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ABSTRACT 
This paper investigates the impact of organizational justice on the turnover intention of sales 

representatives of an international electronic chain store operating in Turkey. Data from 156 

respondents was used to measure the impact of the perceived organizational justice factor on turnover 

intention. Exploratory factor analysis has been used to uncover the underlying dimensions of 

organizational justice. The results of regression analyses indicated that turnover intention of sales 

representatives have been negatively affected by the perceived level of organizational justice. Some of 

the control variables were found to have a significant effect on turnover intention.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The nature of competitive world markets, new trends in corporate restructuring, slow-growing 

economies and a strong focus on short-term profits have changed the traditional employment 

relationship dramatically because organizations are pressured to initiate rapid changes. Today’s 

organizations cannot succeed without the employees’ agreement to contribute to the mission and 

survival of their organization. Employers and employees need to agree on the contributions 
(Rousseau, 2004).  

The main problem faced by any organization is how to provide an environment that facilitates the 

development of emotional bonds between members in order to keep talented employees in the 

organization (Ciftcioglu, 2010). Turnover intention is one of the main problems in Human Resources 

(HR) and organizational management. Turnover not only increases the cost of employing staff, but 

also diminishes the organization’s knowledge capital and weakens its reputation (Liu et al., 2010).    

Employees evaluate their experiences at work in terms of whether these experiences are fair and 

whether organizations show interest as an individual (Lind & Tyler, 1988). If the employees perceive 
a decision as being fair, the employment relationship is more likely to comprise higher commitment 

and greater job satisfaction (Colquitt et al., 2001). When the employees have been subjected to unjust 

decisions or outcomes, negative reactions occur towards the organization, such as poor performance, 

absenteeism, and turnover intention (Folger & Konovsky, 1989). 

This study essentially aims to investigate the impact of organizational justice on the turnover intention 

of the sales representatives of an international electronic chain store operating in Turkey. The 

remainder of the study is organized as follows. The next section reviews the existing literature. The 

third section presents the methodology followed by analysis and research findings. Discussion and 

conclusion are provided in the final section.  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Organizations invest significant effort and resources in attracting, selecting and retaining 

conscientious, proactive and committed employees. The antecedents of employee turnover and 

turnover intention have represented a key area of research in the organizational literature (Griffeth et 

al., 2000; Hom et al., 1992). In order to fully understand how social exchange relationships affect 
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turnover decisions, it is important to consider the mechanisms through which perceived organizational 

justice acts on turnover intention (Dawley et al., 2010). 

Turnover intention is one of the main problems in HR and organizational management. Turnover has 

various results such as increasing the cost of employing staff, diminishing the organization’s 

knowledge capital and damaging its reputation (Liu et al., 2010, Lum et al., 1998). As Moynihan and 

Pandey (2007) have stated, there are three categories of factors that affect turnover intention. These 

categories include environment or economy, employees and organization level.  

The time always comes when an individual considers the possibility of terminating his or her 

employment with an organization (Wang et al., 2010). Turnover intention can be defined as a 

conscious psychological willingness to leave an organization (Tett & Meyer, 1993) and as an 

employee’s intention to leave the current organization and look for other employment alternatives. 

Hom and Griffeth (1991) define turnover intention as a construct that includes three components: 

intent to search, thinking of quitting and intent to quit. Turnover intention is accepted as the main 

antecedent of an employee’s turnover behavior (Ciftcioglu, 2010). Turnover intention can be 

described as the cognitive process of thinking, planning and desiring to quit a job (Ahmad et al., 

2010). In other words, turnover refers to employee withdrawal from an organizational position or a 

career path. Cai and Zhou (2009) suggest that dissatisfaction with the work environment is an 
important precursor of an employee’s decision to leave the organization or profession concerned.  

There are diverse factors affecting turnover, which can make it difficult to predict turnover behavior 

accurately. As Bedeian et al. (1991) have stated, the intention to leave has been consistently correlated 

with turnover (Wang et al., 2010). As Williams and Hazer (1986), Farkas and Tetrick (1989) and 

Allen and Meyer (1996) have suggested, job satisfaction and organizational commitment reduce 

turnover intention and that is why researchers should identify emotional responses and psychological 

factors in the turnover process (Wang et al., 2010). The fairness associated with HR practices has been 

related to a number of work attitudes including organizational commitment (Ogilvie, 1986; Brockner 

et al., 1988; Brockner et al., 1990), job dissatisfaction and turnover (Aquino et al., 1997). As a 
consequence of these outcomes, it has been suggested that organizational justice research possesses a 

significant societal value (Sashkin & Williams, 1990; Sabbagh et al., 1994). Masterson et al. (2000) 

have argued that there is “substantial evidence that fairness is an important dimension affecting 

employees’ actions and reactions within organizations” (Haar & Spell, 2009). 

Organizational justice describes the individual’s and group’s perception of the fairness of treatment 

received from an organization and their behavioral reaction to such perceptions (James, 1993; Aryee 

et al., 2002). Organizational justice theories center on perceived fairness in the workplace (Greenberg, 

1990). The concept is generally analyzed in three categories: distributive, procedural and interactional 

justice. Distributive justice describes the perceived fairness of the means used to determine those 

outcomes employees receive; procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the means used to 
determine those outcomes, and interactional justice refers to the quality of interpersonal treatment 

received at the hands of decision-makers (Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt et al., 2001; Cropanzano & 

Greenberg, 1997). 

Since its inception, distributive justice has been rooted in Adams’ (1963) equity theory. Adams’ 

theory of equity stipulates that a fair balance must be created between an employee’s inputs and an 

employee’s outputs. In understanding Adams’ (1963) theory, it is important to recognize that the 

theory is created on the belief that employees become de-motivated if they feel that inputs outweigh 

outputs. Inputs relate to items such as hard work, enthusiasm, skill level, commitment and dedication, 

whereas outputs are the rewards achieved such as pay, benefits, and recognition. Based on this theory, 
Adams postulated that when there is a perceived equal balance between inputs and outputs, a strong 

and a productive relationship is created which inevitably results in a motivated employee (Biby, 

2008). Adams used social exchange theory framework to evaluate fairness. Social exchange theory 

asserts that exchanges between employer and employee can lead to obligations, and meeting these 

obligations can evoke positive reactions, while unfulfilling obligations may lead to negative outcomes 

(Blau, 1964). This theory suggests that employees feel obligated to reciprocate when they personally 

benefit from their employers actions, such as fair pay and rewards system offered by their 

organization (Haar & Spell, 2009). Additionally, as Adams pointed out, employees will judge their 

outcomes by their perception of what other employees performing the same job should receive (Biby, 

2008). 
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Distributive justice refers to the perceived fairness of the outcomes employees receive and explains 

how employees react to the nature, and distribution of organizational rewards. At this point 

distributive justice ignores the procedures or means through which these ends are established, so the 

literature has provided the term procedural justice to explain the perceived fairness of the means used 

to determine those outcomes (Folger & Konovsky, 1989), enabling a more integrated approach. It was 

Leventhal et al. (1980) who have succeeded to bring out procedural justice to a wider field and 

suggested that there are at least six procedural rules that individuals use in judging fairness. These six 

procedural rules are; a) procedures that  are consistent across individuals and over time (consistency), 

b) decisions that are grounded on good information and informed opinion (accuracy), c) opportunities
in place that can be used to modify or reverse decisions based on inaccurate information 

(correctability), d) allocation processes that represent the concerns of all important subgroups and 

individuals (representativeness), e) allocation processes that are compatible with prevailing moral and 

ethical standards (ethically), f) no personal self-interest and blind allegiance that may narrow 

conceptions. In short, as Dirks and Ferrin (2002) state, “procedural justice deals with the processes 

that lead to decision outcomes”. Any violation by a decision-maker or an organization can lead to 

perceptions of procedural injustice (Leventhal et al., 1980; Kickul et al., 2005). 

Interactional justice, as organizational justice’s third component deals with the way the parties 

approach each other in an organization and focuses on the interpersonal treatment subordinates 

receive from management. In this sense, procedural justice examines the process by which rewards are 
allocated, whereas interactional justice is concerned with peoples’ perception of interpersonal 

treatment (Elicker et al., 2006). Interactional justice reflects the social side of procedural justice is the 

interpersonal treatment people receive as procedures are enacted, which is fostered when decision 

makers treat people with respect and sensitivity and explain the rationale for decisions thoroughly 

(Bies & Moag, 1986). This construct has further developed and divided into two sub-dimensions- one 

of which is interpersonal justice. Interpersonal justice is concerned with the degree of politeness, 

dignity and respect exhibited by authorities or third parties involved in executing procedures or 

determining outcomes. The second one is informational justice which focuses on the explanations 

provided to employees that convey information about why procedures were used in a certain way or 

why outcomes were distributed in a certain fashion. 

A study conducted by McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) tested an interaction pattern suggested by 

referent cognitions theory which states that employees evaluate work experiences reflecting on “what 

might have been” under different circumstances (Folger, 1986). Consistent with other studies (Samad, 

2006a; Samad, 2006b; Folger & Kanovosky, 1989) both distributive and procedural justice were 

found to be significant predictors of each outcome variable, including job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, and employee intention to leave (Biby, 2008). Researchers examining distributive and 

procedural justice simultaneously noted that there are differences in the strengths of their predictive 

abilities (Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Harvey & Haines, 2005; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992). 

McFarlin and Sweeney suggested procedural justice to be a more potent predictor of organizational 

outcomes, while distributive justice to be a stronger predictor of individual outcomes. They 

considered turnover and satisfaction to be individual outcomes rather than organizational outcomes 
(Harris et al., 2007). 

The literature suggests that organizational justice could be related to many work outcomes, including 

but not limited to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and employee turnover intention 

(Colquit, 2001). Research has consistently found the three dimensions of organizational justice to be 

related, albeit differentially, to employee work-related attitudes and behaviors (Colquitt et al., 2001; 

Aryee et al., 2002). Welbourne et al. (1995) noted that organizational justice dimensions have been 

found to be important predictors of a wide variety of outcomes, including satisfaction with leaders, 

reactions to performance appraisals (Greenberg, 1986; Kidwell and Bennett, 1994; Thomas and Bretz, 

1994), and the like hood of managers to use new systems (Blancero and Dyer, 1996). Situations where 
justice has been lacking have been linked with negative consequences (Chen, 2000), such as lower 

performance, higher turnover intentions, decreased organizational commitment, theft, and decreased 

citizenship behaviors (Cropanzona & Greenberg, 1997; Folger & Cropanzona, 1998; Greenberg 

1990c, 2002), reduced job performance (Pfeffer & Langton, 1993), reduced quality of work (Cowherd 

& Levine, 1992), frustration, reduced self-image, and moral outrage (Greenberg, 1990b).Furthermore, 

perceived injustices have been linked to other human resource programs such as drug-testing 

programs and pay-rise decisions (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Haar & Spell, 2009). In line with the 

previous literature, two main hypotheses have been developed: 
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H1: There is a negative and significant relationship between distributive justice and turnover 

intention.  

H2: There is a negative and significant relationship between procedural justice and turnover 

intention. 

METHOD 

As Gibbert (2010) indicates, it is very important to pay careful consideration to the choice of a 
research method, research design, site and factors that limit the study at the beginning of any study. 

The choice of method is critical because it impacts the approaches and techniques for collecting and 

analyzing data.  

This study seeks to examine the impact of organizational justice on turnover intention by using 

quantitative data analysis. Two different standard scales developed and used earlier in the extant 

literature were adopted. Each scale is composed of multiple items, with response categories ranging 

from 1-5 on a Likert-type scale. Turnover intention scale was drawn from Cook et al. (1981) and is 

composed of 4 items. Organizational justice scale was adopted from Niehoff and Moorman (1991) 
and is composed of 20 items.   

The survey of the research was administered in an international electronic chain store operating in 

Turkey. The questionnaires were distributed during group sessions, facilitated by the HR department 

team. In these sessions, employees were informed about the aim of the study. More specifically, it was 

explained about the interest in contemporary employment relationships and how these are experienced 

through organizational justice. The participants completed confidential questionnaires during work 

hours. The final sample consisted of 156 sales representatives of the international electronic chain 

store. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to produce underlying dimensions of organizational 

justice.  

As it is not easy to obtain actual turnover rates, in measuring turnover intention, we followed the 

empirical studies in which turnover intention was set instead as the predictor of actual turnover. 

Although turnover intention cannot completely replace actual turnover, measuring turnover intention 

rather than actual turnover would also allow us to ascertain the employees’ emotional attitude because 

whether or not employees will quit depends on the conditions and environment in the organization 

(Moynihan and Pandey, 2007; Liu et al., 2010).  

The following control variables were also used: Education and tenure of the respondents, age, work 

experience, total work experience, gender and marital status. Education was measured by an ordinal 
scale ranging from high school, vocational to university. Age was measured as a continuous variable 

denoting a number of years. Work experience and total work experience were measured by an ordinal 

scale including 4 categories. Gender and marital status were measured categorically.  

Figure 1 shows the research model of the study. 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework 

ANALYSIS & RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Of the 180 questionnaires distributed, 156 completed questionnaires were returned, representing a 

response rate of 86.6%. The distributions of respondents were as follows: 71.8% were men and 28.2% 

were women; 57.7% were single and 42.3% were married. Of the sample, 74.4% were in the under 30 

Control Variables 
Outcomes 

Organizational 

Justice

Turnover 

Intention 

 Gender

 Marital Status

 Age

 Education

 Work Experience

 Total Work

Experience

 Distributive Justice

 Procedural Justice
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year old age bracket and 71.2% had obtained a high school education. As shown in Table 1, 47.4% of 

the sample held an organizational tenure of between one and three years and 30.8% had a total tenure 

up to five years. Table 1 shows the sample characteristics of the questionnaire respondents.  

Table 1.  Sample Characteristics 

Characteristics Number % 

Gender 
Female 44 28.2 

Male 112 71.8 

Marital Status 
Single 90 57.7 

Married 66 42.3 

Age 
Under 30 116 74.4 

Over 30 40 25.6 

Education 

High School 111 71.2 

Vocational School 22 14.1 

University Graduate 23 14.7 

Work Experience 

0-12 months 50 32.1 

13-36 months 74 47.4 

37-60 months 31 19.9 

Over 60 months 1 0.6 

Total Work Experience 

0-60 months 48 30.8 

61-84 months 25 16.0 

85-120 months 33 21.2 

Over 120 months 50 32.1 

 N 156 

In order to undertake EFA, it is necessary to have relation between the variables and it is checked with 

Barlett’s test of sphericity and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) tests. Moreover, it is important to monitor 

Anti-Image and Measures of Sampling Adequacy (MSA) values. Of the study, KMO value (0.925) 

and Barlett’s test (2=2647.481 and p0.001) are sufficient to perform EFA. The relationships among 
the study’s constructs were tested using regression analyses.  

In this study, all items and components were tested by the Cronbach Alpha reliability test, which is 

generally used as a measure of the internal consistency or reliability of a psychometric test score for a 

sample. The reliability coefficient of the scale has been determined a satisfactory level such that 

α=0.89; this value is highly satisfactory with the recommended 0.70 threshold (Nunnally, 1978; 

Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). The scale has a total variance of 68.53% explained. The variables 

existing in the scale were tested and only one item was removed before the analyses process 

(“employees may disagree with their employers because of a business decision or may ask top 

management to renegotiate the decision”). The results of factor analyses showed that the independent 

variables are gathered in two factors. Factor 1 consists of five items about distributive justice with an 

internal consistency reliability coefficient Alpha of α=0.81. Factor 2 includes not only procedural 

justice but also interactional justice with 14 items with an internal consistency reliability coefficient 
Alpha of α=0.96. Schappe (1998) suggests that procedural justice is about the perception of fairness in 

decision making processes. However two other dimensions such as structural (“formal process 

characteristics”) and interactional justice (“how an employee is treated during processes”) have been 

proposed as sub-dimensions of procedural justice. The scale structure that was obtained with factor 

analysis was evaluated with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test which quantifies a distance between the 

empirical distribution function of the sample and the cumulative distribution function of the reference 

distribution (Zehir et al., 2011), or between the empirical distribution functions of two samples, and it 

was seen that t values of all the variables were at the sufficient level for our sample that prove the 

distribution of the data is statistically normal.   
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Table 2 shows descriptive statistics and correlation coefficients of independent variables in the study. 

The pairwise correlations do not seem to present serious multicollinearity problems for the 

multivariate analysis, as none of the variables have correlation coefficients above 0.50 (Hair et al., 

2006). 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Coefficients of Variables 

Variable name Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Distributive justice 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 -0.14 0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.11 -0.14 

2. Procedural justice 0.00 1.00 1.00 -0.03 0.19* -0.12 0.08 0.04 0.04 

3. Education 1.43 0.73 1.00 -0.10 -0.10 -0.12 0.09 0.05 

4. Age 1.25 0.43 1.00 0.20** 0.45** 0.07 -0.29** 

5. Work experience 1.89 0.73 1.00 0.33** 0.00 -0.18* 

6. Total work experience 2.54 1.23 1.00 0.13 -0.27** 

7. Gender 1.72 0.45 1.00 -0.04 

8. Marital status 1.58 0.49 1.00 

Notes: 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01

N=156 

In order to test the study’s hypotheses, two regression models were estimated with the dependent 
variable turnover intention. The effects of independent variables on the dependent variable are shown 

in Table 3 respectively. A set of two models were tested for the dependent variable. As the first step, 

control variables were entered. Among these variables, education (0.24: p<0.05), work experience 

(0.32: p<0.05) and marital status (0.32: p<0.05) were found to have significant effects. The 
regression model is significant as a whole (F=3.59: p<0.01) and it explains 13% of the variation in 

turnover intention. The hypothesized variables were then tested in Model 2, as shown in Table 3, 

respectively. 

Table 3. Regression Results 

Variable name Model 1 Model 2 

Independent variables Β Std. Error Β Std. Error 

Distributive Justice -0.37** 0.06 

Procedural Justice -0.47** 0.06 

Control Variables 

Education 0.24* 0.10  0.15* 0.08 

Age  -0.37  0.20  -0.14 0.16 

Work Experience  0.32*  0.11  0.19* 0.09 

Total Work Experience  0.02  0.07  0.02 0.05 

Gender  0.13  0.17  0.08 0.13 

Marital Status  0.32*  0.16  0.28* 0.13 

Intercept -1.28*  -1.07* 

F statistic 3.59**  16.15** 

R-square 0.13  0.47 

Adjusted R-square  0.09  0.44 

Notes: 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01

N=156 

The effects of organizational justice on turnover intention are shown in Model 2. The impact of 
distributive justice on turnover intention was investigated and it was found that distributive justice has 

a negative and significant impact on turnover intention (-0.37: p<0.01).he impact of procedural 
justice on turnover intention was also investigated and it was found that procedural justice has a 

negative and significant impact on turnover intention (-0.47: p<0.01). The regression model is 
significant as a whole (F=16.15: p<0.01) and it explains 47% of the variation in turnover intention. 

The findings show there is a strong support for H1 and H2.  
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DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION 

This study aimed at assessing the importance of organizational justice on turnover intention by 

investigating the interrelationships among variables. The findings of the study demonstrated strong 

support for the impact of organizational justice on turnover intention.  

Specifically, our findings showed that distributive justice and procedural justice were negatively and 

significantly related to turnover intention while demographic characteristics of education, tenure and 
marital status were positively and significantly related to turnover intention. The results indicate that 

organizational justice plays an important role for the employees’ fairness perception.   

In the past, many organizations and scholars focused on developing feelings of commitment and 

organizational citizenship behaviors employees performed. Organizational commitment denotes an 

emotional attachment and identification with an organization. Organizational citizenship behaviors 

embody non-required and uncompensated actions such as punctuality, attendance, aiding coworkers, 

voluntarily assuming ad-hoc tasks and assisting management in implementing new tasks (Dawley et 

al., 2010). However, over the next 20 years it is likely that the idea of developing emotional ties to the 

organization will not be enough, and organizations will no longer have the luxury of being concerned 

with employees performing extra-role behaviors. Instead, employee retention will become 
increasingly important as the competition among organizations for highly skilled workers will likely 

become fierce. This will make it imperative for organizations to look for other ways to develop loyalty 

and commitment among their workforces. Our findings suggest that organizations should consider 

taking actions that will raise employees’ perceived organizational justice while making employees 

generally more comfortable in their current situation. For example, organizations may wish to further 

connect with their employees by raising the perception of fairness in decision making processes. 

Employees, on the other hand, should be aware that organizations will more likely be concerned with 

the increased degree of politeness, dignity and respect in executing processes. In the long run, efforts 

by organizational decision makers to increase distributive and procedural justice may lead to a win-

win situation in which organizations will be able to decrease turnover.  

The aim of the study described in this paper was to increase management’s understanding of the 

employee turnover process and, in doing so, improve the management of employee turnover statistics 

and its associated costs. The costs associated with the departure and replacement of employees can 

have a significant and detrimental effect on an organization (Bluedorn, 1982). HR practices could 

benefit from the predictive validity this study provides and it could be used in the reduction of 

employee turnover. The results of this study could also be used to address some of the talent 

management and human capital issues of today’s organizations. The practical implications of the 

study will, therefore, impact on all the HR activities, ranging from employee entrance level right 

through to employee exit level. Allen and Meyer (1996) found that turnover intentions were 

negatively associated with organizational commitment. This indicated that attention needs to be given 

to the strategies that are used currently to prevent employee turnover. From a managerial point of 
view, the results suggest that management should give importance to organizational justice in the 

organization in terms of reciprocity, decision making processes, politeness, dignity and respect. HR 

professionals need to focus their efforts on reducing employee turnover in order for businesses and 

industries to operate efficiently.  

A number of important limitations need to be considered. First, attempts to explain an increase or 

decrease in the level of turnover intention can involve many factors. Organizational justice and 

demographic characteristics are the factors that were used in this study; however, there are many other 

factors that could be considered or examined. This study might also have been limited by the 

quantification methods that were used. Future researchers could include qualitative measures for 
obtaining additional information from the participants. Generalizing the opinion of individuals could 

provide a more complete picture of the relationships between organizational justice and turnover 

intention. Additionally, the data collection of the research was restricted to 156 respondents of an 

international electronic chain store operating in Turkey and its generalizability is therefore limited 

(Schwab, 2005). With a small sample size, caution must be applied, as the findings might not be 

transferable to nationwide. A more serious concern is common method bias due to the self-report 

measurement of all variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Through more 

scientific and rigorous research such as longitudinal design and larger samples from other companies, 

sectors or industries operating in different cultural, environmental and political conditions greater 
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understanding of organizational justice will be obtained which will provide more information on 

management practice. Another important constraint includes the fact that social science surveys are 

susceptible to hallo effects as a consequence of the used methodology. Hallo effects may arise from 

sampling and non-sampling errors and as mentioned in the paper, specific measures were taken to 

identify the source and limit such effects (Zehir et al., 2011). The findings might have been much 

more reliable if the survey had been implemented on a nationwide basis. Furthermore, our 

contributions to management research open up possibilities for future research. Despite these 

limitations, this study provides important implications from theoretical and practical perspectives. 

This study clinches the argument regarding the important role of organizational justice related 
variables (distributive justice and procedural justice) on turnover intention.  
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