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Moderating role of self-efficacy has been studied in several research contexts which also frequently involved
organizations. According to the theoretical framework borrowed by social cognitive theory and referent
cognitions theory, we have decided to explore the moderating role of self-efficacy in the relationship between
justice perceptions and turnover intentions. Nine-hundred and four employees coming from private companies
in Istanbul and Ankara participated in our study. Our results revealed important findings in relation to the
moderating effects of different 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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Introduction

In the face of rising economic, environmental, societal,
political and thus organizational challenges, it is of critical
concern for organizations to be able to find related
survival, coping, maintenance and growth strategies. The
key to these types of strategies has strongly been stressed
to lie in an organization’s human capital (Brockbank et al.,
2012) especially in the form of employee competencies.
Among those competencies, self-efficacy (Bandura,
1993) can be listed to hold a significant determinant
quality especially when we think about positive
workplace outcomes.

As a term coined by Albert Bandura (1977), self-
efficacy has been defined to involve an individual’s
confidence about his or her capabilities for a successful

accomplishment of a specific task in a given situation
(Stajkovic and Luthans, 1998) such as any social
environment, be it an organization, an educational
institution or a sports related context. According to
Bandura (1993), the person’s self influences the selection
and construction of certain environments which happens
through giving meaning and valence to them. As a very
important type of that influential process, individuals’
efficacy beliefs have been related to how they thought,
felt, motivated themselves, and finally behaved.
Embedded in the social cognitive theory, self-efficacy
was taken as an individual determinant that led one to
process certain environmental agencies according to his
or her own unique personal characteristics (Stajkovic
and Luthans, 1998). In organization-related terms, without
a belief in their personal resources to accomplish a certain
task in a given situation, the employees were predicted to
spend an effort which would be insufficient to produce
positive performance outcomes. While discussing the
relationships in the context of the triadic social cognitive
model, Stajkovic and Luthans (1998), contended that the
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environmental, personal and behavioral variables in
question are all interrelated, albeit the relative influences
of each might vary depending on certain personal,
situational or task-related characteristics.

As an example, personal efficacy beliefs might lead an
individual to choose certain activities and contexts over
some others. According to Bandura (1993), a person’s
self-efficacy might lead him/her to avoid certain
activities and projects which exceed their abilities to
cope. Similarly though, they might choose to involve
in some challenging activities in certain situations they
believe they can handle successfully. As a result of these
related choices, they might eventually develop certain
skills and abilities that nurture their professional
competencies in the long run. In terms of career paths,
those who have high self-efficacy beliefs might be
seeing more career options around them along with
greater interest and personal investment in their chosen
occupational area (Bandura, 1993). In relation to this
type of environmental perception, the so-called
employee might be developing more thoughts regarding
leaving his/her current organization to consider better
career options.

In most of the studies (Ladebo and Awotunde, 2007;
König et al., 2010; Nauta et al., 2010; Lightsey et al.,
2013; Park and Sprung, 2015; Hsieh et al., 2016) that
looked at the moderating role of self-efficacy, there was
an investigation of the relationship between a stressor
and a strain. As Siu et al. (2007) argued previously,
general self-efficacy can be thought of as more of a
personal resource or a vulnerability factor. An employee
trusting his or her personal capability usually tends to
perceive and interpret difficult achievement tasks as a
challenge rather than a threat. Here the high self-efficacy
was argued to serve as a factor of resource buffering
against negative perceptions while objective stressors in
the workplace would not necessarily end in similar
psychological strain reactions in everyone. Therefore,
Siu et al. (2007) argued strongly that an individual
characteristic or perceptions need to be considered while
one is trying to examine the relationships between certain
stressors and strain.

General self-efficacy usually refers to stable and global
beliefs about one’s competence, relating to one’s ability to
overcome job stressors (Lu et al., 2011). As a general
ability, self-efficacy was argued to affect the appraisal of
a problematic situation in addition to how one behaves
in the face of that problem (Bandura, 1993). In terms of
the organizational context, one example of a problematic
situation might be justice related issues. In the current
study, we are mainly concerned about the role of this
personal resource variable (self-efficacy) over the
influential power of problematic situations (such as that
of organizational injustice) regarding unfavorable
workplace outcomes (such as turnover).

Perception and reaction towards justice
related issues in organizations

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) cite 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 I/O psychology, human
resource management and organizational behavior
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 Thibaut
and Walker, 1975; Folger and Greenberg, 1985) was
established (Hendrix et al., 1998). Another dimension to
be a part of procedural justice named interactional justice
(see Bies, 1987; Moorman, 1991) represented fairness
perceptions related to the way managers and others who
are in charge of controlling resources/rewards treat those
on the receiving end (Bies and Moag, 1986; as cited in
Meisler, 2013). In addition, interactional justice involves
the style of communication by the managers that reflects
a certain level of respect and honesty (DeConinck and
Johnson, 2009). As for the distinction between procedural
justice and interactional justice, the former relates to the
reactions to the organization whereas the latter reflects
responses towards management (DeConinck and
Johnson, 2009).

Perceptions of distributive justice have been attributed
to the comparison of the employee inputs and outputs with
that of a co-worker. In line with the equity theory, the
imbalance felt as a result of this comparison is predicted
to lead to dissatisfaction and work behaviors which are
unfavorable such as turnover (Gieter et al., 2012).
According to the theory, ideally, there should be a
perception of equality regarding the input–output ratio of
individuals in comparison (Sharoni et al., 2012).

The relationships between organizational justice
perceptions and turnover intentions have been empirically
put forward and were explained by three different but
related theories. The first one is equity theory by Adams
(1965); the second is social exchange theory by Blau
(1964); and the third one is referent cognitions theory
(Martin, 1981; as cited in Aquino et al., 1997). In a
particular attempt to explain the relationship between
injustice and satisfaction outcomes, referent cognitions
theory purports that each individual naturally develops
imaginary alternatives in the face of the current reality
and when those alternatives are perceived as more
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favorable, dissatisfaction felt regarding current reality
becomes an inevitable consequence (Aquino et al.,
1997). The theory also holds true regarding procedures
used to produce a certain outcome while it was especially
discussed to be useful in terms of its explanatory power
regarding the influence of different justice perceptions
over turnover (Aquino et al., 1997).

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 (Li and
Bagger, 2012; Poon, 2012; Farooq and Farooq, 2014;
Karatepe and Shahriari, 2014).

While justice-turnover relationship has been made
obvious in extant research, the role of self-efficacy in that
relationship seems to remain a mystery. However, when
we think about its proven role in attributions, perceptions
and certain organization related responses, we believe it
might prove useful to make an educated guess about a
possible moderator role considering the link between
organizational justice and turnover. The moderator role
of self-efficacy might be important as self-efficacious
individuals are persistent, with a high belief in their
capacity to overcome obstacles and to accomplish tasks
while being good at initiating behaviors (Chaudhary
et al., 2012). In instances where a self-efficacious
individual perceives injustice, we are suspicious that this
type of person would remain passive or silent. In fact, Lu
et al. (2011) in their study concerning Chinese employees,
had come up with the finding that high self-efficacious
individuals responded with worse job satisfaction in the
lack of autonomy job situation. Therefore we might infer
that in the face of injustice situation, staying in one’s
organization might not be a behavioral preference for high
self-efficacious individuals.

The moderating role of self-efficacy in
justice-turnover relationship

Bandura (1986; as cited in Saks, 1994) had outlined the
influential role of self-efficacy in certain situations and
activities as falling into four types: Choice behavior,
Effort expenditure and persistence, thought patterns and
emotional reactions and predictive role in performance
and coping behavior.

In terms of its role in justice-turnover relationship, we
felt it might prove useful to argue the contributing value
of self-efficacy concerning different types of justice and
related turnover outcomes. Starting with distributive
justice, we already know that there is a negative
relationship with turnover however, when we think about

the role of self-efficacy in that relationship, we need to
look at this equation mostly from how a high self-
efficacious vs. a low self-efficacious person making a
certain decision regarding situations of distributive
injustice. According to Bandura’s outline above, this
would be a type of choice behavior where it is up to the
individual to choose which way to go in a certain situation
like this. In addition, because the high self-efficacious
individual would be more willing to spend high effort he
or she might be more like to be more sensitive regarding
what is being given in return for the efforts. As we already
stressed before, referent cognitions theory purports that
each individual naturally develops imaginary alternatives
in the face of the current reality and when those
alternatives are perceived as more favorable,
dissatisfaction felt regarding current reality becomes an
inevitable consequence (Aquino et al., 1997). Especially
concerning those employees high in self-efficacy, they
might believe that they are giving too much to their
organization already and that the organization is not
compensating them fairly for their effort (Mulki et al.,
2008). In addition, thinking of the new alternatives might
be more stressful for the low vs. high self-efficacious
individuals as they have been found to differ in terms of
their reactions towards formal vs. informal training
methods (Saks, 1994), negotiation of the amount of
salaries (Gist et al., 1991), adjustment to new situations
(Saks, 1995), and information seeking behavior (Brown
et al., 2001). As a result of these studies, low self-
efficacious individuals experienced more anxiety and
discomfort in the face of informal training methods, high
self-efficacious individuals negotiated more for higher
salaries while aiming for more information seeking in
terms of their role expectations, and were more adaptable
to novel situations. Also in line with the referent
cognitions theory, we propose that high self-efficacious
individuals would be seeing current problems in justice
as determinative for their turnover intentions as they might
be imagining and also seeing more alternative
jobs/organizations around them. Therefore we might
propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. The association between distributive
justice and employee turnover intentions is moderated
by self-efficacy such that this relationship is stronger
for employees who are high (vs. low) on self-efficacy.

Regarding procedural justice turnover relationship, we
believe self-efficacy might have a moderating role
especially concerning the way a self-efficacious
individual holds certain thoughts and not the others,
giving certain types of emotional reactions to unjust
procedures, including one’s role in one’ performance. As
procedural justice very much relates to how one perceives
organizational rules, policies and procedures, the type of
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perception by the self-efficacious individual while making
a quit decision seems to be important. According to social
cognitive theory, high self-efficacy individuals set higher
career goals for themselves, put in more effort, and choose
certain career strategies that lead to goal achievement
(Ballout, 2009). In addition, self-efficacy contributes to
how an employee makes attributions concerning high vs.
low performance (Silver et al., 1995). In their study where
they explored the moderating role of self-efficacy on the
performance-attribution relationship, Silver et al. (1995)
had found that high self-efficacious individuals were more
likely to attribute their low performance to outside agents
such as bad luck while those holding low self-efficacy
beliefs attributed that to their lack of ability. In addition,
high self-efficacious individuals were argued to express
less emotional reactions compared to lows (O’Connor
and Arnold, 2001). In line with the social cognitive theory
and the related findings, we propose that in the face of
procedural injustice (which was formerly negatively
associated also with performance (see Chien et al.,
2010), a high self-efficacious employee might be seeing
it more in terms of an external agent and therefore would
be less willing to stay in that organizational environment
as opposed to the low self-efficacious individual who
might just feel this to be a result of his or her internal
attributes. The similar picture would be expected when
we think about interactional justice as it was originally
proposed to be an informal part of procedural justice.
Therefore we can hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2. The association between procedural
justice and employee turnover intentions is moderated
by self-efficacy such that this relationship is stronger
for employees who are high (vs. low) on self-efficacy.

Our proposed hypotheses are mainly important as they
stress the determinative role that self-efficacy plays in the
justice-turnover relationship. In the current study, we are
not only concerned with a general self-efficacy as a
construct, but also with its subdimensions as suggested
by Sherer et al. (1982). These three sub-dimensions are
listed as ‘willingness to initiate behavior’, ‘willingness to
expend effort in completing the behavior’, ‘persistence
in the face of adversity’. Our proposed research model is
depicted in Figure 1.

Method

Sample and procedures

This study was designed as a cross-sectional study. We
selected and surveyed the employees of private sector in
Ankara and Istanbul, two metropolitan cities in Turkey.
The cross-sectional design was built to collect the data at
a given time point. We collected the data by non-
probability convenience sampling technique from March
2015 to September 2015 to select potential respondents.
Two data collectors collected questionnaires from these
two different cities and ensured the consistency of the
survey during data collection time. We investigated the
relations among the variables in a sample of 904
employees who completed the survey. The descriptive
statistics showed that, 53% of the respondents who
completed the questionnaire were female and 54% of
them were married. Almost 26% of the respondents were
managers, 74% of the respondents were employees. The
average age of the respondents was 34 and had worked
at their companies for 5 to 8 years.

As a second step, we tested the reliability and the
validity of the scales for the model of the study. The
Chronbach alpha estimate of the scales for organizational
justice were 0,96; 0,91 for turnover intention and 0.89 for
self-efficacy. To test the validity of the scales, we used
confirmatory factor analyses and structural equation
modelling techniques. To examine the model fit, indices
of chi square-degree of freedom ratio (χ2/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 et al., 2006). For the
organizational justice scale, value of chi square-degree
of freedom ratio (χ2/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 (χ2/df) was 8.527;
comparative fit index (CFI) was 0.901; goodness of fit
index (GFI) was 0,882 and the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) was 0.091. Finally, for the
Turnover Intention scale, value of chi square-degree of
freedom ratio (χ2/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.

Finally, we tested several alternative models to
demonstrate that all study measures have discriminant
validity. We used CFA using covariance matrix and
maximum likelihood estimation with the relevant
statistical software to verify that all variables were distinct.
Results of the proposed seven-factor model (three factor
organizational justice, three factor self-efficacy and
turnover intention) demonstrated good fit with the data,Figure 1 The proposed model
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(Chi-square = 3334.72 with 744 df, Chi-square/ df = 4.48,
p<.001, CFI = 0.94, GFI = 0.89 and RMSEA = 0.061.We
compared the seven-factor model with several nested
models. Alternative model comparisons demonstrated that
a five-factor model (three-factor organizational justice,
one-factor self-efficacy, one factor turnover intention)
had significantly shown worse fit than the proposed the
seven-factor model. Similarly, a three-factor model (one
factor organizational justice, one factor self-efficacy and
one factor turnover intention) had significantly poorer fit
than the proposed seven-factor model. Thus, the fit indices
of the nested models showed that all study measures have
discriminant validity.

As a final step, we carried out Harman’s (1967) one-
factor test to examine the possible issue of common
method bias. Eight factors emerged with eigenvalues
greater than one in an unrotated principal component
analysis of all independent and dependent variables. All
factors in our study account for less than 34%. This
indicates that common method bias is not likely to be a
serious problem in this study.

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 by Folger and
Konovsky (1989), and Williams et al. (2002). For
procedural justice, we usedMoorman’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
Konovsky’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 (1991) and Williams et al. (2002) scale items

were used to measure distributive justice. Some items
from the scales were as follows: ‘Fairly rewarded
considering the responsibilities’, ‘Fairly rewarded in view
of the amount of experience you have’. Yürür adapted
Turkish version of this scale in 2005.

Self-efficacy.Weused the self-efficacy scale developed by
Sherer et al. (1982). Yıldırım and Ilhan adapted the
Turkish version of the scale in 2010. We used three sub-
dimensions for self-efficacy, which were the 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 acronym ‘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 rate their responses on 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 understand
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.

Results

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics for, andcorrelations
among, the study variables that are independent
(Perceptions of Justice), moderator (Self efficacy) and
dependent variables (Turnover intentions). The main
results showed that there were negative and statistically
significant relations between justice dimensions and
turnover. This result supported our main hypothesis.
Table 2 shows the regression results. We then proposed
nine models for testing the moderation effects of sub-
dimensions of self-efficacy. In all models, there were
negative relationships between justice dimensions and

Table 1 Correlations and descriptive statisticsa

Variables Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Distibutive justice 3,14 1.17
2. Interractional Justice 3.33 1.06 0.751**
3. Procedural Justice 2.87 1.12 0.614** 0.642**
4. Wib 2.55 1.31 0.04 0.096** 0.02
5. Pinfa 3.41 0.49 0.079* 0.128** 0.06 0.476**
6. Wee 3.48 0.82 0.086** 0.189** 0.170** 0.222** 0.469**
7. Intention to Turnover 3.56 0.71 –0.464** –0.429** –0.392** –0.080* –0.076* 0.00

an = 904.
* p < 0.05.
** p < 0.01.

Self-efficacy’s Influence in Justice-Turnover 277

© 2017 European Academy of Management



T
ab

le
2

R
es
ul
ts
of

re
gr
es
si
on

an
al
ys
es

a

V
ar
ia
bl
es

M
od
el
1

M
od
el
2

M
od
el
3

M
od
el
4

M
od
el
5

M
od
el
6

M
od
el
7

M
od
el
8

M
od
el
9

Tu
rn
ov
er

In
te
nt
io
nb

C
on
st
an
t

2.
54
98
**

(0
.0
40
0)

2.
55
15
**

(0
.0
40
3)

2.
51
64
**

(0
.0
39
6)

2.
56
09
**

(0
.0
39
6)

2.
55
47
**

(0
.0
39
8)

2.
52
52
**

(0
.0
39
0)

2.
55
15
**

(0
.0
38
7)

2.
54
80
**

(0
.0
38
8)

2.
53
61
**

(0
.0
38
4)

Pr
oc
ed
ur
al
Ju
st
ic
e

–0
.4
37
3*
*

(0
.0
38
6)

–0
.4
43
6*
*

(0
.0
38
1)

–0
.4
69
6*
*

(0
.0
42
0)

In
te
ra
ct
io
na
lJ
us
tic
e

–0
.5
09
2*
*

(0
.0
39
3)

–0
.5
25
7*
*

(0
.0
38
3)

–0
.5
62
3*
*

(0
.0
37
4)

Pr
oc
ed
ur
al
Ju
st
ic
e

–0
.5
26
5*
*

(0
.0
34
2)

–0
.5
35
2*
*

(0
.0
34
6)

–0
.5
67
5*
*

(0
.0
34
2)

W
ib

–0
.1
55
5

(0
.0
89
0)

–0
.0
79
0

(0
.0
85
1)

–0
.1
19
7

(0
.0
86
6)

Pi
nf
a

–0
.0
95
0

(0
.0
54
2)

–0
.0
36
9

(0
.0
52
9)

–0
.0
72
0

(0
.0
52
1)

W
ee

.1
18
2*

(0
.0
46
7)

.1
35
4*

(0
.0
44
6)

.0
60
3

(0
.0
44
9)

Pr
oc
ed
ur
al
X
W
ib

–0
.2
32
9*
*

(0
.0
73
5)

Pr
oc
ed
ur
al
X
Pi
nf
a

–0
.0
94
0*

(0
.0
47
1)

Pr
oc
ed
ur
al
X
W
ee

.1
87
4*
*

(0
.0
44
0)

In
te
ra
ct
io
na
lX

W
ib

–0
.2
79
6*
*

(0
.0
73
4)

In
te
ra
ct
io
na
lX

Pi
nf
a

–0
.0
80
5

(0
.0
44
2)

In
te
ra
ct
io
na
lX

W
ee

.1
33
6*
*

(0
.0
40
9)

D
is
tr
ib
ut
iv
e
X
W
ib

–0
.1
83
5*
*

(0
.0
60
7)

D
is
tr
ib
ut
iv
e
X
Pi
nf
a

– 0
.0
15
6

(0
.0
37
8)

D
is
tr
ib
ut
iv
e
X
W
ee

.1
37
5*
*

(0
.0
40
8)

F
57
.7
54
5*
*

55
.2
49
4*
*

51
.3
73
9*
*

96
.4
03
7*
*

76
.7
53
2*
*

81
.8
70
0*
*

10
9.
62
31
**

92
.5
37
9*
*

92
.4
16
8*
*

A
dj
-R

2
0.
16
89

0.
15
99

0.
17
26

0.
19
87

0.
18
71

0.
19
92

0.
22
54

0.
21
65

0.
22
53

a U
ns
ta
nd
ar
di
ze
d
re
gr
es
si
on

co
ef
fi
ci
en
ts
ar
e
sh
ow

n.
St
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs
ar
e
in

pa
re
nt
he
se
s.

b D
ep
en
de
nt

va
ri
ab
le
.

*
p
<

0.
05
,

**
p
<

0.
01
.

278 D. Aşkun et al.

© 2017 European Academy of Management



turnover intention. Other findings showed that most of the
sub-dimensions of justice and the sub-dimensions of the
self-efficacy variables had statistically significant
correlations.

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 sub-dimensions on intention to turnover.
In models 1, 2 and 3, the interaction effect of procedural
justice and willingness to initiate behavior (–0.2329; p <
0.01), persistence in the face of adversity (–0.0940; p <
0.05) and willingness to expend effort in completing the
behavior were all-significant concerning the intention to
turnover (0.1874; 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 (–0.2796;
p < 0.01). In model 5, the interaction effect of the
persistence in the face of adversity and interactional
justice was not significant (–0.0805; 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 (0.1336; p < 0.01). Models 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
(–0.1835; p < 0.01) was significant. But in model 8, we
found no evidence concerning the interaction effect
(–0.0156; 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 2
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.

Considering the moderating effects, we took into
account the three different levels. These levels were
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.
This approach was a graphical approach that showed the
relations among variables in different levels of moderator
quality (Aiken and West, 1991). In Figure 2, these
different levels were represented by regression models.
The lines that interacted with each other showed the
significant effects of the moderator variable in three

different levels. For example, at the average and high
levels of self-efficacy sub-dimensions, this effect was
higher compared to the low levels. Also, the slope
analyses for all significant models according to three
different levels can be seen from Table 3. These models
for each level showed that the moderating effect had
significant effects on the dependent variable. On the other
hand, as seen from Table 2, there were insignificant
moderating effects which were not taken in to
consideration. In summary we can say that Hypothesis 1
and Hypothesis 2 were partially supported.

Discussion

In general, our findings implied that self-efficacy made a
difference in terms of moderating the justice-turnover
relationship. This means that for certain individuals it is
easier to leave the organization especially in situations of
injustice. As an example, 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. However, those individuals whowere 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-efficacy might play a role in justice perceptions and
related outcomes. Maybe 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 byFestinger (1957)where people always try to seek
consistency in their beliefs, attitudes and behaviors when
they seem to be inconsistent. Whenever an environmental,
social or any type of contextual information/practice gets
in the way of that consistency effort, people will either try
to change their attitudes or behaviors as a response to that
inconsistency producing situation. Normally, many
organizations/social environments are full of rules,
procedures, or impositions that might not always be in line
with what we think or believe as an individual employee.
Therefore, out of our incapability to change that
environmental impact, we might feel this inconsistency,
whichmight leadus to look for alternativeways of thinking
or behaving. In relation, important implication that we can
derive from our results would be that because self-
efficacious employees are said to hold an internal locus
of control where they believe that they are in high control
of theirwork environments (Mulki et al., 2008), perceiving
unfair treatment concerning both tangible and intangible
organizational practices might be violating their sense of
control, thus they might seek an alternative context where
their sense of control is more likely to be validated.
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In a study that looked at the influence of person-
organization fit over employee ethics and performance,
Schwepker (2015) argued that poor work attitudes in
times of person-organization misfit in organizational

values would be an expected attitudinal response (Koh
and Boo, 2001) especially concerning Festinger’s (1957)
theory on cognitive dissonance. In our example, our self-
efficacious individual employee/manager is already

Figure 2 Graphical explanations of the effects ofmoderation on the relationship between organizational justice and turnover intention. [Colour figure can be
viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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spending a lot of effort to the task or work at hand. In
response to the perceived injustice in procedures, leaving
the organization might be rendering those personal efforts
futile in his or her mind. In other words, 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.
Therefore, self-efficacy could be a capability that might
be leading an individual to choose a certain coping style
in times of felt inconsistency.

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. An
alternative explanation for this insignificant finding might
be related to what self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci
and Ryan, 1980) holds for autonomous individuals.
Because their autonomy needs might be high, and because
they believe in their competence to accomplish a task, they
might be low on the relatedness dimension thus might not
be that much sensitive to interactional justice issues. It is
like concentrating on the task itself rather than on the
relationship aspect to it. The same held true for spending
the effort dimension; those individuals spendinghigheffort
were less inclined to leave the organization in times of
injustice. For this, wemight state similar reasons supported
by SDT as well as those reasons we have outlined for
responses towards procedural justice dimension.

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 insignificant relationship the
reasons of which we have tried to outline. Alternatively,
those persistent individuals might not be seeing
distributive justice as one of their core problems, they
might be either ignoring or, 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. In
contrast, Ballout (2009), as a result of his study in a
Lebanese work context, had argued that individuals
having strong commitment and a stronger self-efficacy
would be favoring higher salary levels and high career
satisfaction. This might mean that exploring self-efficacy
further especially in relation to remuneration issues might
be important concerning organization type, personality,
and also culture.

As a result of our findings, we were able to see that self-
efficacy might be an important, even a vital personal
characteristic considering its moderating role in justice-
turnover intention relationship.

Practical implications for the
organizations

In the case that employees leave the organizations for any
reason, all of them also take with them 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

Table 3 Effects of sub dimensions of moderating variable (self-efficacy)

Model Level Effect se t p LLCI ULCI

1 MV = WIB Low –0.3234 0.0570 –5.6701 0.0000 –0.4353 –0.2115
Average –0.4373 0.0386 –11.3404 0.0000 –0.5130 –0.3616
High –0.5512 0.0480 –11.4841 0.0000 –0.6453 –0.4570

2 MV = WEE Low –0.3772 0.0531 –7.1059 0.0000 –0.4814 –0.2730
Average –0.4436 0.0381 –11.6428 0.0000 –0.5183 –0.3688
High –0.5099 0.0479 –10.6557 0.0000 –0.6038 –0.4160

3 MV = WEE Low –0.6230 0.0534 –11.6665 0.0000 –0.7278 –0.5182
Average –0.4696 0.0420 –11.1820 0.0000 –0.5521 –0.3872
High –0.3163 0.0571 –5.5346 0.0000 –0.4284 –0.2041

4 MV = WEE Low –0.3724 0.0627 –5.9441 0.0000 –0.4954 –0.2495
Average –0.5092 0.0393 –12.9456 0.0000 –0.5864 –0.4320
High –0.6459 0.0418 –15.4518 0.0000 –0.7280 –0.5639

6 MV = PINFA Low –0.6717 0.0494 –13.6067 0.0000 –0.7686 –0.5748
Average –0.5623 0.0374 –15.0197 0.0000 –0.6358 –0.4888
High –0.4530 0.0511 –8.8717 0.0000 –0.5532 –0.3528

7 MV = WIB Low –0.4367 0.0505 –8.6407 0.0000 –0.5359 –0.3375
Average –0.5265 0.0342 –15.3955 0.0000 –0.5936 –0.4593
High –0.6162 0.0393 –15.6686 0.0000 –0.6934 –0.5390

9 MV = WIB Low –0.6800 0.0512 –13.2938 0.0000 –0.7804 –0.5796
Average –0.5675 0.0342 –16.5817 0.0000 –0.6347 –0.5003
High –0.4550 0.0443 –10.2725 0.0000 –0.5419 –0.3681
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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. Even before leaving,
employees perceiving injustice might eventually develop
negative attitudes and even behaviors which can be said
to be counterproductive (Gieter et al., 2012) which hurts
the well-being of the whole organization. As DeConinck
and Johnson (2009) stated, it is an important matter to
understand whether a justice perception (either right or
wrong) leads to any type of behavior, negative or positive.
In addition, self-efficacy has been tied to behavioral
variables more closely which are said to be linked
importantly to performance as compared to other outcome
variables which are related to different consequences in
one’s environment (Harrison et al., 1997).

In addition to concerns about valuable employees
leaving the organization, the level of self-efficacy might
also be important regarding recruitment and selection
practices. As Mulki et al. (2008) argued, it would be a
very constructive approach to also look for the candidate’s
level of self-efficacy in the process of selection. They
further stressed that this might even be more important
in sales-related contexts.

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

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

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

• Regular follow-ups regarding employee perceptions
about what is going on inside the organization
especially with respect to pay, promotion, procedures
and supervisory interventions.

For those employees who are high in spending effort,
more sensitive organizational approaches are needed.
Even though our study did not find a special concern
about justice for these types employees, 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, Şeşen (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 directions for
future research

In addition to bringing important findings for
organizational research, we believe our study also had
certain shortcomings which we believe would be useful
to mention. First, 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. Second,
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. For the measurement of
turnover intentions, 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 intentions and actual turnover might
not be that straight forward, 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. In addition, informational justice
that represents timely and extensive explanations of the
procedures (DeConinck and Johnson, 2009) might also
be considered for future research.

In studies where self-efficacy serves as a moderator like
this one, culture might be an important variable of study
regarding how self-efficacy plays a role in any type of
predictor-outcome relationship. Accordingly Siu et al.
(2007) found differential self-efficacy moderating effects
concerning the type of well-being under study. Because
cultural types might vary in terms of their self efficacy
effects depending on their individualistic vs. collectivistic
characteristic (Siu et al., 2007), it is important to include
culture as an additional variable in related studies.

Conclusion

Our study suggested an important role that self-efficacy
might play in the justice-turnover relationship which has
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been widely studied in previous research. Beyond its
specific influential role, self-efficacy as an important
resource/competency/capability should be reminding us
of the possible other influential roles of other positive
individual variables such as that of resilience, optimism,
personality, positive affect, and self-awareness which all
could be the future alternative constructs to be explored
in a micro-organizational context.
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