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An Examination of the Relationships among the Justice Facets, Overall Justice, Strain, 

and Intent to Turnover in a Military Context 

Cindy D. Suurd 

September 15,2008 

Abstract 

A paucity of research exists on sources of organizational justice outside of 

supervisors and the organization itself. In addition, only recently have researchers begun 

to examine the construct of overall justice, despite its centrality in previous justice theory 

(e.g., Fairness Heuristic Theory; Lind, 2001). To address these shortfalls, I conducted a 

cross-sectional correlational study using a military sample to examine how the traditional 

justice facets (i.e., distributive justice, procedural justice, informational justice, and 

interpersonal justice), co-worker interpersonal justice, and overall justice perceptions 

relate to strain and intentions to turnover. Based on past research, I expected that a six-

factor model of justice would best represent the data. I further proposed a path model in 

which overall justice would mediate the relationship between the justice facets and strain, 

and strain would mediate the relationship between overall justice and intentions to 

turnover. Structural Equation Modeling analyses provided support for my hypotheses. 

The results of this study suggest that justice evaluations from different sources 

(coworkers, supervisors and organizations) and at different levels (sub facets and overall 

justice) are related to strain and intentions to turnover. Limitations and implications of 

this research are discussed. 
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An Examination of the Relationships among the Justice Facets, Overall Justice, Strain, 

and Intent to Turnover in a Military Context 

A plenitude of research suggests that perceived injustice in the workplace is 

associated with undesirable behavioural outcomes including theft (Greenberg, 1990) 

other counterproductive work behaviours (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001), decreased work 

performance (Pfeffer & Langton, 1994), increased withdrawal behaviour (Hulin, 1991) 

and turnover (Dailey & Kirk, 1992). In addition, evidence suggests that injustice is linked 

to negative attitudinal responses such as reduced organizational commitment (Alexander, 

Sinclair, & Tetrick, 1995) and lessened trust in the organization (Konovsky & Pugh, 

1994). Recently, research has explored the impact of organizational justice on employee 

health and has found injustice to be related to psychological strain and depression 

(Francis & Barling, 2005; Tepper, 2001). 

Traditionally, organizational justice research has encompassed three different 

facets of justice: distributive, procedural, and interactional (Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, 

& Rupp, 2001). Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of outcomes 

allocations (Greenberg, 1987). Adams' (1965) equity theory suggests that individuals 

look to relevant others to evaluate the fairness of their own outcomes. Perceptions of 

fairness exist when one's own input/outcome ratio is similar to that of comparison others. 

Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the procedures used to allocate 

outcomes or make decisions in organizations (Leventhal, 1980). Procedures are perceived 

as fair when, for example, accurate information is incorporated into decision-making and 

personal biases of leaders are suppressed (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997; Leventhal, 

1980). Interactional justice is defined as the perceived fairness of the interpersonal 
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treatment an individual receives (Bies & Moag, 1986), most typically from his or her 

supervisor. Greenberg (1993; see also Colquitt, 2001) suggested the further subdivision 

of interactional justice into two separate categories: interpersonal justice and 

informational justice. Interpersonal justice reflects an assessment of the degree of respect 

and sincerity in interpersonal interactions (Bies & Moag, 1986). Informational justice 

refers to the adequacy and honesty of the explanations provided in the workplace 

(Greenberg, 1993). 

Recent advances in the justice literature have suggested expanding sources of 

justice beyond the supervisor and the organization. For example, researchers (see 

Holmvall & Sidhu, 2007; Rupp & Spencer, 2006) have examined customers as a 

potential source for interactional justice evaluations. Similarly, coworkers may contribute 

to justice evaluations because they play a prominent role in individuals' work groups. 

Accordingly, some work has begun to explore coworkers as a source of justice 

evaluations (see Branscombe, Spears, Ellemer & Dooje, 2002; Donovan, Drasgow & 

Munson, 1998; Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007). 

When considering the different facets of organizational justice noted above, 

researchers are often focused on the unique contribution of each aspect of justice to the 

prediction of organizational outcomes (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005). However, recent work 

in the justice literature has introduced researchers to the concept of overall justice. For 

example, Lind (2001) asserted that, while individuals can distinguish between different 

types of injustice experiences; it may be their overall experience of justice that drives 

their behaviour. Similarly, Ambrose and Schminke (2003) highlighted that the focus on 

differences between justice constructs may overshadow their similarities. Arguably, 
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victims of injustice are unlikely to concern themselves with the number or types of 

injustice they encounter; rather they might react to their overall experience (Ambrose & 

Schminke, 2006). Thus, recently researchers have suggested a shift in focus to the 

consideration of overall fairness judgements in addition to the sub facets of justice 

(Hauenstein, McGonigle, & Flinder, 2001). 

Although the concept of overall justice has received some scant attention in the 

literature, justice from coworkers has practically been ignored in research studies (for 

exceptions see Branscombe, et al., 2002; Donovan, et al., 1998; Lavelle, et al., 2007). To 

address these shortfalls, I conducted a study to examine the role of the four facets of 

justice (Colquitt, 2001), co-worker interpersonal justice, and overall justice in the 

prediction of strain and intent to turnover. An examination of how justice evaluations in 

the workplace impact strain is important, in part considering strain's deleterious effects 

accrue to the organization. Similarly, intent to turnover is an important outcome in all 

organizations; for the Canadian Forces it is particularly relevant considering their desire 

to increase the size of the forces in the face of high attrition (Currie, 2005). Figure 1 

depicts the proposed relationships between the justice facets, overall justice, strain and 

intentions to turnover, which are described in the sections that follow. 

The Structure of Justice Evaluations 

As noted above, the majority of the existing literature on interpersonal justice has 

focused on interactions between supervisors and employees (Colquitt, 2001; Greenberg, 

2006). The construct of interactional justice was first proposed as an independent facet of 

justice (from procedural and distributive) by Bies and Moag (1986). Their initial 

definition embedded interactional justice in the context of decision-making, which 
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fostered confusion regarding the relationship between interactional and procedural justice 

(Bies, 2001). Not surprisingly, the bulk of research on the interpersonal justice facet has 

focused exclusively on the interpersonal treatment displayed during the decision-making 

process or during the enactment of procedures, consistent with Bies and Moag's (1986) 

initial definition (see Colquitt, 2001). 

More recently, researchers have shown that concerns about justice go beyond the 

decision-making context. For example, Mikula (1986) conducted a study asking 

respondents to recount an experience of injustice they had experienced as victims. He 

found that there was a clear discrepancy between the unjust events reported by his 

participants (which included a broad range of interpersonal behaviours) and the situations 

of injustice normally examined in research, namely unfair payment and unjust 

distributions. In subsequent studies, Mikula, Petri and Tanzer (1990) suggested a broader 

conceptualization of interpersonal treatment, which would extend beyond the decision­

making process or the enactment of procedures. To encompass individuals' justice 

experiences in the workplace, they argued that interpersonal justice should include 

different types and sources of interactions. Their study focused on gathering information 

on events individuals considered unjust and clustering them together. Similar to Mikula's 

(1986) findings, a considerable number of unjust events concerned neither distributions 

nor procedures, but rather the interpersonal treatment that occurred outside of decision­

making or the enactment of procedures. Examples included breaking agreements, 

disregarding feelings, reproach or accusation, abusive or aggressive treatment, putting 

one's interests first, and unfriendly or impolite treatment (Mikula et al., 1990). Similarly, 

Messick, Bloom, Boldizar, and Samuelson (1985) asked participants to describe fair and 
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unfair behaviours that they or others enacted. Their results yielded distributive, 

procedural and interpersonal events. They also found that the interpersonal injustices 

reported were often independent of procedures and outcomes. Similarly, Bies (2001) 

highlighted that interactional justice concerns are not limited to exchange contexts 

because employees are concerned about the interpersonal treatment they receive during 

every day encounters in organizations. 

InterpersonalJustice from Coworkers. Mikula et al. (1990) found that some types 

of injustice occur in almost any interpersonal relationship, but that other forms were 

related to power level (i.e., equal/unequal power relationships). Distributive and 

procedural matters emerged as more typical subjects of justice judgements in 

relationships with unequal power (such as between an employee and a supervisor), 

whereas quality of interpersonal treatment was the subject of justice judgements in both 

equal and unequal power relationships. In the daily work environment, employees 

interact with individuals in both equal and unequal power situations, suggesting that 

interpersonal treatment from individuals other than supervisors may influence justice 

judgements. In fact, employees may spend considerably more time with coworkers than 

with supervisors and may derive some of their evaluations of organizational justice from 

the relationships they have with these individuals. Indeed, Hackman (1992) suggested 

that individuals working in organizations may experience their immediate work group as 

a prominent social context. 

Lavelle et al. (2007) argued that coworkers are becoming increasingly important 

foci in the study of justice, considering the popularity of self-managed teams. They 

proposed a theoretical model linking justice, social exchange, and citizenship behaviors. 
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Their framework suggested that individuals can evaluate how fairly they are treated by 

individuals they consider roughly equal (e.g., peers). Moreover, Donovan et al. (1998) 

developed a two-factor scale measuring interpersonal fairness between employees and 

their supervisors and between employees and their coworkers. Centred on how 

individuals in the workplace interact interpersonally, the two factors were only modestly 

correlated (r =. 47), suggesting that interpersonal justice may be assessed differentially 

based on its source: supervisor or co-worker. Thus, based on this research, I expected that 

employees might evaluate interpersonal justice from two sources. Accordingly, I propose 

my first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals form separate evaluations about the interpersonal 

justice they receive depending on the source (e.g., from supervisors versus 

coworkers). Thus, two factors (supervisor, co-worker) will best represent 

interpersonal j ustice j udgments. 

Overall Justice. Ambrose and Arnaud (2005) believe the recent shift to overall 

justice may, in fact, reflect a return to earlier conceptualizations of justice. They note that 

Leventhal's (1980) work on procedural justice outlined procedural and distributive rules 

as the basis of (overall) justice evaluations. Similarly, Lind's (2001) Fairness Heuristic 

Theory postulates that a general fairness judgement is generated rapidly and 

automatically in response to justice events. In this conceptualization, individuals use 

whatever justice experiences they encounter (whether distributive, procedural, or 

interactional) to form or revise an overall fairness judgement (Lind, 2001). The overall 

fairness evaluation can subsequently exert an influence on attitudes and behaviours (Kim 
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& Leung, 2007) and serve as a cognitive shortcut used to resolve uncertainty in 

workplace interactions (Lind, 2001). 

Measuring overall justice judgements may provide a mechanism to examine 

organizational justice without issues of multicollinearity that result from high 

intercorrelations between the justice facets (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005). Indeed, meta­

analyses have confirmed that the relationship between procedural and distributive justice 

is consistently high (p = .64, Hauenstein, et al., 2001; r = .48, Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, 

Porter, & Ng, 2001). Colquitt et al. (2001) also found high correlations between the 

interpersonal and informational justice subscales (r = .57). In light of this latter finding, 

some researchers have collapsed interpersonal and informational justice together into a 

single interactional justice facet (e.g., Ambrose & Schminke, 2006; Schminke & 

Ambrose, 2007); others, however, argue in favour of distinguishing between the 

constructs (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Given that the sub facets of justice 

share meaningful common variance with each other, Hauenstein et al. (2001) argued that 

they are also likely to capture common variance in work outcomes. To offer support to 

the further study of overall justice, Hauenstein et al. noted that rather than risk 

inaccurately assigning shared variance to one sub facet in favour of another, interpreting 

overall justice perceptions could provide researchers with another option. In addition to 

the support offered by the concept of shared variance, Colquitt and Shaw's (2005) 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) found that specific justice sub-facets loaded 

significantly on a latent overall justice factor. 

What then, is overall justice? Colquitt and Shaw (2005) argued that overall justice 

could be conceptualized as either a higher order latent construct or as a global perception. 
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Their CFA offered support for overall justice as a higher order latent variable that drives 

responses to the sub facets of justice. Specifically, these researchers conducted a second-

order CFA in which the justice facets all loaded significantly on the overall justice factor. 

This conceptualization suggests that overall evaluations of fairness impact how 

individuals judge specific justice facets. 

In contrast, overall justice as a global perception refers to an evaluation of the 

justice of an organization or entity (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). Overall justice in this case 

does not drive the evaluation of specific facets, rather, specific instances or evaluations of 

justice (e.g., about procedures, outcomes or interactions) impact or are used to form a 

global evaluation of fairness at work. Overall justice as a global perception more closely 

mirrors Lind's (2001) Fairness Heuristic Theory (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). Specifically, 

Lind (2001) suggested that overall justice refers to an individual's global evaluation of 

his or her work experiences. In this regard, overall justice could be measured using 

general statements about the organization or it could be referenced to human sources such 

as supervisors (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). In addition, Kray and Lind (2002) demonstrated 

that individuals rely on information about the fairness experiences of others to form a 

global assessment of justice. For the current study, overall justice was conceptualized as a 

global evaluation that is referenced toward the work environment rather than a single 

source (e.g., supervisor or organization); studying overall justice as a global evaluation is 

in keeping with the majority of research and theory in the area (Ambrose & Schminke, 

2006; Jones & Martens, 2007; Kim & Leung, 2007; Schminke & Ambrose, 2007). 

With respect to the measurement of overall justice, Schminke and Ambrose 

(2007) sought to synthesize the different conceptualizations of overall justice (including 
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those postulated by Colquitt & Shaw, 2005; Kray & Lind, 2002; Lind, 2001) by creating 

a six-item overall justice scale; three items measured personal justice experiences and 

three items measured the fairness of the organization, including the fairness of others' 

experiences. In contrast, Jones and Martens' (2007) study involving overall justice 

focused on the senior management team as the relevant entity (versus the organization). 

They defined overall justice as "individuals' global assessment of a social entity, such as 

an individual manager or senior management team" (p. 1). Despite the change in focus 

that resulted from the rewording of items, these researchers have found overall justice to 

be a distinct construct from the other (four and three, respectively) sub facets of 

organizational justice (Ambrose & Schminke, 2006; Jones & Martens, 2007; Schminke & 

Ambrose, 2007). In light of this research, I propose the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Overall justice is a distinct construct from distributive, procedural, 

interpersonal, informational, and co-worker interpersonal justice. 

Justice Facets as Antecedents to Overall Justice. In addition to overall justice 

being distinct from the facets of justice, researchers have postulated that the facets act as 

antecedents to overall justice evaluations. Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) Structural 

Equation Modeling analyses found that distributive, procedural and interactional justice 

were significantly related to overall justice, with procedural justice exhibiting the 

strongest relationship of the three. In contrast, Jones and Martens (2007) found that 

interpersonal justice acted as the main driver of overall justice evaluations and that 

procedural justice was not significantly related to overall justice. In addition, distributive 

and informational justice were related to perceptions of overall fairness in Jones and 

Martens' study. Thus, depending on the wording of the overall justice items, different sub 
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facets of justice (e.g., procedural, interpersonal) appeared to act as major drivers of 

overall justice evaluations. 

The findings of both Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) and Jones and Martens' 

(2007) studies are consistent with the concept of multifoci justice (Cropanzano, et al., 

2001), which postulates that the experience of injustice in organizations may originate 

from different sources. Source refers to the perpetrator of potentially unjust treatment 

(Rupp & Spencer, 2006). Many researchers have recognized two central sources from 

which fairness evaluations are drawn: formal and informal (Blader & Tyler, 2003). 

Formal sources are considered to be at the organizational level and are often structural in 

nature and fairly constant over time. Malatesta and Byrne (1997) suggested that policies 

and procedures are believed to originate from the organization, thus, judgments about 

procedural justice should be closely linked to attitudes and behaviours directed to the 

organization. On the other hand, informal sources of justice evaluations can originate 

from the experiences people have with individuals they encounter in their work lives 

(e.g., their supervisors). Interpersonal treatment is interpreted as originating directly from 

the individual (i.e., supervisors and managers), thus, Malatesta and Byrne (1997) 

suggested that interactional justice would be linked to attitudes and behaviours directed at 

the supervisor. Considering that the item wording used by Jones and Martens (2007) 

centered on informal sources (e.g., the senior management team) it is not surprising that 

they found interpersonal justice to be a major driver of overall justice perceptions. In 

contrast, Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) items focused on formal (i.e., organizational1) 

sources, and these researchers found that procedural justice contributed most strongly to 

overall justice perceptions. 
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For this study, I modified Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) items so that they 

covered, simultaneously, both formal and informal sources of justice evaluations. 

Specifically, by referring more generally to the work environment (i.e., changing items 

from "organizational" wording to a more general "workplace" wording), the scale may 

provide a more comprehensive estimation of what overall justice at work comprises. 

Specifically, justice evaluations originating from the workplace more broadly could allow 

respondents to take into account both organizational factors and interpersonal treatment 

from supervisors and coworkers. 

Ambrose and Schminke (2006) argued that a benefit to considering overall justice 

judgements is that it represents a parsimonious approach that provides an accurate 

description of an individual's justice experiences. Colquitt and Shaw (2005) argued that 

researchers may have more flexibility when using overall justice because variance can be 

explained without multicollinearity. Nonetheless, a complete departure from the specific 

types of justice is not yet warranted. Indeed, researchers have found that the sub facets of 

justice account for variance in overall justice or could be antecedents to overall justice 

judgements (Ambrose & Schminke, 2006; Jones & Martens, 2007; Kim & Leung, 2007). 

Colquitt and Shaw (2005) suggested that further research could clarify which of the 

justice dimensions are most highly related to overall justice. For this study, modifying 

Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) items so that they encompassed both formal and 

informal sources of justice evaluations in the work environment may provide a more 

comprehensive understanding of overall justice from a multifoci standpoint. Accordingly, 

I propose the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 3: Distributive, procedural, informational, and interpersonal justice 

(from both supervisors and coworkers) each account for unique variance in 

overall justice perceptions. 

The Link Between Justice and Outcomes 

For some time, employees' perceptions of injustice have been empirically linked 

to work-related attitudes and behaviours (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). However, only 

recently has organizational injustice been recognized as a growing issue in the 

occupational stress literature. In light of the potential negative implications of stress for 

both employees and their organizations (see Quick, Quick, Nelson, & Hurrell, 1997), 

examining the link between justice and stress is an important avenue for continued 

research. Similarly, the positive relationship between injustice and intentions to turnover 

has been shown in meta-analytic research (see Colquitt et al., 2001). In the current study, 

I build on existing research by examining the link between justice (at both the facet and 

global levels) and strain and intent to turnover. 

Stress and Psychological Strain. The term stress has been ascribed numerous 

meanings, describing both how individuals feel and as an outside influence to which 

individuals are exposed in their environment (Francis & Barling, 2005). According to 

Lazarus and Folkman (1984), outside influences are stressors, which are external events 

in the environment that have the, potential to create negative outcomes for individuals. 

Stressors can be distinguished from stress in that stressors are objective events and stress 

is one's subjective reaction to stressors (Barling, 1990). Stress is defined in terms of a 

psychological threat, when the individual views a situation as potentially hazardous 

(Singer & Davidson, 1986). In recent years, stress has been identified as a fundamental 
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element of organizational life (Quick, Murphy, & Hurrell, 1992). Indeed, organizational 

stress is prominent in the workplace and has been credited with negative health outcomes 

for employees including depression, coronary heart disease, increased alcohol 

consumption, sickness, absence and mortality (Amick, McDonough, Chang, Rogers, 

Pieper, & Duncan, 2002; Kuper, Singh-Manoux, Siegrist, & Marmot, 2002; Quick, et al., 

1997; Vahtera, Kivimaki, Pentti, & Theorell, 2000). In addition, a number of detrimental 

organizational outcomes have also been ascribed to occupational stress, including 

reduced job satisfaction and commitment, and intentions to turnover (Bhagat, McQuaid, 

Lindholm, & Segovis, 1985; Podsakoff, LePine & LePine, 2007). 

Strain is the physiological, behavioral, and psychological consequence of long-

term exposure to stress and may encompass some of the outcomes detailed above 

(Francis & Barling, 2005; Pratt & Barling, 1988). Korunka and Vitouch (1999) classified 

strain as a general category that includes psychosomatic complaints, and dissatisfaction, 

while other researches have linked strain to specific physiological outcomes such as 

cancer, gastrointestinal illness, and cardiovascular disease (Kristensen, 1996; Quick et al, 

1997). Psychological outcomes of strain include anxiety, cognitive failure, and 

depression (Billings & Moos, 1982; Kivimaki & Lusa, 1994; Tepper, 2001). 

Justice and Strain. Recent research indicates that overall justice mediates the 

relationship between the sub facets of justice and organizational outcomes including 

affective commitment, job satisfaction, turnover intentions, task performance, 

organizational citizenship behaviour, organizational deviance and trust (Ambrose & 

Schminke, 2006; Jones & Martens, 2007). Although this research is promising, it fails to 

capture the impact of overall justice on other important outcomes, such as strain. An 
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understanding of how justice evaluations in the workplace impact strain is relevant, in 

part considering strain's deleterious effects accrue to the organization. 

The prediction that the sub facets of justice will influence strain has received 

support in the recent literature. The theoretical support for distributive justice's link to 

strain is based on Adams' (1965) equity theory. According to the theory, exposure to 

perceived inequity contributes to individuals' experiences of tension. Various authors 

have confirmed distributive justices' relationship with strain (Francis & Barling, 2005; 

Tepper, 2001). Studies have also found support for the relationship between procedural 

justice and strain (see Elovainio, Kivimaki, Helkama, 2001; Francis & Barling, 2005; 

Judge & Colquitt, 2004). In accordance with the group-value model of justice, when 

individuals are not treated fairly (either through procedures or interpersonally), it 

suggests to them that they are not valued by the organization, group or authority in 

question (Lind & Tyler, 1988). This evaluation can incite stress because individuals who 

do not see themselves as embedded in the group may not view their workplace as stable 

or predictable (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Interactional injustice may also be linked to strain 

based on its negative influence on valuable coping resources such as social support. 

Specifically, social support can buffer the relationship between perceived stress and strain 

(Cohen & Wills, 1985). Heaney and Israel (2002) defined social support as social 

exchanges or interpersonal transactions that the sender intends to be helpful, which are 

offered in the context of trust, respect and caring. Respect, in turn, is a key aspect of 

interpersonal justice. Kahn and Byosiere (1992) asserted that individuals who receive 

more social support from their supervisors report less anxiety and depression than those 

who receive less support. Judge and Colquitt (2004) also found evidence that 
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interpersonal injustice predicted a measure of stress. Similarly, informational justice may 

be linked to stress and strain because supervisors who provide information to 

subordinates may cast potentially stressful situations in a less hostile light (Vermunt & 

Steensma, 2003). Interactionally fair treatment can also buffer some of the negative stress 

responses (e.g., insomnia) to pay inequity (Greenberg, 2006), suggesting that individuals 

may experience less distress when they experience interactional justice from their 

supervisors. Though supervisors play a central role in an employee's work life, one's 

coworkers are also considered a source of social support (Quick et al., 1997). Beach, 

Martin, Blum, and Roman (1993) found that, next to spouses, coworkers were named 

most often as sources of social support. When interpersonal treatment stemming from 

coworkers is perceived as unjust, employees may be less likely to seek social support 

from this important group. 

Researchers (Ambrose & Schminke, 2006; Jones & Martens, 2007; Schminke & 

Ambrose, 2007) have established that the sub facets of justice can act as antecedents to 

overall justice. In addition, overall justice appears to play a mediating role between the 

facets and organizational outcomes such as commitment, turnover intentions, job 

satisfaction, task performance, organizational citizenship behaviours, and organizational 

deviance (Ambrose & Schminke, 2006). Although the outcome variable of strain has 

been linked to the sub facets of organizational justice, to date no studies have examined 

whether overall justice perceptions may drive the relationship between the sub facets and 

strain. Based on past research on justice and strain, and overall justice, I propose the 

following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 4: Overall justice perceptions will mediate the relationships between 

procedural, distributive, informational, interpersonal, and co-worker interpersonal 

justice and strain. 

In addition to the individual consequences relating to the experience of stress and 

strain, organizational outcomes may also be severe. Jex and Crossley (2005) found that 

stress was linked to decreased organizational commitment, job performance, and 

increased absenteeism. Lateness, absenteeism and turnover are all considered to be 

withdrawal behaviours, which share common attitudinal correlates (Horn & Griffeth, 

1995). Thus, the experience of stress and strain may lead to other outcomes including 

turnover intentions and ultimately turnover (Tett & Meyer, 1993). Organizations strive to 

understand antecedents to turnover because it can be related to lost productivity and thus, 

to their bottom line. 

Turnover. Lee defined turnover as 'the termination of an individual's formal 

membership with an organization' (1997, p. 97). Although turnover can occasionally be 

considered functional, it is generally considered undesirable for organizations based on 

the costs associated with replacement of personnel (Hollenbeck & Williams, 1986). 

Staffing levels in the Canadian Forces hover around 65,400 members, however, 

initiatives to increase the strength of the Canadian Forces by 5,000 individuals by 2010 

have been underway since 2005 (Currie, 2005). Indeed, turnover is a consistent barrier to 

increasing staffing levels. Overall, voluntary attrition in the Canadian Forces is on the 

rise, with a 21% increase between 2000/01 and 2003/04 (Currie, 2005). A total of 3,408 

non-commissioned members left in 2004/05, 54% of which were voluntary releases 

(versus compulsory releases, which could include things such as medical conditions 
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precluding military service). The role of justice in turnover is of practical importance to 

the Canadian Forces because of the costs associated with voluntary attrition in terms of 

salary, training resources, and recruiting efforts. Nonetheless, understanding the 

antecedents of turnover is important regardless of organization type. 

Strain and Intentions to Turnover. Numerous researchers have established that 

elevated levels of stress and resultant strain are associated with increased intentions to 

quit (Kelloway & Day, 2005; Podaskoff, LePine & LePine, 2007; Rush, Schoel, & 

Barnard, 1995). Wanberg and Banas (2000) expanded this research and revealed that 

stress was related to both intentions to leave and actual voluntary turnover. In meta-

analytic research, intentions to turnover have displayed a strong link with actual turnover 

(r = .45, Tett & Meyer, 1993). Thus, measuring intent to turnover is an appropriate 

alternative to attempting to study actual turnover. The proposition that individuals who 

experience higher levels of strain may be more likely to intend to leave the organization 

was tested by the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5: Individuals who experience higher levels of strain will be more 

likely to report intentions to leave the organization. 

Few studies have considered the mediating role of strain in the relationship 

between organizational justice and intentions to quit. One exception is Riolli and 

Savicki's (2006) research that found a relationship between procedural justice, strain, and 

turnover. Not surprisingly considering the fairly recent conceptualization of overall 

justice, no studies have examined whether overall justice and strain are linked. However, 

Ambrose and Schminke (2006) established a relationship between overall justice and 

intentions to turnover. The final hypothesis in this study examines whether perceptions of 
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overall justice are related to intentions to leave the organization through their relationship 

with strain: 

Hypothesis 6: The relationship between perceptions of overall justice and 

intentions to quit will be mediated by strain. 

Previous studies of justice and strain have often focused on only two or three sub 

facets of justice (procedural & distributive, Tepper (2001); procedural & interactional, 

Elovainio, Kivimaki & Helkama (2001); procedural, interactional & distributive, Francis 

& Barling (2005); Tepper, (2000); for an exception see Judge & Colquitt, 2004). The 

current study contributes to the existing literature by examining justice's relationship 

with strain and intentions to turnover using the fully articulated, four factor model 

(Colquitt, 2001) of organizational justice. In addition to the four factor model, this study 

examined two far less studied aspects of justice—interpersonal justice from coworkers 

(Donovan et al., 1998) and overall justice perceptions (Ambrose & Schminke, 2006)— 

which may provide a clearer understanding of how justice evaluations from different 

sources (coworkers, supervisors and organizations) and at different levels (sub facets and 

overall justice) are related to the important outcomes of strain and turnover. 

Method 

Participants 

Three hundred and seventeen participants responded to either an electronic or a 

paper and pencil survey, The Unit Morale Profile. The Unit Morale Profile is a 

commonly administered instrument in the Canadian Forces used to assess employee 

opinions. Three units were surveyed, however, data for one unit could not be used for 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM; the main analysis method used in this study) due to 
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the small sample size (JV= 46). Thus, this unit was excluded from the analysis. In 

addition, the number of surveys completed in French (N= 40) was not large enough to 

support multi-group analysis to establish if language differences existed. Thus, only 

respondents who completed the survey in English were retained for the analysis. The 

response rate for Unit 1 was approximately 34%, for Unit 2 the response rate was 

approximately 78%. The listwise JVs for the justice measurement models were: Unit 1 N 

= 97, Unit 2 JV = 125. For the structural models, the listwise Ns were: Unit 1 N = 95, Unit 

2JV=123. 

The sex of the respondents in the final sample was 86.3% male and 13.7% female. 

Participants ranged in age, with 28.5% in the 18 to 30 age range, 32.4% in the 31-40 age 

range, 34.2% in the 41-50 age range, and 4.8% in the 51-60 age range. Fifty-five point 

five percent of the participants completed high school, 35.5% had completed college or 

university undergraduate programs, and 3.5% had completed university graduate 

programs. Organizational tenure ranged in years with 17.5% of individuals serving less 

than 5 years, 19.2% serving 5-10 years, 9.6% serving 11-15 years, 22.7% serving 16-20 

years, 14.4% serving 21-25 years, and 16.6% serving more than 26 years. 

Procedure 

The justice, strain and intentions to turnover scales were included as part of the 

larger Unit Morale Profile survey. The Unit Morale Profile is an instrument selected by 

Commanding Officers who wish to survey their incumbents regarding unit functioning. 

In addition to completing measures of various psychological constructs, participants were 

asked to answer a limited number of items related to certain demographic characteristics. 

A general consent form (i.e., not specific to my research questions) was attached to the 
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survey. Prior to completing the questionnaires, participants were provided with the 

information/consent sheet, which indicated that participation was voluntary. Completion 

of the survey was taken as an indication of their consent. Participants were free to 

withdraw participation at any time while filling out the questionnaire. 

Measures 

All justice facet scales were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (to a very 

small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). The variables were computed so that higher 

scores reflected higher levels of perceived justice. The complete scales used in the study 

are provided in Appendix A. 

Distributive Justice. Colquitt's (2001) 4-item scale was used to measure 

distributive justice (a = 95).3 Sample items include (To what extent:) "Are your 

outcomes justified, given your performance?" and "Do your outcomes reflect the effort 

you have put into your work?" 

ProceduralJustice. Colquitt's (2001) 7-item procedural justice scale was slightly 

modified to suit the military organization (a = .92). Sample items include: (To what 

extent:) "Are you able to express your views and feelings during decision-making 

procedures?" and "Are decision-making procedures free of bias?" 

Interpersonal Justice. Colquitt's (2001) 4-item scale was used to assess 

interpersonal justice (a = .93). Sample items include: (To what extent:) "Does your 

supervisor refrain from improper remarks or comments?" and "Does your supervisor treat 

you with respect?" 

Informational Justice. Colquitt's (2001) 5-item scale was used to assess 

informational justice (a = .93). Sample items include: (To what extent:) "Is your 
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supervisor candid in his/her communications with you?" and "Does your supervisor 

communicate details (e.g., about decisions and procedures) in a timely manner?" 

InterpersonalJustice from Coworkers. I adapted Colquitt's (2001) 4-item 

Interpersonal Justice Scale to reflect justice from coworkers (a = .93). Sample items 

include: (To what extent:) "Do your coworkers refrain from improper remarks or 

comments?" and "Do your coworkers treat you with dignity?" 

Overall Justice. I used a modified version of Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) 6-

item overall justice scale (a = .96). The modified measure used a Likert-type scale 

ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The lead in for the scale was 

"The following questions refer to how fair you think your workplace is overall." Sample 

items include: "Overall, I'm treated fairly at work" and "In general, employees are 

treated fairly in this workplace."4 The overall justice scale was coded such that higher 

scores reflected higher levels of the construct. 

Psychological Strain. I used the 10-item Kessler Psychological Distress Scale 

(K10; Kessler, Andrews, Colpe, Hiripi, Mroczek, Normand, Walters, & Zaslavsky, 2002) 

to measure strain (a = .92). This measure uses a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 

1 (none of the time) to 5 (all of the time). Sample items include: (In the last four weeks:) 

"Did you feel tired-out for no good reason?" and "Did you feel so nervous that nothing 

could calm you down?" The strain scale was coded such that higher scores reflected 

higher levels of the construct. 

Intentions to Turnover. This construct was measured using five of the items in the 

existing career intentions scale in the Unit Morale Profile,5 which was created by Director 

Military Personnel Operational Research and Analysis (a = .77). The measure uses a 
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five-point Likert-type rating from 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). The 

lead into the scale was "This section asks you to describe your Canadian Forces career 

intentions." The items reflect various conditions that individuals might consider when 

contemplating turnover. Sample items include "I intend to stay with the Canadian Forces 

as long as I can (reverse coded)" and "I intend to leave the Canadian Forces as soon as I 

finish my terms of service". Terms of service refer to the employment contract 

individuals have signed; normally they are not permitted to leave the organization before 

the end of the contract without providing 6 months notice. The intent to turnover scale 

was coded such that higher scores reflected higher levels of the construct. 

Results 

Prior to testing the hypotheses, the data were examined for outliers, data entry 

errors, non-random missing data, and violations of assumptions including non-linearity, 

non-normality,6 multicollinearity, and heteroskedasticity. Frequencies and descriptive 

statistics were run using SPSS 14.0 for Windows. No outliers (e.g., standardized scores 

over 4 on any item) or any other serious violations of assumptions were identified. 

Missing data was treated using listwise deletion at the item level. Any case missing a 

value on any of the variables included in an analysis was removed. Because the data were 

obtained from two separate units, multiple group analyses were conducted to confirm the 

invariance of the justice measurement model, as well as the measurement model with the 

justice, strain and intentions to turnover items present. Only if invariance is established 

can the two groups be collapsed together and analyzed as one data set (Byrne, 1994). 

Multiple Group Analyses. Prior to testing hypotheses related to invariance, Byrne 

(1994) recommends obtaining baseline models for each group separately. Next, to test for 
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invariance, a further baseline test is required where both groups' unconstrained data is 

analyzed simultaneously. The unconstrained baseline model provides a Chi-Square value 

that is used to compare further nested models in which equality constraints are imposed 

between the two groups (Kline, 1998). 

Testing the Invariance of the Justice Measurement Model. My hypotheses 

propose a six-factor structure for justice comprised of distributive justice, procedural 

justice, interpersonal justice, informational justice, co-worker justice, and overall justice. 

This six-factor model was compared to four theoretically derived alternative models (i.e., 

a 5-component model collapsing interpersonal and informational justice into interactional 

justice; a 5-component model combining interpersonal justice from supervisors and 

coworkers; a 4-component reflecting multifoci justice; a 2-component model with the 

facets combined on one factor and overall justice on another factor); in all analyses the 

justice facets were allowed to correlate with each other and with overall justice. As 

suggested by Byrne (1994), I first examined my proposed and alternative measurement 

models for each group separately (using EQS, Version 6.1). To compare two nested 

models, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) suggest subtracting the chi-square value of the 

larger model from the chi-square value of the smaller model and subtracting the degrees 

of freedom of the larger model from the degrees of freedom of the smaller model. The 

difference in degrees of freedom can then be used to obtain a critical value that can be 

used to evaluate the significance of the chi-square difference value and thus, the overall 

parsimony and fit of the models considered. 

When presenting the results of a CFA, Hu and Bentler (1998) recommended the 

use of at least two fit indices, of which one should be the standardized root mean square 



Justice, Strain and Turnover 31 

residual (SRMR) as this index is the most sensitive to misspecification error. Tabachnick 

and Fidell (2001) indicated that the comparative fit index (CFI) and the root mean square 

error of approximation (RSMEA) are the most commonly reported fit indices. Meade, 

Johnson and Braddy (2008) suggest reporting the CFI when questions of measurement 

invariance exist. In this study, data were obtained from two different units in the 

Canadian Forces, thus accounting for measurement invariance is important. Therefore, in 

this study, the SRMR, the CFI, and the RMSEA are presented. According to Hu and 

Bentler (1999), a SRMR less than .08, a CFI greater than .95, and a RMSEA lower than 

.06 denote a model with good fit. Eight chi-square difference tests were conducted to 

compare the six-factor measurement model with the competing measurement models for 

the two units separately. The results of these analyses are presented in Tables 1 and 2. 

The high intercorrelations in past research between the interpersonal and 

informational justice constructs has resulted in them being combined fairly often into one 

interactional justice factor (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). Based on this knowledge and 

Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) results, the first competing model I attempted was a 

five-factor model with informational justice and interpersonal justice loading together on 

one interactional justice factor and the four other factors consisting of overall justice, 

distributive justice, procedural justice, and co-worker justice. Chi-square difference tests 

indicated that the six-factor measurement model fit the data significantly better than the 

five-factor measurement model with one interactional justice factor, Unit 1: y? difference (5, 

N=97) = 146.00, p < .001; Unit 2: x # ™ « ( 5 ^ = 1 2 5) = 332.56, p < .001. 

The six-factor measurement model was then compared to the five-factor model 

where Interpersonal Justice (from supervisors and coworkers) was collapsed into a single 
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factor. Co-worker interpersonal justice, when measured by Donovan et al. (1998) 

displayed a moderately high correlation with supervisor interpersonal justice (r - .47), 

suggesting there was a potential for a high inter-correlation between the two interpersonal 

justice scales. To test this possible relationship, I examined a five-factor model where 

overall justice, distributive justice, procedural justice, informational justice and 

interpersonal justice (from supervisors and coworkers) separate into five factors. Chi-

square difference tests again indicated that the six-factor measurement model fit the data 

significantly better than the five-factor (coworker/supervisor interpersonal justice 

combined) measurement model, Unit 1: %:'difference (5,N= 97) = 264.09,;? < .001; Unit 2: 

^difference ( 5 , VV = 125) = 694 .56 , p < . 0 0 1 . 

The six-factor measurement model was then compared to a four-factor model 

reflecting multi-foci justice, where organizational items, supervisor items, and co-worker 

items separate into 3 factors, and overall justice represented a separate fourth factor. The 

rationale for this structure comes from Malatesta and Byrne (1997), who found that 

policies and procedures were perceived to be linked to the organization, thus, when 

considering how to respond to decision-making systems (organizations), individuals 

consider judgments about procedural justice (Colquitt, 2001). Olkkonen and Lipponen 

(2004) postulated that distributive justice could also be organization-based, arguing that, 

"just as organizations establish general decision-making procedures, they often lay down 

general guidelines for the allocation of rewards and resources, which may also be beyond 

the control of a single supervisor" (p. 203). Conversely, informal sources of justice 

evaluations can originate from the experiences people have with individuals they 

encounter in their work lives (e.g., their supervisors). Interactional justice (interpersonal 



Justice, Strain and Turnover 33 

justice and informational justice) can be interpreted as originating directly from the 

individual (i.e., supervisors or coworkers); thus, Colquitt (2001) suggested that when 

deciding how to react to decision-making agents (e.g., supervisors) individuals would 

consider interactional justice perceptions. Coworkers can be considered another source of 

justice evaluations (Donovan et al., 1998). Therefore, the multi-foci model would reflect 

three foci of justice evaluations with distributive and procedural justice loading on the 

organizational factor, informational and interpersonal justice from supervisors loading on 

a supervisor factor, and interpersonal justice from coworkers loading on a co-worker 

factor. The overall justice items were set to load on a separate factor (in line with 

Ambrose & Schminke's (2006) research). Chi-square difference tests indicated that the 

six-factor measurement model fit the data significantly better than the four-factor 

measurement model, Unit 1: y? difference (9, iV= 97) = 308.41, p < .001; Unit 2: y?difference (9, 

N = 125) = 670.22, p<. 001. 

The final model tested was a two-factor model where the sub facets of justice 

collapsed into one factor and the overall justice items reflected a second factor. Ambrose 

and Schminke (2006) assert that this model would be analogous to a composite overall 

justice factor and a global overall justice factor. The six-factor model provided a 

significantly better fit to the data than the two-factor model, Unit 1: % difference (14, N = 97) 

= 873.43, p < .001; Unit 2: y2difference (14, N=125) = 1176.74, p < .001. 

Based on fit indices and Chi square difference tests, both groups' data were best 

represented by my proposed six-factor model (standardized factor loadings for this model 

for both units are depicted in Figures 2 and 3). For Unit 1, % (390, N= 97) = 566.58, p < 

.001; the SRMR was .064, the CFI was .929, and the RMSEA was .069, indicating an 
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adequate fit. For Unit 2, %2 (390, N = 125) = 728.47, p < .001; the SRMR was .049, the 

CFI was .933, and the RMSEA was .084, also indicating an adequate fit to the data. 

Although the fit of the model was not ideal, there are several reasons why this might be. 

Item parceling is a common approach undertaken by researchers to reduce sampling error 

and obtain a better fitting model (Little, Cunningham & Shahar, 2002). However, item 

parceling was not completed on the individual units or in the tests for invariance because 

parceling can make variant groups appear equivalent; thus parceling is not recommended 

until invariance has been established (Meade & Kroustalis, 2006). In addition, model 

respecification may have slightly improved the fit indices (e.g., allowing items to cross-

load on several factors), however, as there was no theoretical rationale for such cross-

loadings, they were not examined. 

To begin the test for invariance, a further baseline model was obtained where both 

groups' unconstrained data was analyzed simultaneously. The constrained and 

unconstrained models are nested, thus they can be compared using a Chi-square 

difference test (Byrne, 2001; Kline, 1998). A chi-square difference test indicated that the 

unconstrained six-factor measurement model (with the justice items only) was invariant 

from the constrained (i.e., all factor variances, all factor loadings, and all factor 

covariances were constrained to be equal) six-factor measurement model ^difference (45, 

Ns = 97, 125) - 54.45, ns; results are summarized in Table 5. 

Testing the Invariance of the Eight-Factor Measurement Model. After the six-

factor measurement model for the justice items was established as the best-fitting model 

for both units and invariant between units, the measurement model was expanded to 

include the outcome measures of strain and intentions to turnover. For the eight-factor 
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measurement model, each of the factors was allowed to correlate with all other factors; 

standardized loadings for each unit are depicted in Figures 4 and 5. For Unit 1, j? (917, N 

= 95) = 1511.64, p < .001; the SRMR for the eight-factor model was .081, the CFI was 

.828, and the RMSEA was .083. For Unit 2, x2(917, N= 123) = 1621.60, p < .001; the 

SRMR was .060, the CFI was .889, and the RMSEA was .079; results are presented in 

Tables 1 and 2. The fit indices reflect a poor fit for the eight-component measurement 

models in both units; however, this is partially due to the number of indicators being used 

in confirmatory factor analysis. Little et al. (2002) indicate that it is extremely difficult 

for models with item level indicators to obtain a good fit in smaller samples (i.e., when 

the item: subject ratio is poor). Descriptive statistics for the justice and outcomes scale 

items for Unit 1 and Unit 2 are presented in Tables 3 and 4, respectively. 

The unconstrained eight-factor model was compared to the constrained eight-

factor model. Specifically, all factor variances, all factor loadings and all covariances (all 

factors were allowed to correlate) were constrained to be equal between the two groups. 

Chi-square difference tests indicated that the unconstrained eight-factor model was 

equivalent to the constrained eight-factor model % difference (73, Ns — 95, 123) 84.54, ns; 

these results are summarized in Table 5. Considering that all the measurement parameters 

between the groups are considered equal the two units can be collapsed together for 

further analyses (Byrne, 1994; Kline, 1998). 

Hypothesis Testing 

Test of the Justice Measurement Model. Given that the units were invariant, I 

combined the two units prior to addressing my hypotheses. To address hypotheses one 

and two, I again conducted confirmatory factor analyses on the justice items to examine 
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the fit of the theorized six-factor model (distributive justice, procedural justice, 

interpersonal justice from supervisors, interpersonal justice from coworkers, 

informational justice and overall justice). The results of the CFA for the justice measures 

are presented before item parceling because the structure and relationships among the 

items are of interest considering that overall justice and co-worker justice represent new 

scales (Bandalos & Finney, 2001). 

For the hypothesized six-factor model, x2(390, N = 222) = 775.37, p < .001; the 

SRMR was .048, the CFI was .953, and the RMSEA was .055, indicating an excellent fit 

(see Table 6). All loadings were significant and accounted for at least 47.6% of the 

variance in the solution. I compared my hypothesized six-factor model to several 

alternative models (described in the previous section) to determine which offered the best 

parsimony and fit to the data. Based on Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) results, the first 

competing model I attempted was a five-factor model where informational justice and 

interpersonal justice loaded together on one interactional justice factor and the four other 

factors consisted of overall justice, distributive justice, procedural justice, and co-worker 

justice. For the five-factor model, %2 (395, N= 222) = 1234.55, p < .001; the SRMR was 

.062, the CFI was .885, and the RMSEA was .086. All loadings were significant and 

accounted for at least 48.6% of the variance in the solution. 

I examined an additional five-factor model where overall justice, distributive 

justice, procedural justice, informational justice and interpersonal justice (from 

supervisors and coworkers) separate into five factors. For this alternate five-factor model, 

X2 (395, N- 222) = 1652.47, p < .001; the SRMR was .108, the CFI was .828, and the 
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RMSEA was .105. All loadings were significant and accounted for at least 16.3% of the 

variance in the solution. 

I also tested a four-factor model reflecting the multifoci approach to justice. 

Distributive and procedural justice loaded on the organizational factor, informational and 

interpersonal justice from supervisors loaded on a supervisor factor and interpersonal 

justice from coworkers loaded on a co-worker factor. The overall justice items loaded on 

a separate factor (in line with Ambrose & Schminke's (2006) research). For the four-

factor (multi-foci) model, x^(399, N= 222) = 1713.71, p < .001; the SRMR was .075, the 

CFI was .815, and the RMSEA was .108. All loadings were significant and accounted for 

at least 35.2% of the variance in the solution. 

The final model I tested was a two-factor model where the sub facets of justice 

collapsed into one factor and the overall justice items reflected a second factor. Ambrose 

and Schminke (2006) assert that this model would be analogous to a composite overall 

justice factor and a global overall justice factor. For the two-factor model, x (404, N = 

222) = 3214.13, p < .001; the SRMR was .112, the CFI was .630, and the RMSEA was 

.152. All loadings were significant and accounted for at least 21.2%) of the variance in the 

solution. 

Only the 6 factor model provided acceptable fit on all indices, however, to ensure 

this model provided both the best parsimony and the best fit, four chi-square difference 

tests were conducted to compare the competing measurement models. Chi-square 

difference tests indicated that the six-factor measurement model fit the data significantly 

better than all competing models, see Table 6 for a summary of the chi-square difference 

tests. Based on these results, and the theoretical support within the literature, the 
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subsequent path analyses were conducted with the six-factor model of organizational 

justice. Descriptive statistics for the justice and outcomes scales are presented in Table 7. 

The standardized loadings for the six-factor measurement model are depicted in Figure 6. 

The results of the CFA for the justice measures were presented at the item level 

because the structure and relationships among the items are of interest (considering that 

overall justice and co-worker justice represent new scales). However, as the eight-factor 

measurement model is focused on the structural relationships between the constructs 

rather than their measurement structure, which has been already established, (i.e., the 

distinction between justice, strain and intent to turnover are not in question) it is 

considered appropriate to use item parceling in CFA (Bandalos & Finney, 2001). 

Parcels were constructed using the item-to-construct approach for all 

unidimensional factors and the construct domain representative approach for the K10, 

which is a multidimensional construct (Little et al., 2002). To build parcels using the 

item-to-construct approach I conducted an EFA (using oblique rotation and principal axis 

factoring extraction) to ensure that each subscale was unidimensional. I constructed the 

parcels by adding the item with the largest loading to the first parcel, and the next highest 

item to the second parcel. Depending on the number of items in the scale, different 

numbers of parcels were employed. For example, in a four-item subscale, the item with 

the third largest loading was then added to the second parcel and the item with the lowest 

loading was placed on the first parcel. The purpose of this parceling approach is to 

produce item parcels with similar contributions (Little, et al., 2002). The K10 measures 

psychological strain, which is considered a broad construct with items that span two 

dimensions, namely, anxiety and depression (Kesseler et al., 2002). To address this 
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structure, I used the construct domain representative approach. Therefore, items from 

both the anxiety and depression dimensions were placed in each parcel (Little et al., 

2002). For the complete breakdown of item parcels see Table 8. The results of the CFA 

indicate an excellent fit to the data for the eight-factor model when item parceling is 

used: x2(124, N = 218) = 203.44, p < .001;the SRMR was .032, the CFI was .981, and 

the RMSEA was .047.7 Standardized factor loadings for the eight-factor model are 

depicted in Figure 7). 

Test of the Structural Model. Together, hypotheses three, four, five and six predict 

that overall justice will mediate the relationship between the antecedent justice variables 

(distributive, procedural, interpersonal (from supervisors and coworkers) and 

informational justice) and the outcome variables of strain and intent to turnover. The data 

were analyzed using structural equation modeling (SEM) using latent variable path 

analysis. I tested my proposed full mediation model against two partial mediation models. 

The hypothesized full mediation model includes 7 paths: five from the antecedent 

variables to the mediator (overall justice), one from overall justice to strain (the second 

mediator) and one from strain to intentions to turnover. As such, this model assumes that 

the relationships between the antecedent variables (justice sub facets) and intentions to 

turnover are exerted indirectly, through the mediators of overall justice and strain. In all 

path models, all of the justice facets (i.e., the exogenous variables) were correlated with 

each other.8 

The main partial mediation model included all of the paths in the full mediation 

model with the addition of 11 direct paths. One path connected overall justice directly to 

intentions to turnover as found by Ambrose and Schminke (2006). In addition, I added 
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five paths linking the antecedent variables directly to strain because Francis and Barling 

(2005) found that interactional, distributive, and procedural justice were all unique, 

negative predictors of psychological strain. A direct path from co-worker interpersonal 

justice to strain was also warranted because social support has been found to buffer the 

relationship between perceived stress and strain (Cohen & Wills, 1985). Beach, Martin, 

Blum and Roman (1993) found that, next to spouses, coworkers were named most often 

as sources of social support. In a military context, social support from unit members has 

been found to attenuate the relationship between exposure to severe stress and stress 

reactions (Milgram, Orenstein, & Zafir, 1989). Five direct paths to turnover intentions 

were also added as researches have found relationships between the sub-facets of justice 

and intentions to turnover. Specifically, Ambrose and Schminke (2006) found evidence 

of a direct path between overall justice and turnover intentions; Donovan et al. (1998) 

found a relationship between both co-worker and supervisor interpersonal justice and 

intentions to turnover; Roberts, Coulson and Chonko (1999) linked distributive justice to 

withdrawal intentions and Colquitt, et al. (2001) linked both procedural and informational 

justice with withdrawal in their meta-analytic review. 

Latent variable path analysis was conducted to determine if the data supported full 

or partial mediation; results of these analyses are outlined in Table 9. Chi-square 

difference tests were conducted to compare the two models as they are nested 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). For the fully mediated path model, %2 (135, N= 218) = 

219.33, p < .001; the SRMR was .057, the CFI was .983, and the RMSEA was .043 (see 

Figure 8, all numbers on paths represent standardized estimates). To assess the effect size 

(i.e., how much of the variance in the endogenous variables was explained by my model) 
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I calculated the R2 using the formula 1 - the squared disturbance (Kline, 1998). For the 

fully mediated path model, the amount of variance explained in overall justice was 

66.6%, for strain it was 26.9%, and for intentions to turnover it was 15.5%. 

The partially mediated model (11 additional paths) yielded similar results: %2 

(124,N = 218) - 203.44, p < .001; the SRMR was .032, the CFI was .983, and the 

RMSEA was .044 (see Figure 9, all numbers on paths represent standardized estimates). 

For the partially mediated path model with 11 additional paths, the amount of variance 

explained in overall justice was 66.5%, for strain it was 27.2%, and for intentions to 

turnover it was 24.3%. 

To determine if the partially mediated model (with 11 additional paths) provided a 

better fit than the fully mediated model, a chi-square difference test was conducted. The 

results indicated that the partially mediated model (with 11 additional paths) was not 

significantly better than the fully mediated path model % difference (H, N~ 218) 15.89, ns. 

A final model was tested based on the results obtained by Ambrose and Schminke 

(2006), who examined a partial mediation model that included a direct path between 

procedural justice and intentions to turnover. The results of the Wald test (i.e., the 

recommendations for dropping parameters) in my 11 additional paths partial mediation 

model suggested removing all direct paths except the path from procedural justice to 

intentions to turnover. This alternate, partially mediated model, with 1 additional path 

from procedural justice to intent to turnover yielded the following results, y? (134, N = 

218) = 208.94, p < .001; an SRMR of .035, a CFI of .986, and a RMSEA of .039 (see 

Figure 10, all numbers on paths represent standardized estimates). The partially mediated 

model with one additional path was significantly better than the fully mediated model, 
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X difference0-, N = 218) 10.39, p < .01; these results are summarized in Table 9. The 

amount of variance explained in overall justice was 66.5%, for strain it was 26.6%, and 

for intentions to turnover it was 21.8%. 

Common method bias. Because all variables in the study were measured using a 

single method (employee ratings), it is possible that the relationships found among the 

variables may be inflated by common method variance. To account for the possibility of 

a single common method factor, which could be accounting for the variance in my study, 

I added a ninth factor that was linked to every item parcel in my study to my final SEM 

path model (i.e., the partial mediation model with 1 additional path between procedural 

justice and intentions to turnover). The purpose of the ninth factor is to control for the 

effects of an unmeasured latent methods factor (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). The ninth factor is orthogonal to the existing eight factors in the study. 

For the eight latent factors in my study, the first parcel of each construct was fixed to 1 

when loading on its respective factor. All eleven of the remaining parcels were fixed to 1 

when loading on the common method factor. This pattern of loadings was required to 

achieve identification of the model (i.e., each item parcel was fixed to 1 on either its 

factor or on the common method factor or the model was not identified). By comparing 

the path model where common method variance was controlled to the model where 

common method variance was not controlled, researchers can examine whether the paths 

remain significant when the common method factor is present (MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & 

Paine, 1999). The overall pattern of significant relationships in my study was not affected 

by common method variance (i.e., all significant paths remained significant in the 

presence of the method factor).9 This suggests that common method variance does not 
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explain the pattern of results found in my study. Figure 11 and Table 10 depict the paths 

in the presence of the common method factor; all numbers on paths represent 

standardized estimates. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among the justice 

facets, overall justice, strain, and intentions to turnover in a military population. In line 

with my first hypothesis, I found that individuals form separate evaluations about the 

interpersonal justice they receive depending on the source (e.g., from supervisors versus 

coworkers). Specifically, two factors (supervisor, co-worker) best represented 

interpersonal justice judgments. That interpersonal justice from coworkers is 

distinguishable from interpersonal justice from supervisors is consistent with the concept 

of multifoci justice (Cropanzano, et al., 2001). 

More broadly, and in line with my second hypothesis, I found support for a six-

factor model of justice (my measure of overall justice, which was worded to capture the 

fairness of employees' immediate work environment, was distinguishable from both the 

traditional facets of organizational justice and interpersonal justice from coworkers). The 

factor structure suggests there is utility in distinguishing between overall justice, the 

traditional justice facets, and co-worker justice perceptions. 

My third hypothesis postulated that distributive, procedural, informational, and 

interpersonal justice (from both supervisors and coworkers) would each predict unique 

variance in overall justice perceptions. This hypothesis was only partially supported. 

Distributive, procedural, and interpersonal justice from supervisors and coworkers each 

accounted for variance in overall justice judgements. Thus, justice judgements from 
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different foci (supervisors and coworkers) are related to overall justice evaluations. 

Informational justice was the only facet of justice that was not significantly linked to 

overall justice in the path model.10 It is not clear why informational justice failed to 

account for variance in overall justice judgments. It is possible that the variance 

accounted for by informational justice was shared with other facets of justice such as 

procedural, interpersonal, or distributive justice. In line with this notion, Greenberg 

(1993) and Tyler and Lind (1988) found that the provision of explanations about actual 

decision-making procedures were highly correlated with perceptions of procedural 

justice. Similarly, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) found a substitute relationship between 

procedural and interactional justice. 

Hypothesis four asserted that overall justice perceptions would mediate the 

relationships between the justice facets and strain. This hypothesis was fully supported. 

My finding that overall justice acted as a mediator between the facets of justice and strain 

suggests that employees' reactions to individual justice events, which could be derived 

from a combination of procedural, distributive, or interactional experiences, exert their 

effects on strain indirectly through their impact on a global evaluation of justice. This 

finding is consistent with Lind's (2001) Fairness Heuristic Theory, which postulates that 

a general fairness judgement is generated rapidly and automatically in response to justice 

events. Thus, individuals use whatever justice experiences they encounter to form or 

revise their overall fairness evaluation (Lind, 2001). The finding that overall fairness 

judgements could be related to employee attitudes and behaviours has been supported in 

previous studies involving organizational justice. Specifically, past research suggests that 

that overall justice judgements can exert an influence on important outcomes such as 
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perceived management support, job satisfaction, affective commitment, trust and 

intentions to turnover (Ambrose & Schminke, 2006; Jones & Martens, 2007) and serve as 

a cognitive shortcut used to resolve uncertainty in workplace interactions (Lind, 2001). 

Psychological strain is not strictly an attitude or behaviour; rather it could reflect a 

combination of attitudes, behaviours and psychological states (Francis & Barling, 2005; 

Pratt & Barling, 1988; Sykes & Eden, 1985). The results of my study offer support to the 

idea that it may not be the specific type of injustice encountered, but rather a global 

judgment about workplace fairness that leads to the experience of strain. 

Hypothesis five asserted that individuals who experience higher levels of strain 

would be more likely to report intentions to leave the organization. This hypothesis was 

fully supported and is consistent with previous work (see Kelloway & Day, 2005; 

Podaskoff, et al., 2007; Rush, et al., 1995). My final hypothesis was that the relationship 

between perceptions of overall justice and intentions to quit would be mediated by strain. 

Again, in support of my hypothesis, strain acted as a mediator between overall justice and 

turnover intentions. That is, overall feelings about fairness at work were associated with 

strain in the form of depression and anxiety, which may incite individuals to want to exit 

the organization. One potential explanation for this relationship could be that when 

individuals determine they are not treated fairly in their workplace, they recognize that 

are not a valued member of the group (Lind & Tyler, 1988), which may lead to negative 

psychological states (Elovainio et al, 2001). In an effort to lessen such psychological 

states, individuals may consider exiting the organization. 

My hypothesized model (i.e., in Figure 1) proposed overall justice as a mediator 

between the facets of justice and strain and strain as a mediator between overall justice 
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and intentions to turnover. This model fit the data well; however, the best fitting model 

was one of partial mediation that included an additional direct path between procedural 

justice and intentions to turnover. The addition of this path suggests that overall justice 

did not fully explain the link between procedural justice and intentions to turnover. While 

model respecification is a process heavily frowned upon (Kelloway, 1998), the inclusion 

of this path is supported by a previous independent study, as it was also found to be 

significant in Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) research. The possible explanation for 

why procedural justice was only partially mediated through overall justice is not clear. 

The link between procedural justice and turnover makes sense empirically (e.g., meta­

analysis confirms the relationship between procedural justice and intent to turnover; 

Colquitt, et al., 2001). However, the question remains, why do overall justice evaluations 

fail to account for the relationship between procedural justice and intentions to turnover? 

One potential explanation is that some rules and regulations in the Canadian Forces 

originate at a level well above an individual unit. It could be that intentions to turnover 

are partially formed in response to organizational variables (such as procedures), which 

employees may not necessarily attribute to their immediate work unit. Given that the 

wording of my overall justice scale focused on the day-to-day work environment, it may 

not have captured fully procedures that are seen to come from higher levels of the 

organization. This notion would be supported by what Colquitt et al. (2001) termed the 

agent-system model. The agent-system model refers to Bies and Moag's (1986) 

suggestion that interpersonal interactions were more related to agent-referenced (i.e., 

supervisor) outcomes while procedural justice experiences were more related to system-

referenced (i.e., organizational) outcomes, of which intentions to turnover is one. 
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Moreover, according to the instrumental model of justice, procedural justice could 

impact outcomes not just because of its impact on overall fairness judgments but also 

because unfair procedures are likely to lead to unfavourable outcomes over the long term 

(Lind & Tyler, 1988). Indeed, research evidence suggests that outcome favourability and 

outcome fairness are distinct constructs (Van den Bos, Lind, Vermut & Wilke, 1997). As 

such, in addition to impacting intent to turnover though its effect on global evaluations of 

fairness at work, procedural injustice could lead people to want to exit the organization 

because they feel that, over the long term, their outcomes may not be favourable. Future 

research could examine this possibility by including a measure of outcome favourability 

in the research design. 

Implications of Findings 

The results of the tests of measurement invariance between two separate units of 

the Canadian Forces offers support to the generalizability of my findings to the military 

context. The theoretical support for all hypothesized relationships suggests that these 

findings may also generalize to other, non-military, populations as well; however, future 

studies would need to be conducted to ensure this conclusion. 

Theoretical Implications. The results of the current study support the notion 

proposed by Ambrose and Schminke (2006) that justice research (like other perceptual 

constructs such as job satisfaction) could benefit from the consideration of both global 

conceptualizations and specific dimensions. The measurement of global evaluations as 

well as specific facets of justice could be relevant to future research in several ways. On 

the one hand, the factor structure of my data suggests that different foci and different 

types of justice and are important and distinguishable for employees, which supports 
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consideration of organizational justice at the facet level. For example, I found that 

interpersonal justice from coworkers and supervisors each contribute uniquely to overall 

justice judgments. In line with multi-foci justice, it is possible that interpersonal justice 

from coworkers may produce differential organizational outcomes than interpersonal 

justice from supervisors (e.g., organizational commitment, job satisfaction). Similarly, 

other foci, such as customers, may also contribute in an important way to justice 

evaluations and organizational outcomes. 

On the other hand, although the results of the CFA support the notion that the 

justice elements are distinguishable for employees, the results of the path analysis suggest 

that individual justice judgements may not be as important as the cumulative impact of 

justice events when it comes to organizational outcomes such as strain. That is, the 

individual facets appear to exert their effects on strain through their impact on a global 

evaluation of fairness in the workplace. Thus, using a global measure of justice may 

provide a more parsimonious approach to the study of justice and may capture justice 

processes in organizations more clearly. However, this presents a potential challenge in 

that assessing only overall justice could make it more difficult to address the specific 

aspects of injustice that may be lowering overall justice perceptions. Thus, until more is 

known about overall justice from a diagnostic standpoint, it would be appropriate for 

future research to assess both overall justice and the facets of justice. 

Practical Implications. The potential implications of the current findings to the 

military and organizational context relate to what many organizations see as the bottom 

line. Understanding that justice evaluations are linked to both strain and intentions to 

turnover can encourage organizations to maintain high levels of justice. Considering the 
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potential costs associated with providing medical treatment and assistance to individuals 

who experience psychological strain, as well as the value of reduced attrition, investing 

resources into maintaining justice in the workplace is warranted. Skarlicki and Latham 

(1996, 1997), for example, found that fair interpersonal treatment and the fair 

implementation of procedures could be taught to organizational leaders. The results of 

my study provide some evidence that organizations may want to extend training 

regarding positive interpersonal interactions beyond the supervisor and subordinate 

relationship. Training programs encouraging high quality interpersonal treatment 

between peers and coworkers may contribute to positive work environments that are 

perceived to be fair, which could lead to beneficial employee and organizational 

outcomes. 

As noted earlier, from a diagnostic standpoint, organizations that examine overall 

justice exclusively may not obtain insight into the type and source of perceptions of 

unfairness. Thus, specific organizational changes or training to target injustice in the 

work environment may be more difficult to implement if organizations rely solely on 

global measures of constructs. To be most effective, organizational training programs 

aimed at improving justice in the workplace must be comprehensive and address the 

concepts on which the justice facets are based (i.e., standards of distributive, procedural, 

interpersonal and informational justice). In an organization, certain aspects of justice may 

be rated negatively and perceived as problematic, whereas others are assessed positively. 

Thus, knowing about specific facets may help to target sources of unfairness more 

directly. 
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Limitations 

There are several limitations of the present study that could be addressed in future 

research. Because of the cross-sectional correlational design of this study, the postulated 

relationships between justice, strain, and intentions to turnover should not be interpreted 

causally. Longitudinal, experimental, or quasi-experimental designs would be 

recommended to confirm the causal relationships among variables (Cozby, 2004). 

Another limitation concerns the strong intercorrelations among some of the justice 

facets, which may suggest redundancy in the constructs. For example, the zero order 

correlation between interpersonal justice and informational justice in the combined 

sample was r = .73, indicating that the interpersonal and informational justice constructs 

share approximately 53% variance. However, the confirmatory factor analyses across 

both units support the six-factor model over the five-factor model that combines these 

two highly correlated justice constructs, suggesting that there is indeed utility in 

distinguishing interpersonal and information justice at least in the current study. In future 

research however, it is possible that these constructs may not be distinguishable. 

Another potential limitation of my study concerns how I examined the factor 

structure of overall justice. I examined a number of possible factor structures in a 

confirmatory factor analysis in an attempt to explain accurately the relationships among 

the justice facets and overall justice. However, a potential limitation is that I only 

examined models in which overall justice was considered its own factor as there was no 

theoretical rationale to consider overall justice in any other manner. Indeed, the results of 

my analysis supported the notion that overall justice is a separate factor from the 

individual facets. The possibility exists, however, that the best fitting six-factor 
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measurement model may have, in part, resulted from the distinctions between the facets 

of justice rather than from the relationships that the facets have with overall justice. 

One potential model that would consider overall justice and the facets 

simultaneously is a one-factor model. Using the data from this study, I examined the fit 

of a one factor model of justice. The fit of this model was very poor,12 possibly because 

the facets of justice have already been found to be distinct from each other (Colquitt, 

2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Another potential reason this model may not have fit the 

data well is that it represents the combination of a direct measure of justice (i.e., overall 

justice) as well as indirect measures of justice (e.g., the facets). Lind and Tyler (1988) 

drew a distinction between direct and indirect measures in the justice literature.'Direct 

measures explicitly ask how fair events or interpersonal treatment are, whereas indirect 

measures assess the rules that foster a sense of fairness. Indirect measures offer a more 

descriptive rating of the characteristics of events or entities (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). For 

this reason alone, there is a possibility that overall justice as a direct measure is unlikely 

to cluster with indirect measures of organizational justice. Future research could examine 

the structure of a six-factor model in which overall justice and all of the facets are 

assessed using direct measures. For the current study, I measured the justice facets using 

the most common and well-established scales, which are of the indirect variety (Colquitt 

& Shaw, 2005). 

Another potential limitation of my study is that my results may reflect elements of 

reverse causality (e.g., that strain and intentions to turnover in fact cause individuals to 

perceive greater injustice). While the results of my study are consistent with the 

meditational processes hypothesized, actual causal order of the model cannot be 



Justice, Strain and Turnover 52 

confirmed with correlational research designs. Future studies using experimental or 

longitudinal designs are needed to understand better the mediational processes at play. 

However, my results offer support to hypotheses that are rooted in theory (Lind, 2001). 

Response bias effects could also be present in this study; that is, the individuals 

who chose to complete the Unit Morale Profile may differ in some way from those 

individuals who chose not to complete it. The response rates for Unit 1 and Unit 2 were 

approximately 34%, and 78%, respectively. The results of the tests of measurement 

invariance between the two separate units revealed that, despite the differences in 

response rates between the units, the pattern of results were equivalent. This finding 

lessens any concern regarding the somewhat low Unit 1 response rate. 

In addition, all justice scales were positively worded, which could have resulted in 

acquiescence from respondents (Guilford, 1954). However, alternating the wording of my 

scales to include positive and negatively worded items could have also been problematic. 

Specifically, Chang (1995) challenged the idea of mixing positively and negatively 

worded items within the same scale on the grounds that negatively and positively worded 

items were not equivalent. Indeed, some justice researchers (e.g., Bies & Tripp, 2002) 

have argued that justice and injustice may represent independent, albeit related, 

constructs and thus should be measured separately. 

Another limitation concerns the possibility of common method bias. In the current 

study, the data for justice, strain, and intentions to turnover were obtained from the same 

source (employee). All of the variables in the model are likely to share common method 

variance, which could inflate or deflate the actual relationships between the outcomes and 

their antecedents (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To account for the possibility of a single 
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common method factor, I controlled for the effects of an unmeasured latent methods 

factor in SEM (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Based on the results of the analysis, the overall 

pattern of significant relationships in my study was not affected by common method 

variance (i.e., all significant paths remained significant in the presence of the common 

method factor) suggesting that common method variance was not an explanation for my 

findings. 

Future Research 

Future research could build on the finding that interpersonal justice from 

coworkers is relevant to overall justice judgments and consider the possibility that other 

foci, such as customers, may also contribute to the formation of overall justice 

evaluations. Indeed, in customer service jobs, the treatment received from customers may 

have a particularly potent role to play in overall judgments of fairness at work. 

Additionally, and as alluded to earlier, future research could attempt to understand better 

the link between procedural justice and intentions to turnover. For example, measures of 

outcome favourability could be included to assess whether the direct link between 

procedural fairness and intentions to turnover is mediated through this construct. 

In addition, future studies could consider the impact of overall justice in 

conjunction with other relevant organizational outcomes such as productivity, employee 

engagement, conflict, resistance to change and absenteeism. The possibility that overall 

justice acts as a moderator between organization variables also warrants further 

examination. For example, Fairness Heuristic Theory posits that individuals use fairness 

judgments to decide how to react to demands in long-standing relationships (Lind, 2001). 

According to Lind, overall fairness evaluations could serve to facilitate or hinder (i.e., 
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moderate) organizational outcomes based on how they serve to regulate an employee's 

investment in various relationships (i.e., to ensure investments correspond with the level 

of fairness experienced). 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, this study provides theoretical and empirical support for the 

hypothesis that overall evaluations of justice in the workplace may act as a mediating 

mechanism through which individual justice elements (e.g., distributive, procedural or 

interpersonal) from different foci (i.e., supervisors, coworkers) contribute to the 

experience of strain and intentions to turnover. In addition, the establishment of co­

worker justice evaluations as a contributor to overall justice impressions is important 

because it suggests that, to some extent, organizations that do nothing about coworkers' 

treatment of each other may risk strain outcomes in their employees. Continued 

investigation into the justice constructs will help to understand better the structure and 

impact of fairness in the workplace. 
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Appendix A 

Justice Measure Items 
Colquitt (2001) 

5-point Likert type scale; 1 (to a very small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). 

Distributive Items: 

The following items refer to the outcomes (e.g., pay, promotions) you receive at work. To 
what extent: 
1. Do your outcomes reflect the effort you have put into your work? 
2. Are your outcomes appropriate for the work you have completed? 
3. Do your outcomes reflect what you have contributed? 
4. Are your outcomes justified, given your performance? 

Procedural Items: 

The following items refer to the procedures used to arrive at your outcomes (e.g., pay, 
promotions). To what extent: 
1. Are you able to express your views and feelings during decision-making 

procedures? 
2. Do you have influence over the outcomes arrived at by decision-making 

procedures? 
3. Are decision-making procedures applied consistently? 
4. Are decision-making procedures free of bias? 

5. Are decision-making procedures based on accurate information? 
6. Are you able to appeal the outcomes arrived at by decision-making procedures? 
7. Do decision-making procedures uphold ethical and moral standards? 

Interpersonal Justice: 

The following items refer to your supervisor. To what extent: 
1. Does your supervisor treat you in a polite manner? 
2. Does your supervisor treat you with dignity? 
3. Does your supervisor treat you with respect? 
4. Does your supervisor refrain from improper remarks or comments? 

Informational Justice: 

The following items refer to your supervisor. To what extent: 
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1. Is your supervisor candid in his/her communications with you? 
2. Does your supervisor explain decision-making procedures thoroughly? 
3. Are your supervisor's explanations regarding decision-making procedures 

reasonable? 
4. Does your supervisor communicate details (e.g., about decisions and procedures) 

in a timely manner? 
5. Does your supervisor tailor his/her communication to your specific needs? 

Co-worker Interpersonal Justice items: 
Modified from Colquitt (2001) 
5-point Likert type scale; 1 (to a very small extent) to 5 (to a very large extent). 

The following items refer to your coworkers. To what extent: 
1. Do your coworkers treat you in a polite manner? 

2. Do your coworkers treat you with dignity? 
3. Do your coworkers treat you with respect? 
4. Do your coworkers refrain from improper remarks or comments? 

Overall Justice items: 
Modified from Ambrose and Schminke (2006) 
5-point Likert type scale; 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 

The following questions refer to how fair you think your workplace is overall. 
1. Overall, I'm treated fairly at work. 
2. In general, I can count on people at work to treat me fairly. 
3. In general, the treatment I receive around here is fair. 
4. Usually, this is a fair place to work. 
5. In general, employees are treated fairly in this workplace. 
6. Most of the people who work here would say they are treated fairly. 

Kessler Psychological Distress Scale (K10) items: 
Kessler, et al. (2002). 
5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (none of the time) to 5 (all of the time). 

In the last four weeks: 
1. Did you feel tired-out for no good reason? 
2. Did you feel nervous? 
3. Did you feel so nervous that nothing could calm you down? 
4. Did you feel hopeless? 
5. Did you feel restless or fidgety? 
6. Did you feel so restless you could not sit still? 
7. Did you feel depressed? 
8. Did you feel that everything was an effort? 
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9. Did you feel so sad that nothing could cheer you up? 
10. Did you feel worthless? 

Intentions to Turnover items 
From the Unit Morale Profile 

5-point Likert type scale 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree) 

This section asks you to describe your Canadian Forces career intentions. Using the 5-
point scale below, please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following 
statements. 
1. I intend to stay with the Canadian Forces as long as I can. 
2. I intend to leave the Canadian Forces as soon as I finish my current Terms of 

Service. 
3. I intend to leave the Canadian Forces as soon as a civilian job becomes available. 
4. I intend to leave the Canadian Forces as soon as I qualify for a pension. 
5. I intend to leave the Canadian Forces within the next two years. 
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Footnotes 

'The first four of Ambrose and Schminke's (2006) six-item scale were worded 

with the organization as the entity. In addition, the lead in to their scale was "The 

following questions refer to how fair you think your company is overall." As a result, 

respondents may have been primed to think of the organization as the entity when 

responding to questions regarding personal justice experiences. 

The low response rate for Unit 1 was attributed to a similar survey being 

administered shortly prior to the UMP. 

The scale alphas presented are those from the final combined data set, which 

included the English survey respondents from Unit 1 and Unit 2. The scale alphas for 

each unit individually are presented in Tables 3 and 4. 

4 I adjusted Schminke and Ambrose's (2006) Likert type scale from 1-7, (strongly 

agree to strongly disagree) to 1-5, (strongly disagree to strongly agree) to match the order 

(e.g., disagree to agree) and numbering of Colquitt's justice scales based on the 

recommendations of Cooper and Richardson (1986). 

5 Four items from the Unit Morale Profile Career Intentions Scale were not 

utilized because they asked questions about academic upgrading, leaving the unit 

specifically, and intentions to compete for programs within the military. 

6 In the combined sample, interpersonal Justice, interpersonal justice from 

coworkers, overall justice and the K10 all displayed zskew scores above 3.29, which 

could be considered highly skewed. The zskew scores ranged from 4.0 to 6.5. To address 

this issue, I used robust statistics in CFA and SEM analyses whenever possible (Satorra 

&Bentler, 1988). 



Justice, Strain and Turnover 72 

As a point of comparison, for the eight-factor model, at the item level yr (917, N 

= 218) = 1760.351, p < .001; the fit indices were as follows: SRMR was .058, the CFI 

was .909, and the RMSEA was .065. 

8 The correlations among the justice facets are not included on the path diagrams 

for clarity of the image. However, they are virtually identical to those presented in the 

eight-factor measurement model. 

I also modeled the common method factor on the path model using items versus 

parcels. All items were loaded on their respective factor as well as on the common 

method factor. The common method factor was orthogonal to the eight existing factors in 

the study. The results were consistent with those using item parcels; all paths remained 

significant in the presence of the common method factor. 

10 Although the informational justice variable was not positively linked to overall 

justice judgments, there is no evidence that it was acting as a suppressor variable. Howell 

(2001) explains that a variable must be significant in the opposite direction to act as a 

suppressor. 

11 This path was significant in a partially mediated model tested by Ambrose & 

Schminke (2006). However, their final model did not include this path because chi-square 

difference tests supported the fully mediated model. 

12 SRMR was . 117, the CFI was .531, and the RMSEA was . 197 

13 As an additional test of the distinguishability of the overall justice construct, I 

conducted an exploratory factor analysis (using principal axis factoring and varimax 

rotation) on all of the justice items (facets and overall justice). In this analysis, overall 
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justice separated onto its own factor, providing further support that it is a separate 

construct from the justice facets. 
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Figure Captions 

Figure 1. Proposed model of Justice, Strain, and Intentions to Turnover. 

Figure 2. Unit 1 six-component measurement model. 

All correlations are p < .05, N= 97, SRMR = .064, CFI = .929, RMSEA = .069 

Figure 3. Unit 2 six-component measurement model. 

All correlations are p < .05, N= 125, SRMR = .049, CFI = .933, RMSEA = .084 

Figure 4. Unit 1 eight-component measurement model. 

All correlations are p < .05, N= 95, SRMR = .081, CFI = .828, RMSEA = .083 

Figure 5. Unit 2 eight-component measurement model. 

All correlations are p < .05, N= 123, SRMR = .060, CFI = .889, RMSEA = .079 

Figure 6. Combined sample six-component measurement model. 

All correlations are p < .05, N= 222, SRMR = .048, CFI = .953, RMSEA = .055 

Figure 7. Combined sample eight-component measurement model. 

Item parcel breakdown is presented in Table 8. 

All correlations are p < .05, N= 218, SRMR = .032, CFI = .981, RMSEA - .047 

Figure 8. Fully mediated path model. 

*indicates significant path. All path values represent standardized estimates. 

R2 values = 1 - the squared disturbance, SRMR = .057, CFI = .983, RMSEA = .043 

Figure 9. Partially mediated path model (11 additional paths), 

indicates significant path. All path values represent standardized estimates. 

R2 values = 1 - the squared disturbance, SRMR = .032, CFI = .983, RMSEA = .044 

Figure 10. Partially mediated path model (1 additional path), 

indicates significant path. All path values represent standardized estimates. 
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R2 values = 1 - the squared disturbance, SRMR = .035, CFI = .986, RMSEA = .039 

Figure 11. Partially mediated path model with common method factor. 

*indicates significant path. All path values represent standardized estimates. 
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Figure 6. 
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