&Um,u;u\cugu,u.\i.\?L;uu;wgagai.c,,d‘@u;usu;c\@ujp,,u)@ul&gcwatsjs
oS o monen (Duncan, 2024; Gligor et al., 2024) wsls o s3lg 5,5 3L 5 Slojlo anw s AT 3 31 idw |y 4 &S ol
cliaie 1) OT OUS I oS 55 dal g ide i1 Slej Slojle aus A8 e 0L &S 5405 Cislee (McNamara et al., 2021) glaast b

.v&{ﬂ)ﬁ‘b‘)%ﬂ@jdw



CoiS (Ml Glacstle ) Cand 5 omad 55T 35meS Sl (SUaCo 3 guous 47 513 OLES Laasl ¢ Salstlie Jalge iw 53
dffp-w@ S le 5 s te M sl sy e a3 5146 (sla 35 58T BB O3 31 (65l ool SIS 31 s Sloanas
o e g Glad - WS T0) g sl imgs L adl pl das oo 2ol 8l 1) Sled A 5La8 5 cveded aidu Jlesl Jlaz] ol e 5 L
Nunes &) 1ls . 4¥sle L;ﬁf‘.:.‘,.a: G378 L1y (e G lgn dre s 5 Slosle G 5558T & el gums Sl s
6 S JSKa sls 0l & 5,05 Slsen (Souza et al., 2025) glaasl L iays B «osaen (Santos, 2022; Saxena, 2022
55 e Slojle slazel i)l 5 Slo,le Shals 4 Wilg oo olis Sljle 6 50 5 ) a3 6 on,
A{ﬁ;Jggq‘;ﬂf@’.ﬁ);o|,_.u6;\;@\;:.;@u.;ﬁujpl.,,:;lquyjjudba‘uujzwéumgyﬁ;é
Sl 53 (Slasl o sn g 50 p) IS o | g s o glite S oty ) (sl Sl e ¢ Jamme (sla a5 b Sl Sl Dl o633
ot (S Dlarenal 55 (6,8 g 5 613 Sl 4 bgs e Slallae L il ol 55 0 SloSle Slarensl (6 iy s i S8l 5 SIle
5 EXo gl 0 g 51 Ol 7 ol Keales (Stanley & Neck, 2025) =L sl L (omes (Wang et al., 2022) ol
s 15 5h o Sia 1) Ol e e a2 Ty 5 (VST Gl sl Ll 5 e Dlise s

ey &_\Jfg}él.b. wile sbasaly gl DLyl 5 Fsim GaeSiu ) (2ol 6l Ol e 457 315 OLES Cpimmen Eags sbaasil
b sl i ol (DLl ol )3 (IS Sy pe (85 olins LIS Laylid s ol ST oo o3litl S gtans JES) 5 Dlacanad (63 Lvclitans
S eSSl W5 5L 5l Jarl 5 55 Ol e LS gn Ol o Sl et Eyy S pe 5 (Sl 1S b L o Dlallae
Oeored x5 | (Guiney, 2022; Harding & Cronin, 2022) aiS” . Iy 51,5 ¢Sy Jlisl 5 418 dablous (gla i 4 bt
S e ST blail o e 3 Codlid Gl 5 g ylsl (sl st L el Sy 1 oS 5,05 Gl (K, 2024) slassly L

5 e STHsl Crands ¢ Slojlu slazel 2als 4 Ll 5 o0 gl SOlonanad 3,k o 53 Cand &5 515 Olid s El ekl i s
L oo Ol 8l Kaalen OUS,HIS 5, 5 Slojlo e b Jas o sla in s Lasl cpl5sd aie Caldws & G Jalad Db slys
Awee et al., 2024; Gligor et al., ) cul 3l >l gla,ks, il 5 Sljle dge JialS Julse A ) S Flae g oSyl
S (6 i Slazel 5 Sy Cual | OUSTHI87 (il (g5l 5 Dol cCodlad 5 i ool Oloanad &5 Sboj ¢ Jilas 5.(2024
NPy N W | Py s

sy 6,8 IS .l 0k, 5L 5 5 e 3N (b B (gt &S b s Olejle &7 ls DL uomen Sl tagh =t

bl el kST alp 1y (sl (slasls,y [2alST 5 e 1 aes W15 e el (65E 3k dnms 5 i T (g5 ledits ¢ gan



S ot Sk Gl 53 5316 (5 3k 5 (651 (L Bd 25 4T Lol gwt Sl s T e 5 ) smnenls S aSo o 5 slaol s
secdlde ST 3 45 ogime ien 5 5ysls Sl eslinul b Las o Sldlae b asm ol ¢ mmen (Tian et al., 2024) w,ls 456
A8 LS Slail glas, S s 2 4 Llg e ( ISl Sl b Al en Sy 5 sl ST e Ol &S 3)ls Sl sees
.Muthukuda Arachchige Dona Shiroma Jeeva Shirajanie, 2024)

i b (oolg gla bl Ol jes Tl L5l c555Le8 &Sl s 4l b o (e ‘5"?("“"" S oo OLi gy slaasl (p saame 5o
e o5 4 (s Sy jhe S (sl ol (line & B o S ol 55 3 b Sl Sl sl le s 5 e o5 0T ¢Sl sl
o3 Slalllan b ol ol S o 13 sl lajle Ooltal 5 SLusl SllamShe ¢ 56 Sl J1 Ole o ol SLaslazel 5 o, S5l LT
DI S04 5 oIS Cudl & gliws 5 o laDlejlu 457 das o O 5 035 Kanlan Slejle Sl 5 (gled = M1 ¢ SIS
Case & Smith, 2023; Etemadi et al., 2025; ) ks | e 3N ,?cwb (olis bl sbpls 5w oS > 250
.(Kallinikos, 2023; Lan, 2024; Lecumberri, 2022; Radkani et al., 2025; Wang et al., 2022; Yap & Tan, 2020
F 2 el S aT 565558 ESSL OB s 5 Ol e 4 6 LT dmela 03 5 3 gulos 4 Ol 55 oo Sl s A3 s o))
uumjU:A,;,“_;a.;g,:au‘W.;jugj.\,uujuL;uouju)u&uu@bumgéﬁ;\mﬁqulﬁgg;wwwu
Gl Ol e Sloj Cusgdome . dns oo Sl 311 08 A Syl (63 5 Sl o 5 ails 5l bl s s 56 0Kl ¢ Gras (laaLias )
YV TS A BT NG REOR IS (% e LSWSJ;M g oo 50 Comle Y5k glaaslas ol

L 15 0sn3T 3550 ot SWOlle 55 55 5 o sas 5 (F93 SLESSL Lo 3 1y el )l (5580 codnT (glata s 355 oo slgibn
4 15 oo La it Olon Lol gy (o) 2 5 oo sl s lisl sl (o8 (Sla b sy sl mioman 3 5 (o8] B gl (ol ey s OISl
S b b s S 3 eanal o (Sla ) 5 ) smesesls (Sladilel ¢ oo simn i ga la s slS SEE sy LS 0SS S (6 i an g
33 g o pemn T Olidond (51 e slaaies K053l 35

Sl ane o bl L;uéﬂfw Sy 3okl 5 Blis gla Janlly gns (1 b b (65,518 L 3 58 oo slgiiny ¢(53,2,1 law 5
Gl 5 Glugy Slie (gla > BN o) 53 BT Glaeyss oIS a5l P Gljle Slae PIRgrAw
LI 55l sl 66t sl an 5 topas ST ST e D3l kST Sl 4 5 oo 3 O e (81 (6 S e

b 3 g 15 (65 sl ol (2w 1 5 (615 S ¢ Gla 3l slazel il 5 oo (Bladil (sladn T3y oyl Sy 5 5 QLSS 5,555 5L



G 99 &5 ylivo

L3 Sl LSS 1 08 ey poled e ol 2,5 s

&bo

5 gy dln 3L 4 S s ol andllan plonil

SHS1 (3190

el oys 8 ol gl plal 5 S0 e e (BS pol S 5l has ol oaleS 5

SN 408 g JSS

AT o Jor & 15,08 5 S5 L35 alan [l rags cpl plail 55 &8 SLST sles

Extended Abstract

Introduction

Managerial decision-making is one of the most critical dimensions of governance and organizational
effectiveness in contemporary institutions, particularly within public and financial organizations. Among
different forms of managerial decisions, punitive and disciplinary decisions are especially sensitive because
they directly influence employees’ perceptions of justice, trust, legitimacy, motivation, and organizational
commitment. Organizational punishment is no longer perceived merely as an instrument of control or authority
enforcement; instead, modern governance frameworks increasingly conceptualize disciplinary systems as
mechanisms for ethical regulation, behavioral correction, institutional learning, and trust reconstruction
(Stanley & Neck, 2025). Consequently, impartiality in punitive decision-making has emerged as a
fundamental requirement for sustainable organizational governance and administrative health.

Recent transformations in organizational governance demonstrate a clear shift from traditional punishment-
centered systems toward justice-oriented, transparent, and learning-based disciplinary approaches.
Contemporary studies indicate that employees evaluate not only the severity of punishment but also the
fairness, consistency, and procedural legitimacy of disciplinary processes (Perlman et al., 2023). Perceived
injustice in disciplinary decisions can generate distrust, organizational silence, resistance behaviors, and
reduced work performance, whereas fair and transparent punishment systems strengthen institutional
legitimacy and employee cooperation (Awee et al., 2024). In this context, disciplinary decision-making
becomes an ethical and relational process rather than a purely administrative function.

The literature on governance and public administration further emphasizes that disciplinary systems are heavily

influenced by institutional structures, power relations, legal obligations, and sociocultural environments.



Managers operating within bureaucratic systems often encounter tensions between ethical fairness and
institutional conservatism, especially when disciplinary actions may generate legal, political, or reputational
risks (Dickson, 2025). Under such circumstances, punitive decisions may become defensive, inconsistent, or
influenced by informal networks and external pressures rather than objective organizational standards.
Research on organizational justice highlights procedural fairness as a key determinant of employee acceptance
of disciplinary outcomes. Employees are more likely to perceive sanctions as legitimate when decision-making
processes are transparent, standardized, and impartial (Mabusela et al., 2024). Conversely, inconsistent or
personalized disciplinary actions can undermine trust and weaken organizational cohesion. Similarly, studies
on ethics management argue that accountability mechanisms and ethical governance frameworks are essential
for minimizing managerial bias and strengthening professional responsibility (Nunes & Santos, 2022).

In modern financial institutions, the issue of impartial punitive decision-making becomes even more important
because these organizations simultaneously pursue economic efficiency, administrative integrity, and public
trust. Any perception of injustice within disciplinary systems can damage both employee morale and
institutional credibility (Wanja & Ibrahim, 2023). This issue is particularly significant in state-owned banks,
where organizational decisions are closely connected to broader social and economic expectations.

The emergence of artificial intelligence and digital governance has also intensified scholarly attention toward
fairness and impartiality in decision-making systems. While algorithmic systems may reduce some forms of
human bias, studies suggest that technological systems themselves may reproduce hidden structural
inequalities unless they are supervised within ethical governance frameworks (Muthukuda Arachchige Dona
Shiroma Jeeva Shirajanie, 2024). Therefore, scholars increasingly emphasize the importance of integrating
technology with human-centered ethical oversight.

Studies in organizational behavior demonstrate that punishment can influence employee effort and
performance differently depending on how employees interpret the motivations and fairness of managerial
actions (Gligor et al., 2024). Employees do not merely learn about violations from punishment; they also infer
the moral values, intentions, and legitimacy of decision-makers (Radkani & Saxe, 2023; Radkani et al.,
2025). Thus, disciplinary decisions carry symbolic and cultural meanings that shape organizational trust and
identity.

Furthermore, contemporary governance literature stresses the necessity of ethical accountability and
transparency in managerial decision-making. Effective disciplinary systems require clear procedures,
institutional consistency, and professional ethics in order to prevent arbitrary punishment and informal
favoritism (Harding & Cronin, 2022; Tan & Mingjing, 2022). However, many organizations, especially in
developing administrative systems, still rely heavily on personalized judgments and informal managerial
discretion.

Despite the growing international literature on ethical governance and organizational justice, there remains

limited research on the development of indigenous and context-sensitive models for impartial punitive



decision-making within financial institutions. In the Iranian banking system, disciplinary decisions are often
influenced by bureaucratic complexity, sociocultural pressures, legal uncertainty, and organizational
conservatism. Therefore, the present study aimed to develop an impartial punitive decision-making model for
managers in the Agricultural Bank of Iran using grounded theory methodology.

Methods and Materials

The present study employed a qualitative research design using the systematic grounded theory approach
developed by Strauss and Corbin. The study was considered fundamental in terms of purpose because it sought
to develop a conceptual and indigenous model for impartial punitive decision-making among managers within
the Agricultural Bank of Iran. Data collection was conducted through in-depth semi-structured interviews.
The statistical population consisted of theoretical and practical experts in the fields of management, economics,
accounting, banking, and organizational administration. Participants were selected using purposive non-
random sampling based on criteria such as managerial experience, academic expertise, professional
knowledge, and familiarity with disciplinary systems. Theoretical saturation was achieved after conducting
interviews with 15 participants, including 5 academic experts and 10 senior banking managers and executives.
The interviews were conducted face-to-face to ensure clarity, depth, and elimination of ambiguities during data
collection. Interview questions focused on organizational justice, disciplinary procedures, governance
structures, managerial discretion, ethical challenges, and institutional barriers related to punitive decision-
making.

Data analysis was conducted simultaneously with data collection using open coding, axial coding, and selective
coding procedures. MAXQDA software was used for organizing and analyzing qualitative data. During the
open coding stage, primary concepts and categories were identified from interview transcripts. In the axial
coding stage, relationships between categories were established within Strauss and Corbin’s six-dimensional
paradigm model, including causal conditions, contextual conditions, intervening conditions, central
phenomena, strategies, and consequences. Finally, selective coding integrated the categories into a coherent
conceptual model of impartial punitive decision-making.

To ensure validity and trustworthiness, several qualitative validation strategies were applied, including
prolonged engagement with participants, triangulation of data sources, continuous comparison of emerging
categories, and verification of interpretations through repeated analysis.

Findings

The findings of the study resulted in the identification of 77 concepts and 20 major categories organized within
the grounded theory paradigm model. The core phenomenon of the model was identified as impartial punitive
decision-making among managers in the Agricultural Bank.

The causal conditions included five major dimensions: transformative transition from traditional punishment

toward justice, learning, and organizational trust; institutional-legal governance dominating disciplinary

systems; contextual and mission-related complexities underlying organizational violations; cultural-value



conflicts in implementing organizational justice; and institutional and technological architecture of disciplinary
monitoring systems.

The findings indicated that disciplinary decisions were strongly influenced by legal obligations, centralized
bureaucratic structures, and supervisory institutions. Managers frequently emphasized the importance of legal
documentation and institutional compliance when making disciplinary decisions. Simultaneously, contextual
factors such as geographical diversity of branches, local social pressures, mission-related operational demands,
and seasonal workload fluctuations significantly shaped disciplinary practices.

The core conditions of the model consisted of structural-institutional governance, social factors, and
organizational factors. Structural governance included legal supervision, bureaucratic centralization,
multilayered disciplinary procedures, and technology-oriented disciplinary governance. Social factors
included informal relationships, generational conflicts, local cultural influences, and the consequences of
ineffective traditional punishment systems. Organizational factors included procedural justice
institutionalization, ethical empowerment of managers, merit-based disciplinary systems, professional ethics
structures, and organizational learning.

Intervening conditions included human limitations, insufficient managerial training, time constraints, weak
information infrastructures, personalization of disciplinary decisions, inconsistent implementation of
regulations, and institutional pressures weakening managerial authority. Many managers reported that personal
relationships, humanitarian concerns, and organizational politics often influenced disciplinary outcomes.

The dominant managerial strategies identified in the model included intervention reduction, conflict avoidance,
legal defensiveness, risk transfer, postponement of disciplinary procedures, and extensive documentation of
decisions. Managers often preferred conservative disciplinary approaches in order to minimize legal and
organizational risks.

The consequences of these strategies included reduced perceptions of organizational justice, weakened
organizational trust, normalization of certain violations, inconsistency in disciplinary implementation,
managerial psychological exhaustion, and defensive organizational behavior. However, the findings also
revealed positive outcomes such as the strengthening of formal procedures, increased attention to ethical
reforms, and the emergence of experiential organizational learning processes.

Discussion and Conclusion

The findings of this study demonstrated that impartial punitive decision-making is a multidimensional
organizational phenomenon shaped by structural, institutional, social, ethical, and contextual factors. The
results indicate that disciplinary decision-making in financial institutions cannot be understood merely as an
administrative process; rather, it reflects broader governance patterns, organizational culture, and institutional
power dynamics.

One of the most important findings was the dominant influence of institutional-legal governance over

disciplinary systems. Managers operated under extensive legal and supervisory pressures, which transformed



disciplinary decision-making into a defensive and risk-averse process. This situation often encouraged
managers to prioritize legal protection over corrective and developmental objectives. The findings further
showed that contextual complexities, including geographical diversity and mission-related pressures,
significantly affected how managers interpreted and responded to organizational violations.

The study also highlighted the strong impact of informal social relationships and cultural values on disciplinary
fairness. Informal networks, personal relationships, and sociocultural expectations frequently complicated the
implementation of consistent organizational justice. These findings suggest that achieving impartiality requires
not only formal regulations but also cultural transformation and institutional transparency.

Another major finding was the organization’s gradual transition from traditional punitive approaches toward
justice-oriented and learning-based disciplinary systems. Concepts such as procedural justice, ethical
professionalism, organizational learning, and trust reconstruction indicated an emerging shift toward corrective
and developmental disciplinary philosophies. The findings suggest that disciplinary systems become more
effective when employees perceive them as transparent, educational, and fair rather than merely punitive.
The results additionally revealed that limitations in managerial training, ethical competence, and information
infrastructures weakened the quality of disciplinary decision-making. Many managers relied heavily on
personal experience and discretionary judgment because of insufficient institutional guidance and inconsistent
procedures. This increased the likelihood of variability and personalization in disciplinary actions.

Overall, the findings indicate that impartial punitive decision-making requires simultaneous reform in
organizational governance, ethical training, institutional transparency, and disciplinary infrastructures.
Impartiality should not be interpreted as mechanical enforcement of regulations, but rather as a form of
informed, ethical, and trust-building justice capable of balancing legal obligations, organizational interests,
and human considerations. The proposed grounded theory model provides a conceptual framework for
improving disciplinary governance, strengthening organizational justice, and enhancing administrative health

within financial institutions.
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