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The debate of fair treatment and
justice originates from the notion
of social justice. Even though
fair treatment may be imple-
mented in the organizations, the
employees may perceive that they
are not being treated fairly by
their employers. This paper ana-
lyzes the impact of perceptions of
distributive and procedural jus-
tice on intention to quit among
employees from IT/ITES and BFSI
sector. Primary data was col-
lected from 401 employees by
using a mailed questionnaire for
data collection. The results indi-
cate that both procedural and
distributive justice have signifi-
cant effect on employee’s inten-
tion to quit.

Introduction

Many researchers have explored the
linkage between justice perceptions and
intention to leave. As per Justice Theory,
treatment fairness can be conceptualized
in terms of distributive justice and pro-
cedural justice. Distributive justice refers
to individual’s perceptions of the fairness
of outcomes they receive relative to the
contributions they make to the employ-
ing organization (Adams, 1965). These
outcomes include, for instance, pay, pro-
motions, and special awards. Procedural
justice represents individual’s perceptions
of the fairness of the process used to
make decisions affecting them, such as
those relating to pay, promotions and pun-
ishment (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). In-
tention to leave is one of the strongest
predictors and immediate precursor of
employee turnover (Dick et. al., 2004).
There are not many studies on highly
skilled workers such as information tech-
nology (IT/ITES) professionals or engi-
neers, even though retention of these re-
sources is often referred to as the most
critical (Ang, Slaughter& Ng, 2002).
Hence understanding the factors contrib-
uting to intention to quit will enable the
organizations plan better HR interventions
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to retain highly qualified skilled force in
Banking, Financial Services and Insur-
ance (BFSI) and IT/ITES space.

Literature Review

Organizational justice as a term was
coined by Greenberg (1987) and is de-
fined as an individual’s perception of and
reactions to fairness in an organization.
Researchers typically divide organiza-
tional justice into two categories: dis-
tributive justice and procedural justice.
Distributive justice refers to the fairness
of the outcomes an employee receives;
and procedural justice describes the
fairness of the procedures used to de-
termine those outcomes (Folger &
Greenberg, 1985). Another perspective
of procedural justice was suggested by
Bies and Moag (1986), who illustrated
concerns about the fairness of decision
maker’s behavior during the enactment
of procedures called interactional jus-
tice. Interactional justice refers to both
what is said to individuals during the
decision process and how it is said (Tyler
& Bies, 1990).

The existing literature shows mixed
results on linkage between justice per-
ceptions and intention to quit. Some
studies suggested that in response to
low distributive justice employees chose
to quit their job in order to end the ineq-
uity (Hendrix, Robbins, Miller& Sum-

mers, 1998). Others reported that pro-
cedural justice was negatively related to
turnover beyond any specific outcomes
since procedural justice reflected orga-
nizational norms of decision making
(Dailey & Kirk, 1992). Coulson and
Chonko (1999) found that distributive
justice variables have higher impact on
turnover intent than that of procedural
justice variables.

Distributive Justice & Intention to
Quit

Neihoff and Moorman (1993) devel-
oped a five item subscale to describe the
extent to which an employee believes that
his or her work outcomes are fair. These
include pay level, work schedule, work
load and job responsibilities. Other vari-
ables which impact justice perceptions
resulting in turnover intention are reward
allocation (Price, 2001), promotions
(Gould, 1979), training (Owens, 2006),
voice (Withey & Cooper, 1989). Hence,
we hypothesize that:

H1: Higher justice perceived in work
schedule will lead to lesser intention
to quit.

H2: Higher justice perceived in level of
pay decisions will lead to lesser in-
tention to quit.

H3: Higher justice perceived in rewards
would lead to lesser intention to quit.

H4: Higher justice perceived in job re-
sponsibility would lead to lesser in-
tention to quit.

H5: Higher justice perceived in promotions
would lead to lesser intention to quit.

Distributive justice variables have
higher impact on turnover intent
than that of procedural justice vari-
ables.
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H6: Higher justice perceived in postings
on key assignments would lead to
lesser intention to quit.

H7: Higher justice perceived in nomina-
tions for important training programs
would lead to lesser intention to quit.

H8: Higher justice perceived in opportu-
nity to voice one’s concerns would
lead to lesser intention to quit.

Procedural Justice & Intention to
Quit

Employee’s perception is impacted by
how a procedure is followed to take de-
cision in an organization (Majumdar,
2012).Other variables in justice research
which impact perceptions of justice re-
sulting in intention to quit are
Consistency(Sheppard & Lewicki, 1987;
Tyler & Bies, 1990), Opportunity to Per-
form and Job Performance (Cropanzano
& Greenberg, 1997), Job Relatedness
(Leventhal, 1980, Sheppard & Lewicki,
1987), Voice (Thibaut & Walker, 1975),
Timely and informative Feedback (Tyler
& Bies, 1990), Truthfulness (Bies &
Moag, 1986) and justification for a deci-
sion (Leventhal, 1980). Hence we hy-
pothesize that:

H9: Higher perceptions of justice in
supervisor’s decision making ability
would lead to lesser intention to quit.

H10: Higher perceptions of justice in
supervisor’s ability in consistency of
administration would lead to lesser in-
tention to quit.

H11: Higher perceptions of justice in
supervisor’s ability to provide oppor-

tunity to perform would lead to lesser
intention to quit.

H12: Higher perceptions of justice in
supervisor’s ability to provide job re-
latedness would lead to lesser inten-
tion to quit.

H13: Higher perceptions of justice in su-
pervisor providing opportunity to voice
one’s concerns would lead to lesser
intention to quit.

H14: Higher perceptions of justice in
supervisor’s ability to provide timely
feedback would lead to lesser inten-
tion to quit.

H15:  Higher perceptions of justice in
supervisor’s truthfulness would lead
to lesser intention to quit.

H16: Higher perceptions of justice in
supervisor’s ability to provide ad-
equate information would lead to
lesser intention to quit over and above
other primary variables.

Dependent variable

The focus of the study is to under-
stand how the perception of fairness
leads to intention to quit and hence the
paper treats Intention to quit as the de-
pendent variable.

Independent Variable

These variables can be categorized
as related to:

a) Distributive Justice

b) Procedural Justice
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After evaluating the Justice Theory
variables, the research framework is as
in fig. 1.

Data Collection

Questionnaire-based survey was
used for data collection across IT/ITES
and BFSI organizations across six loca-
tions in India. Total number of 17 vari-
ables was studied with 56 items in the
survey questionnaire. Data from 401
questionnaires were used for the final
analysis.

Measures

Standard Scales were used for mea-
surement in the study. The responses
were obtained using 5-point Likert-type
scale where 1=strongly disagree and
5=strongly agree. The distributive justice
variables were used from five item mea-
sure of Niehoff and Moorman (1993).
The measure of procedural justice was
used from Moorman (1991). The re-
ported Cronbach’s Alpha for the scale
was in the range of 0.92 to 0.94.Inten-
tion to quit was measured by three items
developed specifically for the study

Fig. 1 Research Framework

(McCloskey & McCain, 1987): “This or-
ganization is a wonderful place to work
for next 5-7 years”, “This organization
requires some improvements for capable
people to continue to work here” and
“This organization needs significant im-
provements for capable people to con-
tinue to work here”. The Cronbach’s
Alpha of the scale in the study was 0.88.

Data Analysis

The preliminary data analysis in-
volved descriptors by mean and standard
deviation. The Cronbach Alpha value was
checked for each variable to ascertain
internal consistency. Principal Compo-
nent Analysis (PCA) was done to arrive
at factors. Multivariate correlations
analysis between variables was used for
exploring hypothesized relationships and
stepwise regression was used for testing
the hypotheses.

Results

Descriptive statistics for all variables
are shown in Section A in Appendix 1.
The mean score for Level of Pay (3.59),
Nominations for Important Training
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Programs (3.6), Consistency (3.6), Voice
(3.58), Providing Timely Feedback (3.74),
Being Truthful (3.86), Providing Ad-
equate Information (3.79) indicated rela-
tively high levels of satisfaction on these
variables. The correlations (Appendix-
Section B) show that results are consis-
tent with hypotheses. Work Schedule,
Level of pay, Rewards, Job Responsibil-
ity, Promotions, Posting on Key Assign-
ments and  Voice have a significant nega-
tive correlation with intention to quit.
Nominations to Training Programs have
a positive correlation with intention to
quit. The correlations for procedural jus-
tice variables are also in line with hypoth-
eses. Opportunity to Perform, Job Relat-
edness, Voice, Timely Feedback, Being
Truthful and Providing Adequate Infor-

mation have significant negative corre-
lations with intention to quit.

Promotions, job responsibility,
nominations to important training
programs and level of pay are
found to have a statistically signifi-
cant relationship with Intention to
quit.

Results of the stepwise regressions
for Hypotheses 1 to 8 are shown in
Table1. Distributive justice variables like
promotions, job responsibility, nominations
to important training programs and level
of pay are found to have a statistically
significant relationship with Intention to
quit (Table 1).

Table 1 Coefficients of Regression Equation

Independent Variables β T Sig.

Promotions -0.316 -6.319 0.000
Job Responsibility -0.227 -4.603 0.000
Nominations to Training Program 0.164 3.633 0.000
Level of Pay -0.097 -2.069 0.039

Adjusted R2 for the equation is 0.237

The perception of fairness of level
of pay has negative relationship with in-
tention to quit (β= – 0.097, p= 0.039)
which supports hypothesis H2 i.e. higher
justice perceived in level of pay decisions
will lead to lesser intention to quit.The
perception of fairness of job responsibil-
ity has negative relationship with inten-
tion to quit (β= – 0.227, p= 0.000)which
supports hypothesis H4 i.e. higher per-
ceptions of justice in job responsibility
would lead to lesser intention to quit.The
perception of fairness of promotions has
negative relationship with intention to quit

(β= – 0.316, p= 0.000)which supports
hypothesis H5 i.e. higher perceptions of
justice in promotions would lead to lesser
intention to quit. The perception of fair-
ness of nominations for training program
has positive relationship with intention to
quit (β= + 0.164, p= 0.000); which does
not support hypothesis H7 i.e. higher per-
ceptions of justice  in nominations for
important training programs would lead
to lesser intention to quit is not accepted.

The variables that could not find place
in the regression equation are work
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schedule, rewards, postings on key as-
signments and voice (Table 2). Hence

hypothesis H1, H3, H6 and H8 have not
been accepted.

Table 2 Excluded Variables in Regression Equation

Independent Variables β T Sig.

Work Schedule -0.045 -1.000 0.318
Rewards -0.026 -0.557 0.578
Postings on Key Assignments -0.062 -1.172 0.242
Voice 0.001 0.023 0.981

The reasons for exclusion of these
variables could be varied. The work
schedule in IT/ITES sector provides a
good work life balance and hence it ap-
pears to be a low driver for intention
to quit.  Employees have expressed
higher need for promotions and job re-
sponsibility and once that need is ful-
filled, their perception of justice for
rewards, posting on key assignments
and voice is, by and large, positive and

does not significantly contribute to in-
tention to quit.

Results of the stepwise regressions
for hypotheses 9 to 16 are shown in Table
3. Procedural justice variables - oppor-
tunity to perform, decision making, job
relatedness, consistency and providing
timely feedback-are found to have a sta-
tistically significant relationship with in-
tention to quit (Table3).

Table 3 Coefficientsof Regression Equation

Independent Variables Beta T Sig.

Opportunity To Perform -0.433 -7.270 0.000
Decision Making 0.285 4.569 0.000
Job Relatedness -0.446 -7.662 0.000
Consistency 0.418 6.760 0.000
Timely Feedback -0.213 -4.315 0.000

Adjusted R2 for the equation is 0.365

 The perception of fairness of oppor-
tunity to perform has a negative relation-
ship with intention to quit (β= - 0.433,
p=0.000) which supports H11 i.e. higher
perceptions of justice in supervisor’s abil-
ity to provide opportunity to perform
would lead to lesser intention to quit. The
perception of fairness of decision mak-
ing has a positive relationship with inten-
tion to quit (β= + 0.2850, p=0.000) which
does not support hypothesis H9 i.e. higher
perceptions of justice in supervisor’s de-

cision making ability would lead to higher
intention to quit. The perception of fair-
ness of job relatedness has a negative
relationship with intention to quit (β= -
0.446, p=0.000) which supports hypoth-
esis H12 i.e. higher perceptions of jus-
tice in supervisor’s ability to provide job
relatedness would lead to lesser inten-
tion to quit.The perception of fairness of
consistency has a positive relationship
with intention to quit (β= + 0.418,
p=0.000) which does not support hypoth-
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esis H10 i.e. higher perceptions of jus-
tice in supervisor’s ability in consistency
of administration would lead to higher
intention to quit. The fairness of provid-
ing timely feedback has a negative rela-
tionship with intention to quit (β=– 0.213,
p=0.000) which supports hypothesis
H14i.e. higher perceptions of justice in

supervisor’s ability to provide timely feed-
back would lead to lesser intention to quit.

The variables that could not find place
in the regression equation are voice, be-
ing truthful and providing adequate infor-
mation. Hence hypotheses H13, H15 and
H16 have not been accepted (Table 4).

Table 4 Excluded Variables in Regression Equation

Independent Variables Beta T Sig.

Voice (Procedural Justice) -0.054 -1.259 0.209
Being Truthful 0.041 0.955 0.340
Providing Adequate Information -0.008 -0.176 0.860

The reasons for exclusion of these
variables could be varied. When employ-
ees have higher perception of justice for
opportunity to perform and job related-
ness, their perception of justice towards
their voice being heard and providing ad-
equate information by their supervisor is
high and does not contribute to intention
to quit. Also when employees have high
perception of justice for decision making
and consistency they begin to have high
perception of their supervisor being truth-
ful to them. When these decisions are not
in line with their expectations, being truth-
ful contributes to intention to quit, though
at a very insignificant level.

Discussion

This study explores the role of justice
perceptions in intention to quit. Organiza-
tional justice has received a large amount
of attention in the literature because many
important organizational attitudes and be-
haviors can be directly linked to
employee’s perceptions of justice. The
study results supported that level of pay

creates significant negative impact on
employee’s intention to quit. A large
amount of literature is available which
confirms that pay level is one of the im-
portant dimensions of employee satisfac-
tion and reducing the employee’s inten-
tion to quit (Bhal & Gulati, 2007). Blau
(1982) called level of pay as an extrinsic
reward creating significant negative im-
pact on employee’s intention to quit. Level
of pay can work as a hygiene factor for
employees with low or average perfor-
mance and motivating factor for high per-
formance employees (Winterton, 2004).

Level of pay can work as a hygiene
factor for employees with low or
average performance and motivat-
ing factor for high performance
employees.

Promotions were found to create sig-
nificant negative impact on employee’s
intention quit. Several studies have also
confirmed the positive impact of actual or
expected promotion opportunities on em-
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ployee satisfaction and commitment and
negative impact on intention to quit (Por-
ter & Steers, 1973). Promotions can be
termed as an extrinsic reward creating
significant negative impact on employee’s
intention to quit (Blau, 1982). Valuation of
this dimension represents a worker’s de-
sire for advancement and recognition.

A large number of research studies
are available signifying negative the im-
pact of training and development activi-
ties on employee turnover (Owens, 2006).
In this study, nominations for training pro-
gram were found to create significant
positive impact on employee’s intention to
quit. This finding is in line with Winterton’s
(2004) work which signified the impor-
tance of training and development activi-
ties that leads to create positive impact
on employee turnover. In the short run
training programs lead to generate the
feelings of personal development. In the
long run, training programs enhance
employee’s skills thereby increasing their
marketability. In case of information tech-
nology industry, high staff turnover is re-
lated to the high incidence of poaching
brought about by a shortage of trained
personnel (Firth et al., 2004). So, highly
trained employees have a better probabil-
ity of seeking external opportunity that
leads to higher intention to quit.

Highly trained employees have a
better probability of seeking exter-
nal opportunity that leads to higher
intention to quit.

Decision making, consistency were
found to create significant positive impact

on employee’s intention quit, while oppor-
tunity to perform, job relatedness and pro-
viding timely feedback involve the inter-
action of employees with supervisors and
were found to create significant negative
impact on employee’s intention quit. De-
cision making is one of the important as-
pects to bring fairness in evaluation of
employee’s performance. The kind of poli-
cies the supervisors follow while decision
making and dissemination of information
about them to employees create signifi-
cant impact on employee’s perceived fair-
ness about the organizational system.
Consistency in decision making variable
creates significant positive impact on
employee’s intention to quit. It means the
employees do not prefer fair procedures
as those that are stable across persons and
time. This suggests that the employees
prefer procedural differentiation instead
of procedural consistency. The root of dis-
crimination might be based on expecta-
tions of performance based pay, rewards
or promotions. Lack of consistency in for-
mal rules places high value on interper-
sonal relations.

Employees prefer procedural dif-
ferentiation instead of procedural
consistency.

Opportunity to perform creates signifi-
cant negative impact on employee’s inten-
tion to quit. The activities required for the
successful performance of an individual’s
job can have a significant impact on his
decision to remain with organization.
Winterton (2004) found that providing em-
ployees with opportunities to take up high
responsibility acts as a motivating factor
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for higher job satisfaction. The perceived
opportunity to fully utilize one’s abilities on
the job as well as perceived importance of
work performed is negatively related to
intention to quit (Cropanzano &Greenberg,
1997). Hence supervisors have a crucial
role in motivating employees so that they
perform those tasks successfully.

Job relatedness and task identity have
been used interchangeably in literature
(Porter & Steers, 1973). The clarity about
the task to be performed creates a sig-
nificant negative impact on employee’s
intention to quit. It is very important that
supervisor clearly mentions the roles and
responsibilities to employees and provide
explanations for important decisions re-
garding work. Providing timely feedback
leads to generate greater trust in supervi-
sors. First, Zander (1957) investigated the
impact of feedback on employee’s inten-
tion to quit. He stated that the supervisor
has a major role to play in knowing as well
as fulfilling the expectations of employ-
ees. Informing employees of performance
appraisal criteria in advance makes em-
ployee clear about what is expected out
of them after task completion. This can
prove a significant factor contributing to
employees’ trust in their performance
evaluation during later stage. The lack of
information communication and feedback
leads to generate role ambiguity about
one’s job responsibility among employees,
which leads to create more job dissatis-
faction and intention to quit.

Implications for Managers

The results indicate that the turnover
intention of the IT/ITES and BFSI pro-
fessionals simultaneously get influenced

by their perceived justice of recognition
of their efforts through equity rule like
promotions, job responsibility, level of pay
and fairness of procedures used in mak-
ing decisions like opportunity to perform,
timely feedback and consistency of de-
cision making. In managing these skilled
professionals, management will need to
design systems which motivate employ-
ees through timely career growth – both
vertical and lateral. Also, investing in
employees by nominating them for im-
portant training programs is a way to rec-
ognize their contribution.

Managers will also need to ensure that
compensation is benchmarked against
comparable skill sets in the market. The
role of managers becomes very crucial
in staying connected with the employee’s
needs at work and providing timely feed-
back and facilitating performance im-
provement. Managers will need to stay
engaged with employees with effective
communication on decision making. They
will need to seek constant feedback and
provide rationale wherever required.

Managers will need to stay en-
gaged with employees with effec-
tive communication on decision
making. They will need to seek
constant feedback and provide ra-
tionale wherever required.

Conclusion

This research attempted to study the
perceptions of organizational justice and
influence on employee’s intention to quit.
The distributive justice variables like level
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of pay and promotions are instrumental in
determining intention to quit. The role of
supervisor has emerged critical in exert-
ing influence over the decision to make
employees satisfied with respect to job
requirements and methods for perfor-
mance improvement. The supervisors
must follow fair decision making and
evaluation process, which may generate
the feelings of justice, dignity and self-re-
spect among employees. These observa-
tions are particularly important in techni-
cally-skilled employees in BFSI and IT/
ITES sectors. Employees with these skills
have high job mobility and if employees
perceive distributive and procedural ineq-
uities, they may have high intention to quit.
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Appendix 1 Descriptive Statistics

Section A

Variables N Mean Standard Deviation

Work Schedule 401 3.00 0.84
Level of Pay 401 3.59 0.82
Reward 401 3.40 0.74
Job Responsibility 401 3.48 0.65
Promotions 401 3.18 0.65
Posting on Key Assignments 401 3.21 0.76
Nominations for Important Training Programs 401 3.60 0.68
Voice 401 3.40 0.74
Decision Making 401 3.47 0.80
Consistency 401 3.60 0.92
Opportunity to Perform 401 3.40 1.01
Job Relatedness 401 3.44 1.03
Voice 401 3.58 0.90
Providing Timely Feedback 401 3.74 0.67
Being Truthful 401 3.86 0.76
Providing Adequate Information 401 3.79 0.72
Intention to Quit 401 3.09 0.95
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