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Abstract

Previous research in organizational behavior has reported many variables serving as either mediators or moderators in the predictive
relationship between justice perceptions and turnover intentions. So far, none of the studies seems to have considered the possible
influence of self-efficacy as a moderating variable in that relationship. Positive organizational behavior approach strongly offers
usage of individual capacity variables for producing positive organizational outcomes (Luthans, 2002). In this study, we have
explored the moderating role of self-efficacy in the relationship between justice perceptions and turnover intentions. Nine-hundred
and four employees coming from private companies of Istanbul and Ankara, in Turkey, participated in the study. To analyze the
results, we have used confirmatory factor analyses and regression analyses. Our results revealed important findings in relation to
the moderating effects of different self-efficacy dimensions. We have found a negative relationship between justice perceptions and
turnover intentions. For self-efficacy dimensions, many interaction effects were as expected, except for those high in willingness to
expend effort in completing the behavior. We discussed the results in light of certain theoretical assumptions and offered related
recommendations for organizational practice and future research.
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1. Introduction

The relationship between organizational justice perceptions and turnover intentions have been a long debate in
organizational behavior (OB) research. As in many other organization- related research models, the researchers studied
the relationships between justice and turnover again through organization related variables. As an example,
commitment (Ali & Jan, 2012; Hendrix, Robbins, Miller, & Summers, 1998; Karim, 2009; Poon, 2012), social support
(Soltis, Agneessens, Sasovova, & Labianca, 2013), trust (Bal, de Lange, Ybema, Jansen, & van der Velde, 2011;
Farooq & Farooq, 2014), perceived job characteristics (Li & Bagger, 2012), and satisfaction (Hendrix et al., 1998)
served as mediators or moderators in that relationship. It seems that the role of individual variables (such as
personality, self-esteem, self-efficacy, awareness...etc.) were underrepresented in OB research in general and in justice
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research in particular. Although the reasons and the rationale for this might be discussed at another time, it might be
worthwhile to consider an emerging “positive trend” in the field.

2. The Rise of Positive Organizational Behavior (POB): Increasing Awareness of the Role of Individual
Strengths

Luthans (Luthans, 2002), in his article on (POB), talked about how OB field had given more concentration on the
workplace dysfunctions in terms of theory building and research applications while the popular business books mainly
had a strength focus, trying to influence the readers of today’s business toward a more healthy workplace applications,
relations and management. This inevitably led those in organizations to follow the bestsellers’ advice and suggestions,
especially those who were in the HR and/or management roles. Luthans (2002) therefore suggested that the OB field
had to make the necessary shift in perspective towards people’s strengths that actually meant cognitive and emotional
resources. Changing this perspective required changes in research variables to be studied, as well as changes in related
research models that benefited real-world applications like those of selection methods, training modules, managerial
practices and all other kinds of workplace developmental programs. In his thorough attempt to define POB, Luthans
(2002) has chosen to include strengths of individuals as having certain psychological capacities that composed of self-
efficacy, hope, optimism, subjective well-being, and emotional intelligence (CHOSE). Among these capacities, self-
efficacy, although being most recognized and established over the years of theory and research, was considered very
little or was even ignored in OB research (Luthans, 2002). More importantly, self-efficacy for Luthans was a
remarkable construct mainly for the following: Apart from an individual’s own abilities and skills, the belief in those
abilities led to positive choices, motivational effort and perseverance that are all very influential for an individual’s
performance. As a result, being a high performer, the manager/employee concentrates on the task, gives all s(he) can
to accomplish it, and perseveres when s(he) meets obstacles in the workplace.
2.1.Self-efficacy related research in OB

Self-efficacy as a moderator in job and work-related variables was in a few, if not in many studies. As an example,
in a study that tried to understand the relationship between the job demands and work-related psychological responses
among Malaysian technical workers, Panatik, O’Driscoll, & Anderson (2011) found that self-efficacy moderated the
impact of job demands on psychological strain. When the individual had low self-efficacy, high job demands had
higher negative effect on feeling anxiety and depression. However, the researchers failed to find a significant moderator
effect related to the relationship between job satisfaction and turnover intentions. They attributed these mixed findings
to a possible culture effect. In Malaysia, work demands meant serving the in-group needs not the person him or herself.
Therefore, having high job demands reflected a form of sacrifice to one’s in-group. Thus, it might not lead to a decision
to leave the organization. As a result, an individual variable such as self-efficacy might have played a moderator role
concerning those specific variables. Similarly, in a study carried out with middle school teachers in China, Yu, Wang,
Zhai, Dai, and Yang (2014) found a mediating role of self-efficacy while trying to explain the work stress-job burnout
relationship.

In an attempt understand the influential role of future time perspective on several work-related outcomes, Park and
Jung (2015) came up with the finding that occupational self-efficacy influenced turnover intention through career and
organizational commitment. This meant that occupational self-efficacy might be having a role in one’s commitment to
his or her career and organization. Apart from attitudinal and emotional variables, others have studied self-efficacy as
a predictor for an important outcome variable such as performance. Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott and Rich (2007), in
their study that looked at the self-efficacy’s contribution to work performance, found a prediction effect especially in
tasks that were less complex. Looking at the above studies, we might infer that self-efficacy, whether being measured
as a state or a trait, as a general or an occupational construct, seems to be playing some roles in attitudinal and/or
outcome variables in OB research. As the original definition implies, self-efficacy relates to one’s judgments about
one’s ability to act and manage tasks under many conditions that includes ambiguity, unpredictability, and most
naturally, stress (Bandura & Schunk, 1981). In addition, as part of the following definitions and according to the social
cognitive theory, self-efficacy related to high effort and persistence, as they are also part of the individual’s
motivational behaviors (Chaudhary, Rangnekar, & Barua, 2012). When it comes to the give and take between the
employee/manager and the organization, one can naturally wonder the processes and/or outcomes of such relationship
especially when an individual has high self-efficacy, meaning that s(he) is giving his/her best to the task at hand,
spending considerably high effort, and having a strong belief in what s(he) is able to accomplish no matter how the
organizational environment looks like. As well as having a judgment about the personal capabilities, the individual
inevitably would be developing judgments about what is going around in terms of organizational rewards, performance
incentives, the processes by which those outcomes are attained, and the way organizational actors play roles during
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those exchanges.
2.2.0rganizational Justice and Related Outcomes

Organizational justice described the relationship of fairness to one’s workplace. It mainly reflected a perception
about fair treatment and the way in which this type of perception influenced other workplace variables (Moorman,
1991). Hendrix et al. (1998) talked about Cronpanzano and Greenberg (1997), two leading researchers in the justice
field, to have noted the topic to be of high interest especially during the 1990s for 1/O psychology, human resource
management and OB researchers.

As for the dimensions of organizational justice, distributive justice, representing the perceived fairness of tangible
rewards, was the focus of early justice research (Hendrix et al., 1998). Later on, a justice dimension that reflected the
fairness of the procedures used to achieve related outcomes, namely, procedural justice (see Folger & Greenberg, 1985)
was established (Hendrix et al., 1998). Another dimension to be a part of procedural justice named as interactional
justice (see Bies, 1987; Moorman, 1991) which involved fairness perceptions related to the way managers and others
who are in charge of controlling resources/rewards treat those on the receiving end (Bies & Moag, 1986; as cited in
Meisler, 2013). Among the many outcome variables related to justice, turnover was a frequently studied one. However,
according to Posthuma, Maertz, and Dworkin (2007), there was no established success regarding the relationship
especially between procedural justice and actual turnover behavior. Although Posthuma et al. (2007) mention the
availability of strong research support for the turnover intentions; there were inconsistencies in terms of the predictive
power of procedural justice for the behavioral domain. The possible reason for that was measuring procedural justice
as one single construct. As part of their empirical effort to better understand the relationship between procedural justice
and turnover, Hendrix et al. (1998) proposed that there needs to be two categories under procedural justice: Formal
and informal. The formal procedures reflected the justice/injustice by the whole organization, whereas the informal
procedures came from those in authority positions. While the former dealt with policies, rules and procedures, the
latter involved informal actions such as giving feedback and general treatment of the employee. As a result of their
study with employees working full-time in a production plant, Hendrix et al. (1998) found that procedural justice,
especially interpersonal justice component affected actual turnover through intrinsic job satisfaction, commitment,
attendance motivation and turnover intentions. It is also important to note that there was a direct effect of turnover
intentions on actual turnover.

In general, studies of justice-turnover relationship concentrated on several variables mediating or moderating in
between. However, as we mentioned earlier, the mediating or moderating variables were mostly under the
organization-related attitudes and behaviors category. Having said that, we thought it might still be useful to mention
brief summaries of those research findings.

In their study where they have explored the age and trust as possible moderators in the relation between procedural
justice and turnover, Bal et al. (2011) found that there were negative relations considering age and procedural justice
with turnover and negative relationship between procedural justice and turnover especially for employees with high
trust. This meant that when employees perceived high procedural justice and who had high trust for their organizations
were more likely to stay in the organization. In addition, older employees who had higher trust levels were more willing
to stay. Here it might be important to note that age or trust alone did not have significant moderating relationships, but
they had effects in combination. Trust as a variable alone also played a significant role in a study using an employee
sample from a south Asian Telecommunication Company. According to the research findings, both distributive and
procedural justice increased trust in one’s organization and therefore the result was decreased turnover (Farooq &
Faroog, 2014).

Taking justice as a social environmental variable, Li and Bagger (2012) investigated the mediating role of job
characteristics. Job characteristics partially mediated the influence of especially procedural justice on turnover
intentions. With job characteristics, the authors meant task significance, feedback and autonomy which would be
relevant for procedural justice perceptions as they represented accurate information given to employees for decision
making, opportunities to challenge decisions, giving employees freedom of expression, and providing consistency.

Among organization related attitudes, commitment usually was a mediating variable. As an example, Karim (2009),
in his study carried out with middle level managers from two organizations in Pakistan; found that commitment
mediated the relationship between procedural justice and turnover, whereas distributive justice had a direct influence
without an interplay of any mediating variable. Here it might be useful to highlight the importance of procedural justice
for the individual employees’ commitment levels. Similarly, another study from Pakistan by Ali and Jan (2012)
demonstrated that there were positive relations between two justice dimensions (distributive and procedural) and
commitment levels, and negative relations with turnover intentions in a sample of medical representatives. Poon
(2012), in his study with employees from diverse organizations in Malaysia, also tried to explore similar relationships
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this time via affective commitment. In this study, distributive justice also had a negative effect over turnover intentions
but this time through affective commitment. Here the researcher treated procedural justice as a moderator variable in
the relationship between affective commitment and turnover intention. As a result, high levels of procedural justice
laid the ground for both direct and indirect effect of distributive justice on turnover intentions (through affective
commitment), and low of levels of procedural justice did so for only an indirect effect by distributive justice. Although
the results of this study might seem a bit complicated, it might be useful to remind us the possible contributions by
different justice dimensions in many different types of influential combinations.

Finally, in a study carried out with employees from a large manufacturing company in Turkey, Olcer (2015) found
that commitment mediated the relationship between procedural justice and turnover intentions more strongly compared
to the distributive justice.

Apart from commitment, trust and job characteristics, job embeddedness was having a moderator role in justice-
turnover relationship. Karatepe and Shahriari (2014), in their study with Iranian hotel employees, found a strong
moderator role of job embeddedness. Negative influences of all justice types on turnover intentions were stronger
among employees who had high levels of job embeddedness.

Looking through the available literature results, the studied variables do not address a direct and clear relationship
from justice to turnover. This would inevitably lead us to explore additional variables in question that might help to
understand the dynamic nature that seems to be evidently prevalent in the justice-turnover relationship. Here a possible
presence of an individual difference variable might be useful to expand our understanding of this seemingly complex
relationship pattern.
2.3.Possible Role of Self-Efficacy in Justice-turnover intention relationship

From the research findings related to justice perceptions and turnover intentions, we might naturally infer that justice
is an important variable to prevent turnover escalation in organizations. If/when employees/managers perceive that
there are fair procedures and distribution of resources in one’s organization, they would be less willing to leave and
more likely to stay in the organization (Farooq & Farooq, 2014; Karatepe & Shahriari, 2014; Li & Bagger, 2012; Poon,
2012). Equity theory by Adams (1963; as cited in Farooq & Farooq, 2014) posits that in organizations employees give
their skills, expertise, accumulated experience, educational capacities, and, from a self-efficacy perspective, give their
effort to their tasks, projects, departments, in short, to their organization as a whole. In exchange of these inputs, they
are in the position to receive rewards such as pay, promotion or other types of incentives.

As self-efficacy implies one’s firm belief in his/her abilities, skills and effort, we believe those individuals who are
high in their self-efficacy, might be more sensitive to a certain give and take between themselves and their
organizations. This would involve resources, procedures as well as relationships. This means that all types of justice
perceptions would be included in our research model. Therefore, we thought that it might be valuable to offer the
following research hypotheses:

Ha: Thereis a negative relationship between all types of justice perceptions and turnover intentions.

H2a: For those individuals having high self-efficacy, the relationship between all types of justice perceptions

and turnover intentionsis strong.

Hay: For those individuals having low self-efficacy, the relationship between all types of justice perceptions

and turnover intentionsis weak.

Our first hypothesis follows from previous research findings related to justice-turnover relationship. The last
two hypotheses suggest that individuals having a certain level of self-efficacy would be differing in their justice
perception levels, in other words, in their sensitivity concerning justice related issues.

3. Methods

Sample and Procedures: We selected and surveyed the employees of private sector in Ankara and Istanbul, two
metropolitan cities in Turkey. We collected the data by convenience sampling from March 2015 to September 2015.
Two data collectors collected questionnaires from these two different cities and ensured the consistency of the survey
during data collection time. After the collection of data, we entered it to the relevant software to analyze the results.
We tested the validity of the scales. To test the validity of the scales, we used confirmatory factor analyses. To examine
the model fit, indices of chi square-degree of freedom ratio (y32/df), comparative fit index (CFI), goodness of fit index
(GFI), and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) were used for the assessment (Hair, Black, Babin,
Anderson, and Tatham, 2006). For the Organizational Justice scale, value of chi square-degree of freedom ratio (y2/df)
was 6,948; comparative fit index (CFI) was 0,934; goodness of fit index (GFI) was 0,871 and the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) was 0,081. For Self Efficacy Scale, value of chi square-degree of freedom ratio
(x2/df) was 8,527, comparative fit index (CFI) was 0,901; goodness of fit index (GFI) was 0,882 and the root mean
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square error of approximation (RMSEA) was 0,091. Finally, for the Turnover Intention scale, value of chi square-
degree of freedom ratio (¥2/df) was 8,621; comparative fit index (CFI) was 0,994; goodness of fit index (GFI) was
0,991 and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was 0,092. Nine-hundred and four employees
completed the survey. Fifty-three percent of the respondents who completed the questionnaire were female and fifty-
four of them were married. Almost 26 percent of the respondents were managers. The average age of the respondents
was 34 and had worked at their companies for 5 to 8 years.

3.1.Measures
Organizational justice. Organizational justice was the independent variable of the study. We measured participant
perceptions of procedural justice, distributive justice and interactional justice. We used several valid and reliable scales
of the relevant studies Folger and Konovski, Williams, Malos and Palmer, 2002). For procedural justice, we used
Moorman’s (1991) procedural justice scale. Participants of the study were informed about the “procedures in making
decisions about collection of information, challenging the decision, generating standards, etc”. For interactional justice,
combinations of Moorman’s (1991) and Folger and Konovski’s (1989) scales were used. Here we assessed the
perceptions about respondents’ managers. Sample statements in the scale included: “Your supervisor considered your
viewpoint”; “Your supervisor was able to suppress personal biases, etc”. The combination of Moorman’s (1991) and
Williams, Malos and Palmer’s (2002) scales measured distributive justice. Some items in the scales were as follows:
“Fairly rewarded considering the responsibilities”, “Fairly rewarded in view of the amount of experience you have”.
Yiiriir adapted Turkish version of this scale as a whole in 2005.
Self-Efficacy. We used the self-efficacy scale developed by Sherer, Maddux, Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs,
and Rogers (1982). Yildirim and Ilhan adapted the Turkish version of the scale in 2010. We used three sub-dimensions
for self-efficacy, which were moderating variables in this study. These three sub-dimensions were “willingness to
initiate behavior”, “willingness to expend effort in completing the behavior”, “persistence in the face of adversity”.
We simply used the term “Wib” for “willingness to initiate behavior”, “Wee” for “willingness to expend effort in
completing the behavior” and “Pinfa” for “persistence in the face of adversity”. Respondents were asked to indicate
whether various statements applied to them with a five-point likert-type scale.
Turnover Intention. This variable was the dependent variable of our study. We used four items from the turnover scale
by Rosin and Korabik (1991) to get the perception of the respondents about their turnover intention. The sample items
were: “I am thinking of changing my job”, “I am actively seeking a new job”. Again, we used a five-point Likert-scale.
Conclusion

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for, and correlations among, the study variables that are independent,
moderator and dependent variables. The main results showed that there were negative and statistically significant
relations among turnover intention and sub dimensions of justice. This result supported the main relation between
justice and turnover intention. Table 2 shows the regression results. We then suggested nine models for testing the
moderation effects of sub-dimensions of self-efficacy. In all models, there were negative relationships between the
sub-dimensions of justice and turnover intention. This result supported the main theoretical background of the study.
The other findings showed that most of the sub-dimensions of justice and the sub-dimensions of the self-efficacy
variables had statistically significant relations.

TABLE 1
Correlations and Descriptive Statistics®
Variables Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6
1.Distibutive Justice 3,14 1,17
2.Interractional
Justice 3,33 1,06 ,751**
3.Procedural
Justice 2,87 1,12 ,614** ,642**
4 Wib 2,55 1,31 0,04 ,096** 0,02
5.Pinfa 3,41 0,49 ,079* ,128** 0,06 AT76%**
6.Wee 3,48 0,82 ,086** ,189** ,170** ,222%* A469**
7.Intention to
Turnover 3,56 0,71 -, 464** -,429** -,392** -,080* -,076* 0,00
an=904.

* p<.05
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**p < 01

As we can see from Table 2, all sub-dimensions of justice had negative effects on intention to turnover. Besides, in
each model, we tested the moderating effects of self-efficacy subdimensions on intention to turnover. In Model 1, 2
and 3, the interaction effect of procedural justice and willingness to initiate behavior (-,2329; p < 0,01), persistence in
the face of adversity (-,0940; p < 0,05) and willingness to expend effort in completing the behavior were all-significant
concerning the intention to turnover (,1874; p < 0,01). In model 4, the interaction effect of interactional justice and
willingness to initiate behavior was tested. The results showed that this interaction was also statistically significant (-
,2796; p < 0,01). In model 5, the interaction effect of the persistence in the face of adversity and interactional justice
was not significant (-,0805; p > 0,05). Model 6 tested the interaction effect of interactional justice and willingness to
expend effort in completing the behavior. In this model this interaction effect was statistically significant (,1336; p <
0,01). Model 7, 8 and 9 tested the interaction effects of self-efficacy dimensions and distributive justice dimensions.
In model 7, the moderating effect of willingness to initiate behavior (-,1835; p < 0,01) was significant. But in model
8, we found no evidence concerning the interaction effect (-,0156; p > 0,05). Finally, in model 9 the moderating effect
of willing to expend effort in completing the behavior was statistically significant.

After analyzing the results of regression models, we depicted graphs to demonstrate the relation between the sub
dimensions of organizational justice and turnover intention based on different levels of sub-dimensions of self-efficacy.
We included graphs only when there was a significant effect of the moderating variable. Figure 1 shows all the relations
and the levels of self-efficacy variable. The levels for self-efficacy variables were low, average and high. Generally, it
seems obvious to say that there were negative relations between organizational justice and intention to turnover.
Additionally, the slopes were all different in levels in seven graphs. Therefore, hypothesis 1 was supported.

To consider the moderating effects, we took into account the three different levels. These levels labeled as low,
average and high. Each graph showed that in each level, there were negative relations between sub-dimensions of
justice and intention to turnover variables. However, at the average and high levels of self-efficacy sub-dimensions,
this effect was higher compared to the low levels. On the other hand, as seen from Table 2, there were insignificant
moderating effects not taken in to consideration. Therefore, we can say that Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3 were
partially supported.

Discussion

Looking at the above findings, we can see that our results supported most of our hypotheses. Starting with Hypothesis
1, in all steps of the analyses, there was a negative relationship between all kinds of justice perceptions and turnover
intentions. The results are mostly consistent with the previous research however, studies carried out with non-western
populations yielded mixed findings. As an example, in a sample of employees coming from a Nigerian organization,
there was a negative influence both by procedural and distributive justice on turnover intentions, but not by
interpersonal justice (Umar, 2015). Other group of studies especially carried out in Turkey also revealed mixed
findings. To give a brief overview, Turung (2011), in his study with employees coming from governmental and private
banking institutions, found that except procedural justice, both justice dimensions had a negative effect over turnover
intentions. Turung (2011) attributed these findings to the inflexibility present in the banking industry with respect to
procedures and the presence of bureaucracy especially in the governmental organizations. In contrast to Turung
(2011)’s findings, Ozer and Giinliik (2010) found a significant negative influence of procedural justice among 240
accountants working in different parts of Turkey.

Different findings in different studies should remind us of the availability of possible other determinants combined
with justice perceptions and turnover intentions. In addition, sometimes the availability of positive justice perceptions
in one domain might be compensating for the other. For example, perception of procedural justice that is positively
high might sometimes compensate for distributive justice that might be low. Also, because there is an argument about
the conceptual overlap between interactional and supervisory procedural justice, may be there needs to be further
studies to explore whether these two will compensate for each other or not especially in the presence of distributive
justice (Poon, 2012).

Considering Hypothesis 2 and 3, there was a partial support. The moderating effect of self-efficacy in its low-medium
and high levels combined with its different dimensions made a difference in its equation with different types of justice.
For procedural justice, especially those individuals who have high willingness to initiate behavior and who were able
to persist in the face of adversity were more inclined to think about leaving in times of procedural injustice. Here an
important difference in the moderating effect appears when the individual is high in expending effort in completing
the behavior. Those individuals who are expending considerable effort in completion of work behavior were less
inclined to leave the organization in times of injustice. This shows an important individual pattern regarding how self-
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efficacy might play a role in justice perceptions and related outcomes. May be those individuals, because they have
already spent or are already spending a lot of effort in their tasks, in other words, because they are already giving a lot
from themselves, may be finding it harder to leave. This might remind us of the cognitive dissonance theory by
Festinger (1957) where people always try to seek consistency in their beliefs, attitudes and behaviors when they seem
to be inconsistent. In our example, our individual employee or the manager is already spending a lot of effort to the
task or work at hand. Therefore leaving the organization would render those efforts futile in his or her mind so although
he or she sees an injustice in procedures, he or she might still decide to stay just to keep him or herself consistent
inside.

For interactional justice, the moderating effect of persistence was insignificant. This might be because either those
who are persistent in the face of difficulties do not really concentrate on the relationship patterns, but instead on the
task and the environment itself, or, there might be other reasons we might not be seeing yet in terms of the interaction
effect concerning interactional justice. There was again the same result for spending the effort dimension; those
individuals spending high effort were less inclined to leave the organization in times of injustice. For this, we might
state similar reasons as we did for the procedural justice. Considering distributive justice, we obtained similar
results as with the interactional justice where persistence did not have any significant role, and spending the effort
again had an unexpected relationship the reasons of which we have tried to outline. For the insignificant moderating
effect of persistence, those persistent individuals might not be seeing distributive justice as one of their core problems,
they might be either ignoring or, like in interactional justice, might even not be seeing any injustice situation at all. In
other words, because they are able to persist in times of difficulty, they may not be seeing what is occurring in front of
them as injustice.

From our second the third hypotheses tests, we were able to see that self-efficacy might be an important, even a vital
personal characteristic considering the influential strength of justice perceptions on turnover intentions. From an
organizational standpoint, if/when employees leave, all of them also take away their knowledge, skills, and, most
importantly, expertise. This most obviously hurts the healthy functioning of the organization (Soltis et al., 2013) which
results in poor performance and other undesirable outcomes. On a personal level, because individuals with high self-
efficacy perceptions are more likely to bring more successes later on (Sherer et al., 1982), the organizations would be
losing their high talents who would be bringing inputs that are more valuable to their work groups, departments and to
their work environment as a whole.

Because justice perceptions are important for employees especially high in self-efficacy, organizations might benefit
if they remain sensitive to the below points:

e Allocation of fair rewards, application of fair procedures (including performance evaluations, feedback
systems) (Karim, 2009).

e Leadership styles that include fairness in communication, feedback and task allocation.

e Constant check and follow-up regarding employee perceptions about what is going on inside the organization
especially with respect to pay, promotion, procedures and supervisory interventions.

Regarding those employees who are high in spending effort, approaches that are more sensitive needed. Even though
our study did not find a special concern about justice for these employees in terms of developing turnover intentions,
this should not mean that those employees do not really care about justice issues and that organizations should be
insensitive to applying justice. On the contrary, the organizations, especially the management should be on the lookout
for those employees who, day by day, hour by hour, are spending extra effort on their tasks, projects and work goals.
They are those employees who might be giving without expecting anything in return, and, unfortunately, might be
candidates for being burnouts soon. In fact, in a study that investigated the role of justice perceptions on job satisfaction
and burnout, Sesen (2010) has found that distributive and interactional justice affected burnout through job satisfaction.
This means that although those employees might not be thinking of leaving their organization, they might be losing
satisfaction from their jobs as organizations kept on being ignorant about their contributions and natural expectations
for fair treatment.

Limitations of our Study and Suggestions for Future Research

Our study used a convenience sample that was cross-sectional. The nature of the sample and the type of data
collection does not allow us to infer cause-effect relationships from available analysis methods no matter how robust
the statistic tools might be.

Secondly, using a general self-efficacy measure might not be an ideal tool to use for future studies that might further
benefit from using more work-related measures such as occupational self-efficacy.

Similarly, using actual turnover data might be a better option compared to turnover intentions. Although many discuss
using turnover intentions would also suffice, there have been studies which showed that the relationship between
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intentions and actual turnover might not be that straight and more complex and richer measures might be necessary
(Turner, 2009).

In terms of justice perceptions, compared to more general perception measures, more in depth measures might yield
results that are more robust. As an example, understanding which types of procedures (Posthuma et al., 2007), what
types of rewards, and whose style of interacting/communication leads to what kind of justice perceptions in each
domain would be more valuable for future studies on justice.

On a general level, entering different individual variables to the justice-turnover models might also be useful. As an
example, in a study that investigated the empirical exploration of the relationship between emotional intelligence,
perceived organizational justice and turnover intentions, Meisler (2013) has found that emotional intelligence served
as a predictor of justice perceptions in explaining turnover intentions. Here it is important to note that emotional
intelligence was located as an independent, not a mediator or a moderator variable. Future studies might also include
emotional intelligence in this equation, or it might also be worthwhile to look at self-efficacy as an independent
contributor to the justice-turnover relationship where justice perceptions might serve as a mediator.

Another variable, such as locus of control might also be considered for future studies. As the definition implies, locus
of control refers to a person’s view of situations resulting from an external or internal determinants (Szabo, Chang, &
Chancellor-Freeland, 2015) and it might fit well to the understanding of justice perceptions. In fact, in a study carried
out employees coming from a governmental organization, Meydan (2010) found that locus of control served as a
significant moderator in the relationship between justice perceptions and behaviors of intrapreneurship.
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FIGURE 1

Effects of Moderation on the

Relationship Between Organizational Justice and Turnover Intention
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