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Abstract

The current study was conducted on the employees of a Jordanian governmental department that has 240 employees,
using a questionnaire. The number of the returned questionnaires was 150, achieving response rate of 62.5%. The
influences of organizational justice, organizational commitment and job satisfaction on employees’ intention to leave
their job were scrutinized and were supported. The mediating roles of organizational commitment and job
satisfaction in the relationship between organizational justice and intention to leave were investigated and
corroborated. As previous research supported the relations between the studied variables, the contribution of this
study is the suggested and corroborated conceivable succession for the effects of the precursors of employees’
intentions to leave their jobs, which demonstrate its significance. The implications and limitations of this study are
presented.
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1. Introduction

A number of researchers studied employees’ intentions to leave their job, implying a voluntary intended action; to
predict the actual turnover rates. Nonetheless, the presence of intentions to leave exemplifies a potential threat to the
organizations that epitomize employees’ work places. Several antecedents of turnover were addressed by researchers
suggesting that controlling these antecedents can alleviate the potential threat imposed by turnover rates. This study
addresses several antecedents of employees’ intentions to leave and scrutinizes mediating roles amongst these
predecessors. The mediating roles suggest the sequence of these antecedents, hence, identifying the stages for
monitoring and controlling these antecedents.

Literature supports the influence of employees’ perceived organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational
commitment; on their intentions to voluntary leave their jobs. Simultaneously, the corroboration of the impact of
organizational justice on both job satisfaction and organizational commitment is also palpable in the literature. These
evidences suggest the mediating roles for both job satisfaction and organizational commitment between
organizational justice and intention to leave.

Further, this study was conducted on public employees embracing permanent and annual contracted ones. Hence,
their organization is amongst the non-profit group, where employment is opened through the civil service bureau,
and objective selection criteria are applied.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Organizational Justice

As an important aspect of employees’ work related perception, researchers (e.g., Byrne and Cropanzano, 2001)
acquiesce that organizational justice was first coined by Greenberg (1987). Organizational justice refers to justice in
the workplace (Greenberg, 1990) and the psychology of fairness in organizational context (Byrne and Cropanzano,
2001).
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Literature apropos organizational justice alit to four aspects of justice: distributive, procedural, interpersonal, and
informational, where the last two can be subsumed in interactional justice (Nowakowski and Conlon, 2005).
Although some researchers considered informational justice individually, several researchers considered the
three-facet construct of organizational justice that embraces: distributive, procedural, and interactional (e.g. Cheng,
2014; Hassan & Hashim, 2011; Nakra, 2014; Schappe, 1998; Sia & Tan, 2016; Xerri, 2014), which is adopted in this
study.

Distributive justice, the first studied justice construct (Nowakowski and Conlon, 2005), refers to fairness of
outcomes/rewards when compared to inputs/costs (Adams, 1965; Deutsch, 1975; Homans, 1961). There are three
states of distributive justice prepositioned by Adams (1965). The first state is equality, where outcomes equal inputs.
The second state is positive inequality, where outcomes exceed inputs. The third state is negative inequality, where
inputs exceed outcomes. Further, outcomes can be either positive/favorable or negative/unfavorable (Homans, 1961).

Procedural Justice was presented by Thibaut and Walker (1975), and refers to justice of the procedures that yielded
the outcomes (Bies and Shapiro, 1988; Brockner and Siegel, 1996; Folger and Cropanzano, 1998; Folger and
Greenberg, 1985). Leventhal (1980) propositioned six procedural justice rules: consistency, bias-suppression,
accuracy, correctability, representativeness, and ethicality; claiming that an individual’s perception of procedural
justice is based on the existence of these rules.

Interactional justice was introduced by Bies and Moag (1986), which refers to judging the attribute of an interactive
demeanor a person receives while performing organizational procedures. Bies and Moag (1986) discerned six
characteristics that whittle the judgments of interactional justice: honesty, avoiding deception, courtesy, respect for
individual rights, and propriety of behavior, and justifying decisions. The first five characteristics are aspects of
treatment while the last one belongs to explanation.

2.2 Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment refers to an employee’s wish to stay with the organization as a result of its
characteristics (Cook and Wall, 1980; Porter et. al., 1974), which reflects his/her affective attachment to its goals and
values (Buchanan II, 1974). There are three components of organizational commitment (Buchanan II, 1974; Porter et
al., 1974): identification, involvement, and loyalty.

Allen and Meyer (1990) extricated three types of organizational commitment: affective, continuance, and normative.
Allen and Meyer (1990) acknowledged that affective commitment is demonstrated by the work of Porter et al.
(1974), which explains why an employee wants to stay with the organization, while the other two types explain the
need and the obligation to stay, respectively. In this study organizational commitment refers to affective commitment
according to Allen and Meyer (1990).

2.3 Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is the demonstration of an employee’s feelings towards his/her job as a result of evaluating its
characteristics (Agho et al., 1992; Locke, 1976). The two main types of measure for this construct are: global job
satisfaction, and satisfaction with several facets of the job (Taber and Alliger, 1995). The term 'global job
satisfaction' is used to refer to the attitude about the job as a whole (Taber and Alliger, 1995). In this study job
satisfaction refers to the global job satisfaction.

2.4 Antecedents of Intention to Leave

The importance of studying employee’ intentions to leave their jobs engendered from the significance of sustaining
employees’ retention. Several antecedents of intention to leave were studied throughout research, nonetheless; this
study focuses on organizational justice, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. Further, although the
relations between the studied variables were supported in numerous studies, this study focuses on key studies to
clarify the trends of these relations.

The influence of perceived organizational justice and its three facets is supported in a number of studies that pertain
to various contexts. Several studies reported significant negative influence for distributive justice (e.g. Basar and
Sigri, 2015; Hassan & Hashim, 2011), procedural justice (e.g. Basar and Sigri, 2015; Hassan & Hashim, 2011), and
interactional justice (e.g. Basar and Sigri, 2015) on employees’ intentions to leave their jobs.

Further, organizational commitment implies employees’ wishes to stay with their organization; hence, it is expected
to influence their intentions to leave their job. The significant negative influence of employees’ organizational
commitment on their intentions to leave their jobs is unclouded through a number of relevant studies (e.g. Das ef al.,
2013; Hassan & Hashim, 2011; Yurchisin & Park, 2010). Furthermore, employees’ who experience satisfaction with
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their jobs are expected to retain their jobs. Analogously, the significant negative influence of employees’ job
satisfaction on their intentions to leave their jobs is evident (e.g. Carcia-Chas et al., 2014; Das et al., 2013; Hassan &
Hashim, 2011; Hussein et al., 2014; Yurchisin & Park, 2010)

Furthermore, as the three facets of organizational justice pertain to employees’ perception about their organization
and the variate aspects of their jobs, the former variables are expected to influence the latter ones, i.e. employees’
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. A number of studies supported the significant positive influences of
distributive justice (e.g. Cheng, 2014; Hassan & Hashim, 2011; Nakra, 2014), procedural justice (e.g. Cheng, 2014;
Nakra, 2014), and interactional justice (e.g. Cheng, 2014; Hassan & Hashim, 2011; Nakra, 2014) on organizational
commitment. Similarly, a number of studies supported the significant positive influences of distributive justice (e.g.
Schappe, 1998), procedural justice (e.g. Hassan & Hashim, 2011; Schappe, 1998; Xerri, 2014), and interactional
justice (e.g. Schappe, 1998; Xerri, 2014) on job satisfaction.

These relationships are demonstrated in Figure 1. The reported significant influences of these antecedents suggest the
existence of plausible mediating roles for both organizational commitment and job satisfaction. There was no
evidence that these suggested mediators were examined by previous research especially in a similar context, which
can lay bare the significance of this study. Hence, the following hypotheses are contrived:

H1: Employees’ organizational commitment mediates the relationship between their perception of distributive justice
and their intentions to leave their jobs.

H2: Employees’ organizational commitment mediates the relationship between their perception of procedural justice
and their intentions to leave their jobs.

H3: Employees’ organizational commitment mediates the relationship between their perception of interactional
justice and their intentions to leave their jobs.

H4: Employees’ job satisfaction mediates the relationship between their perception of distributive justice and their
intentions to leave their jobs.

HS5: Employees’ job satisfaction mediates the relationship between their perception of procedural justice and their
intentions to leave their jobs.

H6: Employees’ job satisfaction mediates the relationship between their perception of interactional justice and their
intentions to leave their jobs.

Distributive Organizational

justice Commitment

>

Procedural Intention to

justice Leave

<~

Job Satisfaction

Interactional

justice

Figure 1. The relationships between the variables
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3. Method
3.1 Population and Sampling

This research was conducted on the employees of one Jordanian governmental department located in Amman that
has 200 permanent employees and 40 employees assigned with annual contracts, where all employees were targeted.
The returned questionnaires were 150 with response rate of 62.5%.

3.2 Scale Measurement
3.2.1 Intention to Leave Job

This variable was assessed via a single-item scale as practiced by several researchers (e.g. Hussein et al., 2014;
Velde & Feij, 1995). Respondent were asked if they intend to leave their current job. Their responses were assessed
by a five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree.

3.2.2 Distributive Justice

This variable was assessed via 3-item scale based on three states of distributive justice prepositioned by Adams (1965):
equality, positive inequality, and negative inequality. Respondents were requested to state whether what they receive
from their job equals, exceeds, and under-rewards their contributions to their jobs. Their responses were assessed by a
five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree.

3.2.3 Procedural Justice

This variable was captured based on the six procedural rules theorized by Leventhal (1980) by asking the
respondents to state whether the decision processes in their department embraced these rules: consistency,
bias-suppression, accuracy, correctability, representativeness, and ethicality. Several researchers used Leventhal’s
(1980) rules (e.g. Schappe, 1998). A five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree,
was used to assess the degree to which respondents agree that these rules are applied regarding the process of
decision making.

3.2.4 Interactional Justice

This variable was captured based on the six attributes pertaining to treatment and explanation practices theorized by
Bies & Moag (1986), including: honesty, avoiding deception, courtesy, respect for individual rights, propriety of
behavior, and justifying decisions. A five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree,
was used to assess the extent which respondents agree that mangers’ behavior with the employees reflect these
attributes.

3.2.5 Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment is captured in this study by a three-item scale of Brockner et al. (1992), which was
developed based on the three dimensions of organizational commitment propositioned by Porter et al. (1974). A
five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree, was used to assess the responses.

3.2.6 Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is captured in this study via a 6-item scale presented by Agho et al. (1992) as a shortened version of
the 18-item overall-job-satisfaction index developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951). A five-point Likert scale
ranging from (1) Strongly disagree to (5) Strongly agree, was used to assess the responses.

4. Results of Data Analysis
4.1 Sample Description

Participants ages varied between 25 and 62 with mean= 36.96 and standard deviation (SD)= 6.967. The number of
male participants were 70 while female participant were 69 and 11 participants did not report their gender. The
number of permanent employees who participated were 128 and those with annual contracts werel7, whereas 5
participants did not report their employment type.

By using a ” test to compare the proportions of respondents and all employees according to their employment types,
no significant difference between the two groups (x’= 1.751; df= 1; p= 0.186) was present. Therefore, as “even a
very high response rate is no guarantee against bias” (Oppenheim, 1992, p. 280), it can be clinched that there is a
trivial possibility for non-response-bias apropos employment type.

As all concepts (variables) of this study are theory-laden and their measures are adapted from other studies, to
confirm the belonging of each concept indicators to their corresponding variable to scrutinize the construct validity

Published by Sciedu Press 21 ISSN 1923-3965 E-ISSN 1923-3973



http://jms.sciedupress.com Journal of Management and Strategy Vol. 8, No. 1; 2017

of each measurement (Carmines and Zeller, 1979); factor analyses are wrought. The requirement of using factor
analysis are fulfilled in all variable (see Table 1) as cases-per-variables ratios are above 10-to-1, scores of
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin for sampling adequacy are between 0.702 (middling) and 0.865 (meritorious) (Kaiser, 1974),
and results of Bartlett’s test of sphericity were significant (p <0.001).

Table 1. Factor analysis of the variables

Variable/ Factor Barlett's Test of

sphericity %.

Indicator Loading KMO daf p Eigenvalue vatiance
Procedural Justice 0.86  715.18 15 0.000 4.521 75.347
1 0.864

2 0.898

3 0.896

4 0.822

5 0.868

6 0.858

Distributive Justice 0.727 20227 3  0.000 2.39 79.674
1 0.877

2 0.916

3 0.884

Interactional justice 0.853 877.23 15 0.000 4.852 80.865
1 0.919

2 0.902

3 0.900

4 0.918

5 0.900

6 0.855

Job Satisfaction 0.865 45634 15 0.000 3.869 64.49
1 0.857

2 0.875

3 0.874

4 0.633

5 0.756

6 0.795

Organizational 702 158.7 3 0.000 2.254 75.141
1 0.902

2 0.844

3 0.854

KMO= Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin; df= degrees of freedom

4.2 Reliabilities of Scales

With exception to employees’ intentions to leave their jobs for being captured by a single-item scale, reliabilities of
scales utilized to capture the variables in this study were assessed via Cronbach’s alpha that can be applied merely on
multi-item scales. As Table 2 illustrates, the values of Cronbach’s alpha vacillated between 0.845 that is regarded as
very good, and 0.952 that is regarded as excellent (Hair et al., 2003).
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Table 2. Values of Cronbach’s Alpha

Variables Number of items Cronbach’s Alpha
Job Satisfaction 6 .887
Organizational Commitment 3 .833
Distributive Justice 3 .872
Procedural Justice 6 934
Interactional justice 6 952

As Table 3 demonstrates, the values and signs of Pearson correlation coefficients are consistent with previous
research. Specifically, the signs of the correlations between intention to leave and the other variables are negative,
while the signs of the correlations between predecessors of intention to leave are positive. Further, all the correlations
were significant (p<0.001).

Table 3. Pearson correlation coefficients between variables

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5
Intention to leave job 2.83  1.289
Job Satisfaction 3.32 0.867 -0.532

Organizational Commitment  3.73 0914 -0.520 0.748

Distributive Justice 3.08 0997 -0.459 0553 0.410
Procedural Justice 2.54 0998 -0.399 0.510 0.398 0.535
Interactional justice 2.78 1.061 -0.445 0.661 0.505 0.578 0.818

Note: SD refers to standard deviation, all the correlations were significant (p<0.001)

4.3 Hypotheses Testing

The mediation effects were tested according to the proposition of Baron & Kenny (1986) as three regression
equations were developed: the mediator on the independent, the dependent on the independent, and the independent
on both the mediator and the independent. The mediation occurs when coefficient of the three regression are
significant except the coefficient of the independent in the third equation, where if the coefficient equals zero
indicates a complete mediation and its reduction indicate a partial mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986). The
significances of the mediation effects are tested via the modus operandi proposed by Sobel (1982). The results of
these three regression equations for each mediation effect are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Results of testing mediation effects

regressing the regressing the  regressing the

mediator on dependent on  dependent on both Sobel's test
the the the independent
independent independent and the mediator
beta p beta p beta P Z P
Independent DISTIPUIVE g 400 0000 -0.593 0,000 -0381  0.000
Justice
o 3.61 0.001
Mediator ~ Organizational 0562 0.000
Commitment
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Independent f;’;ig“ral 0361 0.000 -0.516 0.000 -0.295 0.004
S 365 0.001
Mediator ~ Organizationa -0.605  0.000
Commitment
Independent ;Ez‘:irjecuonal 0365 0000 -0541 0.000 -0298 0.004
Oroanirat 3.84  0.000
Mediator rganizational -0.558  0.000
Commitment
Distributive
Independent  *° 0481 0.000 -0.593 0.000 -0.306 0.007
3.95  0.000
Mediator ~ 2°P -0.595  0.000
Satisfaction ’ ’
Independent L rocedural 0443 0.000 -0.516 0.000 -0.223 0.043
Justice
412 0.000
Mediator ~ 1°P 20.659  0.000
Satisfaction ’ ’
Independent J.Izzfirf:“"“al 0.540 0.000 -0.541 0.000 -0203 0.090
3.96  0.000
. Job
Mediator . . -0.627  0.000
Satisfaction

Note: the dependent refers to employees’ intentions to leave their jobs; beta refers to variable coefficient in the
regression equation.

The results of testing H1 through H6 presented in Table 4 reveal that the three conditions propositioned by Baron &
Kenny (1986) for the mediating effect are present. Pertaining to H1, the direct effect of distributive justice on
organizational commitment is significant (p < 0.001), and the direct effect of organizational commitment on intention
to leave is significant (p < 0.001) in the presence of distributive justice with a reduction in the coefficient of
distributive justice’s direct effect on intention to leave implying a partial mediation. The result of Sobel’s test (z =
3.61, p < 0.001) elucidates that organizational commitment significantly mediates the relationship between
distributive justice and intention to leave; hence, H1 is accepted.

Pertaining to H2, the direct effect of procedural justice on organizational commitment is significant (p < 0.001), and
the direct effect of organizational commitment on intention to leave is significant (p < 0.001) in the presence of
procedural justice and with a reduction in the coefficient of procedural justice’s direct effect on intention to leave
implying a partial mediation. The result of Sobel’s test (z = 3.65, p < 0.001) elucidates that organizational
commitment significantly mediates the relationship between procedural justice and intention to leave; hence, H2 is
accepted.

Pertaining to H3, the direct effect of interactional justice on organizational commitment is significant (p < 0.001),
and the direct effect of organizational commitment on intention to leave is significant (p < 0.001) in the presence of
interactional justice and with a reduction in the coefficient of interactional justice’s direct effect on intention to leave
implying a partial mediation. The result of Sobel’s test (z = 3.84, p < 0.001) elucidates that organizational
commitment significantly mediates the relationship between interactional justice and intention to leave; hence, H3 is
accepted.

Pertaining to H4, the direct effect of distributive justice on job satisfaction is significant (p < 0.001), and the direct
effect of job satisfaction on intention to leave is significant (p < 0.001) in the presence of distributive justice with a
reduction in the coefficient of distributive justice’s direct effect on intention to leave implying a partial mediation.
The result of Sobel’s test (z = 3.61, p < 0.001) elucidates that job satisfaction significantly mediates the relationship
between distributive justice and intention to leave; hence, H4 is accepted.

Pertaining to HS, the direct effect of procedural justice on job satisfaction is significant (p < 0.001), and the direct
effect of job satisfaction on intention to leave is significant (p < 0.001) in the presence of procedural justice and with
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a reduction in the coefficient of procedural justice’s direct effect on intention to leave implying a partial mediation.
The result of Sobel’s test (z = 3.65, p < 0.001) elucidates that job satisfaction significantly mediates the relationship
between procedural justice and intention to leave; hence, H5 is accepted.

Pertaining to H6, the direct effect of interactional justice on job satisfaction is significant (p < 0.001), and the direct
effect of job satisfaction on intention to leave is significant (p < 0.001) in the presence of interactional justice and
with a reduction in the coefficient of interactional justice’s direct effect on intention to leave implying a partial
mediation. The result of Sobel’s test (z = 3.84, p < 0.001) elucidates that job satisfaction significantly mediates the
relationship between interactional justice and intention to leave; hence, H6 is accepted.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

The results of the three regression equations used for testing each hypothesis are coherent with previous research, i.e.
each relation in these regressions was as predicted. Specifically, distributive justice, procedural justice, and
interactional justice positively influence organizational commitment (b= 0.376, 0.361, 0.365, respectively) and job
satisfaction (b= 0.481, 0.443, 0540, respectively), and negatively influence intention to leave (b= -0.593, -0.516,
-0.541, respectively), as b demonstrate the influence magnitude. Hence, accepting the hypotheses in this study is
congruent with previous research; notwithstanding, they present a new knowledge through corroborating the
plausible sequence for the effects of the antecedents of intention to leave, as the partial mediation was endorsed. The
results of this study substantiated the partial mediation effects for both organizational commitment and job
satisfaction on the relationships between the three facets of organizational justice and intention to leave, which
accentuates the importance of the two mediators in predicting and alleviating employees’ intentions to leave. The
partial mediation implies that organizational justice influences employees’ intentions to leave their job a part from
the mediators. Further, the importance of the three facets of organizational justice in predicting and controlling the
mediating variables is also emphasized.

To maintain low rate of employees’ turnover, mangers are advised to enhance employees’ perceptions of the three
facets of organizational justice, which represent that first stage of managing employees’ retention. As the three
aspects of organizational justice have effects on employees’ satisfaction with their jobs and their commitment to their
workplace, managers are advised to monitor these two attitudes, which represent the second stage of managing
employees’ retention. The third stage of managing employees’ retention is monitoring employees’ intention to leave,
which have effects on their actual turnover.

As the relations between the studied variable were evident in several context, the supported mediating roles can be
examined in different contexts. In addition, a further exploration for the antecedents of organizational justice is
recommended.

6. Limitation of This Study

Although this study targeted all the employees in the studied department and achieved an acceptable response rate,
the number of respondent is relatively small compared to the whole population, i.e. all the employees of
governmental department. Though the generalizability across different governmental departments is plausible,
generalizing these results across different sectors should be done with prudence.
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