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Abstract 

This dissertation adopted the Morrison and Robinson (1997) model of psychological 

contract violation in order to assess employee aEect, perception, and behwiours in 

response to psychological contract breach in a sample of 235 fiont-line service -or 

workers. Specifically, the relationships between psychological contract breach 

importance, trust, interactional justice, contract violation, and retaliation were examined. 

The list of retaliation behaviours was developed using the critical incident technique 

(Hanagan, 1954) and was categorized according to Robinson and Bennett (1995). 

Hierarchical regression analyses revealed that the relationship between psychological 

contract breach importance and contract violation was moderated by perceptions of trust 

and justice. Employees who had experienced an important breach, who did not trust their 

employer before the breach, and who felt that they were treated unfairly, were more 

likely to experience contract violation (e-g., betrayal, resentment) than other employees. 

Feelings of psychological contract violation were positively associated with retaIiatory 

behaviour. Employees who were the most upset following a contract breach were more 

likely to engage in retaliation behaviours than other employees. The relationship 

between the variables however, was not consistent across the retaliation types. The 

perceived source (i-e., supervisor, organization) of the broken promise predicted the 

target of the response. Qualitative analyses indicate, however, that employee responses 

are considerably complex and that often employees have multiple responses to different 

targets. 
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And if any mischief follow, then thou shalt give life for life 

Eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, 

Burning for burning, wound for wound, stripe for stripe. 

Bible, Old Testament, Exodus, 2 1 :23-25 

Whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also reap. 

Bible, Galatians 6:7 

Revenge is the only debt people wish to pay promptly. 

Max Gralnick 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. Background 

Employee retaliation is defined as "adverse reactions to perceived unfairness by 

disgruntled employees" (S karkki & Folger, 1997, p. 434). Workplace retaliation 

includes those behaviours that are intentional and harmful to the organization andlor its 

members. In addition, in order for a behaviour to be deemed retaliatory, the employee 

must engage in the behaviour with the intention of reciprocating perceived harm (i.e., 

restitution). Retaliation, while similar, can be viewed as distinct from a related 

organizational phenomenon, workplace deviance. In this context, deviance also refers to 

any intentional workplace behaviours that harm the organization and/or its members (e.g., 

theft, sabotage). However, deviance behaviour does not necessarily imply a revenge 

motive (e.g., an employee might steal a product because they wish to acquire it). In this 

manner, retaliation can be viewed as a specific and distinct subset of deviance behaviour. 

Because research on retaliation is relatively new, research in workplace deviance 

was used to establish theoretical and methodoIogical frameworks for this study. Early 

psychological research on workplace deviance focused on security devices and employee 

selection instruments designed to reduce the chances that employers would hire dishonest 

employees (e-g., Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Moretti, 1986). These security measures were 

expensive, however, and the "integrity tests", as they are commonly called, were not as 

helpful as businesses and researchers had hoped due to methodological problems. 

Recent approaches to studying workplace deviance have adopted social exchange 

and equity frameworks in an attempt to explain both interpersonal and environmental 

correlates of employee deviance and retaliation. This more recent approach is the one 
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that is most relevant to this study. Proponents of the social exchange theory hold that 

employees are in an exchange relationship with their employers and they may react to 

perceived mistreatment by engaging in retaliatory behaviours (the converse holds for 

dood treatment and citizenship behaviours) (Blau, 1964). Equity theorists argue that D 

employees compare their organizational inputs and outcomes with other employees' 

inputs and outcomes and if they deem the two ratios to be unequal, tension will result 

(Adams, 1965). This tension can be resolved in a number of ways, one of which involves 

the empIoyee reducing his or her input, or retaliating against the employer. 

Both theoretical frameworks are useful in the area of retaliation because some 

employer-employee interactions involve the allocation of resources (equity theory), while 

others involve exchanges between supervisors acting as organizational agents and their 

subordinate employees (exchange theory). The relevant social exchange construct 

assessed in this study is psychological contract breach (i.e., the perception of a broken 

promise). The equity variable of interest is interactional justice. Trust is also examined 

and is relevant to both frameworks. 

2. Research Objectives 

In the present study, participants were asked to describe their most recent 

experience with a broken promise (breach) and to detail their thoughts (the importance of 

the promise, perceptions of fair treatment), feelings (contract violation - i.e., anger, 

resentment, betrayal), and behaviours (retaliation) following this broken promise. In this 

manner, the propositions of both social exchange and equity approaches could be tested 

using employees' real-life work experiences. 
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The purpose of this dissertation was to contribute to retaliation research in three 

ways. First, I used the model of psychological contract violation developed by Morrison 

and Robinson (1997), to assess the relationships between contract breach importance, 

contract violation, justice, trust, and retaliation in response to a psychological contract 

breach. Second, I extended the model of contract violation, which is grounded in social 

exchange theory, to assess whether contract violation predicted retaliatory behaviours. 

Third, in an exploratory and ysis, I tested whether or not the perceived source of the 

psychological contract breach (i.e., coworker or supervisor versus organization) predicted 

the target of retaliation (again, coworker or supervisor versus organization). 

3. Significance of the Study 

This dissertation adds to o w  understanding of the literature in a number of ways. 

First, although there has been some research studies in the area of retaliation, very few 

have assessed worker responses. This study tested the Morrison and Robinson's (1997) 

theoretical model of contract viotation along with the tenets of social exchange and 

equity theories using actual workplace experiences. Each participant detailed a contract 

breach that she or he had recently experienced and described his or her responses 

following the incident. In this manner, I could assess whether the model and theories 

could stand up to employees' workplace behaviour. 

Second, I was able to assess if these service sector employees understood what 

psychological contracts were, and if in fact they were able to distinguish between contract 

breach (i.e., detecting a broken promise) and contract violation (i.e., adverse reactions to 

the contract breach). 
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Third, this is the first study to assess the importance of the breach. As 

psychological contracts are subjective, it is not enough to know the kind of breach (e.g., 

raise, promotion) that occurred, it is also necessary to know the importance or the 

seriousness of the breach as perceived by each employee. In this manner, the perceived 

importance of the breach rather than the type of breach, was the focus of the present 

study. 

Fourth, I assessed perceptions of justice and trust to assess whether pre-breach 

trust andlor perceptions of fair treatment were associated with lesser feelings of contract 

violation following a breach. It is of importance for researchers and practicing managers 

alike to examine whether adverse employee reactions can be reduced if they feel they 

have been treated fairly or they had high organizational trust before the breach. 

Fifth, the present study explored the relationship between the perceived source of 

the breach and the target of subsequent responses. Research in this area has typically 

assessed responses to perceived unfairness in relationships where both parties have equal 

status and power. Employees very rarely have equal power and status to their 

supervisors, and it was important to assess how these differences affected the nature of 

their responses following a breach. 

Sixth, a recent typology of workplace deviance (i.e., Robinson & Bennett, 1995) 

was applied to the retaliation behavioun assessed in this study. This was done in order to 

(1) determine if retaliation can be classified in the same categories as deviance, and (2) as 

suggested by previous research, whether the different fonns of retaliation have different 

relationships with the other variables examined in the study. 
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Seventh, this study adopted a retrospective report method to data collection. 

Participants were asked to reflect back upon their thoughts, feelings, and behaviour 

following, and in relation to, a contract breach. Previous research in the area, whiie 

longitudinal, does not ask participants to describe their behaviours in response to a 

breach, rather, it is assumed that if a breach occurs at one point in time, any differences in 

the scale items (e.g., trust) that are assessed the next point in time (e.g., two years later) 

are due to the breach. 

Finally, this study adds to the literature in that retaliation in a student sub-sample 

of service sector workers was assessed. Previous research has focused on retaliation in 

blue collar and management employees. By examining retaliation in a different subset of 

employees, I was able to compare the retaliation behaviours to previous studies. 

4. Research Design and Methods 

This dissertation was conducted in two stages. The first stage involved 

interviewing undergraduate students about retaliatory behaviours that they had observed 

while working in service sector jobs. This was done to create a survey of retaliatory 

behaviours that would be relevant to the sample of workers in Stage Two. The second 

stage involved asking another group of student workers to describe the most recent 

psychologicd contract breach (i-e., broken promise) they had experienced while at work. 

Participants were then asked to describe what they did in response to this breach and 

answer survey items addressing pre-breach organizational trust, and their thoughts 

(contract breach importance, interactional justice), feelings (contract violation), and 

actions (retaliatory behaviows) subsequent to this breach. 
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5. Summary of the Fiidings 

The findings of this dissertation can be summarized in three main points. First, 

this study demonstrated that employees know what constitutes a psychological contract 

or "broken promise". In fact, the more important the broken promise, the more intense 

the resulting negative emotions (e-g., anger, resentment, betrayal). Further, when 

employees perceived that a contract has been broken, whether or not they experienced 

contract violation (i.e., feelings of anger, resentment or betrayal) was moderated by their 

perceptions of justice and their previous perceptions of organizational trust. In other 

words, employees who perceived an important breach, who originally mistrusted the 

organization, and who were treated unfairly experienced the highest levels of contract 

violation. Second, employees who experienced greater feelings of contract violation 

were more likely to respond by engaging in some forms of workplace retaliation than 

those employees who experienced lesser feelings of contract violation. Third, the 

perceived source (i-e., supervisor, organization) of the broken promise predicted the 

target of the response. In other words, if an employee perceived his supervisor was 

responsible for the breach, he was more likely to focus his response to the supervisor 

rather than the organization (and vice versa). Qualitative a d y s e s  indicate however, that 

employee responses are much more complex and that often, employees had multiple 

responses to different targets. 

6. Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is composed of nine sections. Following the General 

Introduction, the second section describes research in the areas of both retaliation and 

workplace deviance. The third section contains an extensive literature review of social 
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exchange and equity theories. The fourth section discusses equity and organizational 

justice theories and empirical research in this area and focuses on a relationship between 

interactional justice and retaliation. The fifth section describes psychological contracts, 

breach, and violation, and outlines the theoretical model that was adopted for the present 

study. The sixth section discusses orgacizational trust. The method and designs used for 

this dissertation are outlined in the seventh section. The eighth section contains the 

results of the analysis, including relevant figures and tables. The ninth section concludes 

with a discussion of the fmdings, implications and ideas for future research. A complete 

copy of the scales used in the survey is attached in Appendix A. Copies of the consent 

forms and the original surveys are included in Appendices B through E. 
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STUDY RATIONALE 

In the following sections, I fnst defme the dependent organizational variable of 

interest, employee retaliatory behaviour. As the research in the field of retaliation is still 

in the developmental stages, I give an historical overview of a related field, workplace 

deviance. I define and review the developments and difficulties associated with 

identifying different forms of employee behaviours that are considered to represent 

workplace deviance. This discussion is followed by a review of the various deviance 

typologies used in the Literature. Next, the extent and costs of workplace deviance to 

business and society in general are discussed. The remedies that are proposed in the 

literature to predict and reduce workplace deviance have many problems associated with 

them, illustrating the need for a better understanding of the factors related to workplace 

deviance and retaliation. Finaliy, the section concludes with a rationale for arguing that 

at least some deviance behaviours are retaliation. 

Defining Retaliation 

Employee retaliation or retaliatory behaviour, describes "adverse reactions to 

perceived unfairness by disemntIed employees" (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997, p. 434). It 

has been argued that if the actions of those in management andlor the decisions made by 

an organization are perceived as unfair or unjust, employees may feel anger, outrage and 

resentment (Folger, 1993; Sheppard, Lewicki & Minton, 1993). In addition, unfair or 

unjust treatment may spark the desire for retribution against those who are deemed 

responsible for the mistreatment (Sheppard et al., 1993). 

Although retaliation is related to deviance, not all deviant behaviour is retaliation. 

People may engage in deviant behaviour (e-g., theft of merchandise) for reasons other 
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than striking back at coworkers or the organization. Similarly, not all retaliation 

behaviours are deviant. The range of behaviours that fall under this category of 

retaliation can be the same as those used to describe employee deviance in general, 

however, the motive for retaliation is to strike back at those who were perceived as doing 

hann. 

Retaliation has received recent attention in the literature as researchers question 

the use of the word "deviance" for three main reasons. First, deviant behaviour is often 

associated with negative and pejorative connotations (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). 

However, the employee may be completely justified in striking back at their employer or 

coworkers if she or he has been treated unfairly or unethically. The use of retaliation in 

these situations implies that the employee has thought things through in terms of the 

rationale for their behaviour. Retaliation can be legitimate and have constructive 

consequences (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). A second reason why more researchers are 

studying negative employee behaviour under the rubric of retaliation, is that deviance 

may imply negative attributions about the employee's character, whereas retaliation 

focuses more on the organizational environment (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Third, 

deviance and retaliation differ in that the latter is provoked -- it is a response by a 

disgruntled employee to unfairness. For these reasons, retaliation will be the focus of the 

present study. 

Research investigating retaliation is in the developmentd stages. Research on 

negative employee behaviour has found retaliation to be implicated in a number of cases 

(see later section); however these studies have relied on descriptive data techniques, such 

as focus group discussions, that did not assess individual employee reactions to unfair 
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treatment. For these reasons, research and models in a related field, workplace deviance, 

are reviewed to provide guidance and theoretical support for the present study. 

Tdentifving T m s  of Workdace Deviance and Retaliation 

Researchers in the areas of sociology, anthropology, criminology, management, 

and psychology have studied negative employee behaviour under such rubrics as: 

employee dysfunctional behaviour, employee deviance behaviour, counterproductive 

employee behaviour, antisocial behaviour. employee misconduct, and employee "self- 

help" behaviour. With the use of these different labels for employee behaviour in 

different fields of study, it is easy to see why researchers are often in disagreement in 

terms of both definitions and antecedents of workplace deviance behaviours. Recently, 

the field has become more inter-disciplinary in focus and the findings have been 

beneficial to interested researchers, practitioners and readers alike. For the purpose of 

this discussion, I will use the term workplace deviance behaviour to refer to employee 

behaviour that is both intentional and harmful to the organization or its members 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995). 

Employee deviance is a broad category of negative employee workplace 

behaviours. Management interventions targeted at workplace deviance often focus on 

petty theft and researchers in this area, while acknowledging different forms of deviance, 

mainly focus their attention on trying to explain the causes or correlates of this one type 

of deviant behaviour. It is overly simplistic to assume that theft of petty cash represents 

the main threat to businesses. Even under the general heading of employee theft, a 

number of distinct behaviours emerge. Employees can steal from their coworkers, they 

can steal goods or merchandise from their employer, they can even steal from the 
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customers they are serving. An example of the latter case is sometimes seen in the 

restaurant industry when waiters short-change or over-charge the diners they are serving 

or alter the credit card receipts after their customers have left. Employees can also steal 

company secrets, patents, or information. 

'Time theft" is another type of theft that is both intentional and harmful to the 

employing organization. An example is when employees adjust their time cards, 

claiming they have worked more hours than they actually did. This employee behaviour 

is intentional because the employee altered the time cards on purpose, and is h a r d  

because the employer pays more money in wages to this worker than she was entitled. 

Other fonns of time theft include tardiness, absenteeism. taking excessive breaks, leaving 

early, and arriving late. 

Assuming that the employee shows up for work on time, a number of other 

deviant behavioun can emerge. The employee can intentionally work slowly, 

deliberately make mistakes, or cover up mistakes that he or others have made. 

Employees can abuse their expense accounts, refuse to follow orders, waste company 

resources for their personal use, or leave a project partially finished (Robinson & 

Bennett, 1995; Sprouse, 1992). 

Employee sabotage is also a form of workplace deviance behaviour that includes, 

for example, deleting or altering important data or information on the company computer 

system, planting computer viruses, destroying company equipment or property. and 

disclosing upcoming company plans to cornpetiton. Employee sabotage has been 

implicated as being one of the causes of the foIlowing well-known disasters: the Union 
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Carbide chemical plant in Bhopal India, the Pacific Southwest Airlines crash in 

California, and the San Juan hotel fire in Puerto Rico (Crino & Leap, 1989). 

Gossiping, lying, spreading nunours, and spreading ill will about a previous or a 

current employer are also considered forms of employee deviance (e-g., Grover, 1997). 

Spreading negative rumours about the company or other employees may damage the 

reputation of the employer. This behaviour is especially of concern to those 

organizations in the service sector who depend on customer loyalty, Many businesses 

have failed because of this form of employee deviance (e-g., Sprouse, 1992). 

Finally, employee deviance also includes more violent, harmful acts such as 

coworker assault and homicide, sexual harassment, verbal abuse, physical harassment, 

and employees willfully endangering the Lives of their coworkers (Robinson & Bennett, 

1995). Other deviant acts such as use of alcohol and drugs while on the job may 

contribute to these more violent forms of deviance. While these behaviours occur less 

frequently than the other deviance behaviours discussed above, they are no less of a 

concern to employers and emptoyees alike because of their often devastating impact on 

the employees and the negative attention received by the press (Neuman & Baron, 1997). 

Workplace Deviance Twologies 

To better understand and explain the antecedents of workplace deviance, 

researchers have tried to group negative employee behaviours into meaningful conceptual 

categories. The following section reviews the development of various typologies in the 

literature, starting with the earlier, more simplistic approaches, and ending with the more 

recent and complex advances in this area- 
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One of the earlier approaches to classifying employee deviance simply grouped 

the behaviours of interest into two basic categories: employee theft and nontheft 

deviance (Ruggiero, Greenberger & Steinberg, 1982). Employee theft behaviours consist 

of such acts as adjusting hours worked, short-changing customers, taking money or goods 

from co-workers or an employer, and giving away merchandise for free or less than the 

marked price (Ruggiero et al., 1982). Nontheft deviance behaviours include damaging 

the property of the organization, lying to the employer, calling in sick when not, and 

working under the influence of drugs or alcohol (Ruggiero et al., 1982). While this 

approach is rather simplistic in nature, it set the stage for more complex models of 

employee deviance. 

Hollinger and Clark (1982) reviewed the literature on workplace deviance and 

concluded that there appear to be two distinct, although related, types of employee 

deviance behaviour operating in organizations which they labeled property deviance and 

production deviance. Property deviance refers to behaviour in which employees take or 

damage the assets or goods of their employing organization (e-g., theft, pilferage, 

sabotage, and embezzlement (Hollinger & Clark, 1982)). Production deviance refers to 

employee behaviours that diminish the quality and quantity of the work done in the 

organization (e-g., leaving early or arriving late, intentionally doing slow or careless 

work, and working under the influence of alcohol arid drugs). 

Although the Hollinger and Clark (1982; 1983) typology makes intuitive sense, 

there are a number of employee deviance behaviours that cannot be categorized as 

production or property deviance. The authors define workplace deviance as any 

behaviour that is unauthorized and intended to do h a m  to the employing organization 
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(Hollinger & Clark, 1982). This definition could also include such acts as spreading ill 

will and nunours about the company. Gossip however, does not appear to be an act of 

property or production deviance. Moreover, it can be argued that employee deviance 

behaviour can be harmN to other employees and only indirectly harmful to the 

organization. Behaviours such as employee aggression or harassment (verbal or 

physical) directed at other employees would likely be viewed by all organizations as 

unwanted, unauthorized, and harmful behaviour. It appears then, that there may be other 

categories of employee deviance behaviour in addition to property and production 

deviance. 

In a later study, Hollinger, Slora, and Tenis (1992) assessed workplace deviance 

in fast-food restaurant employees and unexpectedly found that the data did in fact fit a 

three factor (not a two factor) solution of workplace deviance, that reflects personal 

property deviance, production deviance, and altruistic propeny deviance (e-g., giving 

away or selling goods at a reduced cost to friends). One of the most important findings in 

this study was that each type of deviance behaviour had a different set of predictors. 

Personal property deviance was best predicted by age (younger employees) and seniority 

(low), however, older and more senior employees also reported engaging in this form of 

deviance when they felt that their employer had treated them unfairly (Hollinger et al., 

1992). Production deviance was strongIy linked to perceived fairness in both older and 

younger employees. Finaily, altruistic property deviance seemed to be engaged in solely 

by younger workers. This finding could be explained by the fact that for younger 

workers, giving away free food to friends may be a seen as a perk, while this may not be 

the case for older workers. 
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In a recent study, Robinson and Bennett (1995) used multidimensional scaling 

(MDS) analyses to create a new typology of workplace deviance behaviours. Their study 

consisted of several stages. First, the authors gave respondents a definition of workplace 

deviance and then asked them to think of examples of this type of behaviour they had 

seen on the job. Experts were then asked to rate the Iist of behaviours on whether they 

thought each behaviour was voluntary, potentially harmful to the organization, and 

whether it would violate the norms of most organizations. After obtaining unanimous 

agreement from the judges on the vast majority of behaviours, the list was given to a 

large sample of MBA students. The respondents were asked to compare how similar a 

randomly chosen behaviour (from a subset of the list) was to a sample of other 

behaviours (also from the List). After the participants completed the comparisons, they 

were asked about the criteria on which they had based their decisions. The most common 

criteria used were then given to expert judges who were asked to rate each deviant 

behaviour on whether it was: intentional or unintentional, serious or not serious, harmful 

to individuals or not harmful to individuals, harmful to the organization or not harmful to 

the organization, very ethical or very unethical, and overt or covert (Robinson & Bennett, 

1995). The MDS analysis from the MBA student comparisons showed that a two- 

dimension solution provided the best fit. The results from the expert judges showed that 

these two dimensions tapped: (1) whether the behaviour was harmful to the 

organizational or harmful to individuals and (2) whether the behaviour was perceived as 

being minor or serious in nature (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). This analysis led to four 

categories of deviance behaviour: production deviance, property deviance, political 

deviance and personal aggression. 
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Production deviance describes behaviour that is harmful to the organization and 

minor in nature (e.g., being late for work working slowly on purpose, and taking long or 

extra breaks (Robinson & Bennett, 1995)). Property deviance refers to behaviours that 

are harmful to the organization and serious in nature (e-g., stealing company cash, 

equipment or property, sabotage of company equipment or merchandise, and misusing 

employee discount privileges (Robinson & Bennett, 1995)). Political deviance 

behaviours are harmful to the other employees in the organization and relatively minor in 

nature (e-g., employee competing in a nonbeneficial way, gossiping a b u t  a manager or 

co-workers, and bIaming co-workers for mistakes (Robinson & Bennett, 1995)). 

Personal aggression behaviours are harmful to other employees in the organization and 

are the most serious deviant behaviours (e-g., verbal abuse, sexual harassment and 

endangering co-workers by reckless behaviour (Robinson & Bennett, 1995)). This 

typology has been cited most frequently in recent literature on workplace deviance. 

Regardless of the typologies used, the most recent studies have found or predict 

that different types of workplace deviance may result from different sets of person, 

workplace and person-workplace interaction factors (Frone, 1 998; Hollinger et al., 1 992; 

Robinson & Bennett, 1995). The reasons that lead an employee to sabotage the data in an 

office data bank and to share company secrets are likely not the same as for the employee 

who consistently leaves early and arrives late. Not only is it important to create a 

typology of deviance behaviours that best suits the sample of employees under study, it is 

important to study the types of deviance behaviours separately, to better understand their 

correlates and predictors. 
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These typologies described above also serve to provide a meaningful framework 

for studying retaliatory behaviour. As of yet, no research has been conducted to assess 

whether deviance typologies accurately categorize employee retaliation. In an 

exploratory analysis described in a later section, the present study adopts the 

organization/individual dimension as described by Robinson and Bennett (1995). 

Specifically, the relationship between the source (e-g., supervisor, organization) of a 

psychological breach (i-e. broken promise, to be discussed in detail in a later section) and 

the target (e-g., supervisor, organization) of retdiation is assessed. 

The Ma-mitude - of the Problem 

Not only does employee deviance refer to a wide range of negative employee 

workplace behaviours, research has documented that employee deviance, and likely 

retaliation, is present in all sectors of the economy and at all salary and age levels 

(Sprouse, 1992). Many employers are the most suspicious about the front-line worker or 

the employee who handles the cash. This is a limited perspective to adopt as examples of 

employee deviance, including employee theft, can be found in all job types and levels of 

the organization. A well-known example of workplace deviance is that of the dishonest 

accountant who embezzles money from his unsuspecting employer (e.g., Delaney, 1993). 

Others are clearly more retaliatory in nature: a young woman in charge of programming 

at a television station responded to months of mistreatment by deleting all the tapes in the 

iibrary so the station had no quality programs to show (Sprouse, 1992); an editor from 

Encyclopedia Britannica who was fired from his job as editor retaliated by breaking into 

the company's computer system and replacing the names of several historical figures with 

the names of his ex-coworkers (Crino & Leap, 1989); and a group of waiters denied their 
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promised raises for months, deliberately left food out at room temperature, causing 

patrons to get food poisoning (the owner was sued and was forced to close his business) 

(S prouse, 1 992). 

A common adage used for employee theft is that approximately 40% of 

employees are inherently honest, approximateIy 30% are dishonest and are Iooking for 

opportunities to steal, and 30% are capable of stealing given the circumstances (Lary, 

1988). Others report that the ratio is lo%, 108 and 80% (Curtis, 1973; cited in 

Szwajkowski, 1989). Regardless of the numbers used in the previous ratio, the 

implications are clear: some employees will never steal from their employer, others will 

steal fiom their employer regardless of what the employer does (deviant employees) and 

some employees will steal only in certain circumstances (retaliation). For small 

businesses, one deviant employee may result in total business failure; for companies that 

employ hundreds or even thousands of employees, the hypothetical numbers can be 

staggering, even frightening. 

Although the more spectacular and horrific forms of employee deviance typically 

receive the most media attention (e-g., employee homicide) (e.g., Neuman & Baron, 

1997), it is the more common, more insidious, less serious forms of employee deviance 

such as employee theft which are responsible for the majority of the company losses 

(Lipman & McGraw, 1988). For example, one type of employee deviance behaviour, 

employee theft, costs American companies upwards of $200 billion a year in losses 

(Lary, 1988). The annual loss is expected to surpass this amount by the turn of the 

century (Govoni, 1992, cited Greenberg & Scott, 1996). In fact, theft by employees has 

been cited as being ten times more costly to the American public than street crime, and 
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has been implicated as being the cause of 30 to 50 percent of all business venture failures 

(Bullard & Resnik, 1983; Snyder & Blair, 1989). 

It is important to note that the amount of deviance reported in the literature is 

usually based on reports by employees who have been caught engaging in deviant acts, 

peer observed deviance behaviours, or self-reports. These reports are likely conservative 

estimates of the actual incidence of deviant behaviours. 

Proposed Remedies 

Despite the recognized magnitude of the problem, there has been little systematic 

organizational research to assist management in understanding the causes or remedies of 

employee theft (Giacalone, Riordan & Rosenfeld, 1997; Greenberg & Scott, 1996; 

Shapiro, Trevino & Victor, 1995; Sprouse, 1992). Some researchers, consultants, and 

security personnel advocate the use of security devices to help deter and decrease 

opportunities for employee theft. Such devices include security cameras, electronic 

performance monitoring devices, electronic pass cards to gain access to restricted areas, 

routine checks of employees' personal belongings, and the increased use of security 

procedures and personnel (Moretti, 1986). Those who advocate the use of security 

devices hold that if the employer decreases the opportunities for employee theft and 

increases the opportunity that deviant employees will be caught, incidence rates of theft 

and other related deviance behaviour should decrease. These devices do not always 

work, however, because they are not foolproof, they are expensive, and employees often 

react with hostility when they are implemented (Moretti, 1986). Purely security 

approaches are also problematic in that they assume that all individuals are equal in their 

propensity to be dishonest and to engage in deviance behaviours. This assumption does 



Retaliation 20 

not usually hold, as some employees wili never steal fiom their employer even if they 

have the opportunity, and others wilI steal fiom their employer even if there are security 

measures in place (Greenberg, 1997). 

Other approaches to theft deterrence have been mainly ''front-end" in nature, 

focussing on personnel selection tests as a way to reduce the number of undesirable 

employees from being hired into organizations (e.g., Hogan & Hogan, 1989; Moretti, 

1986). There are two types of these measures, overt integrity tests and personality- 

oriented tests. Overt integrity tests ask the respondent questions regarding his attitudes 

about theft and other types of dishonesty as well as items about his own participation in a 

number of deviant activities (Sackett, Burris & Callahan, 1989). Personality-based tests 

are designed to detect individuals with personality preferences that had been found to be 

associated with undesirable behaviours (e.g., problems with the law). This type of test 

does not have any questions that overtly refer to employee theft and therefore, some 

employers and researchers regard them as less "offensive" to the job applicant (Sackett et 

al., 1989). 

Although these tests are very popular and widely used in applied settings (e-g., the 

retail industry), integrity test findings continue to be equivocal for several reasons (see 

for example, Sulsky & Sell, 1997). Fist of all, while integrity tests may identify those 

employees who would be likely to steal from their employer, these tests cannot select out 

aI1 such employees. One of the main criticisms of these tests is their transparency to the 

test-taker. Dishonest individuals who do not realize what the test is measuring may well 

be screened out. Dishonest individuals who are more clever however, may figure out 

what the test is trying to measure and may succeed in elevating their scores and "beating" 
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the test. The other side of this argument is that studies have shown that along with poor- 

performing and dishonest employees, good, honest, high-performing employees dso fad 

integrity tests. The percentage of honest employees failing these tests range from 48% to 

58% (Sackett et al., 1989). 

A second concern with integrity test findings is that studies attempting to correlate 

integrity tests with subsequent employee behaviour have been flawed with various 

methodological problems. In a review of these tests, Sackett et al., (1989) reported that 

none of the studies used a control group. Because of this limitation, researchers who 

have found decreases in lost of stolen goods (i.e., "shrinkage") after implementing 

integrity selection measures cannot be sure if the findings are due to the selecting out of 

dishonest employees or due to the heightened awareness of the current employees about 

deviance issues in general. These studies also are not uniform in what they are trying to 

predict. Researchers in this area have assessed workers' compensation claims, job 

performance ratings, the number of times the employee has been to counseling for 

aberrant behaviour, the number of injuries and termination for absenteeism, and theft. 

Looking at how the two types of integrity tests were developed, it is not clear why some 

of the behaviours mentioned previously would be related to scores on the selection 

instruments. Even when researchers are using theft as an outcome measure, the results 

have been less than convincing (Greenberg, 1997). 

A third problem with integrity test measures is that the employer assumes they 

will greatly reduce or eliminate workplace theft or deviance with the use of these tests. 

Given the 40:30:30 employee ratio (honest: dishonest: dishonest in some conditions), and 

assuming it has some merit, then the employer is only focussing its efforts on vying not 
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to select or hire the "dishonest" 30%. What is neglected is the other 30% of employees 

who may steal given the circumstances. Integrity tests will not select out these usually 

honest employees who steal to "get back" at the company. This is one reason why 

current approaches to employee theft are now looking at not only employee 

characteristics, but situationaVorganizationa1 characteristics and their interaction as well, 

to try to better understand the phenomenon of employee deviance (e.g., Boye & Jones, 

1997; Greenberg, 1997). 

Retaliation Research 

As defined earlier, retaliation is "adverse reactions to perceived unfairness by 

disgruntled employees" (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997, p. 434). Studying retaliatory 

behaviours per se, can be difficult from a methodological standpoint. First, when 

researchers examine the reasons behind deviant behaviour and retaliation, they often use 

survey measures completed at a single point in time. While typically less intrusive and 

more anonymous than an interview, surveys that are completed at one point in time often 

do not afford the researcher any justification for causal linkages. Although one may 

assess justice, job satisfaction, deviance behaviour, and other organizational variables, 

one cannot be sure of the directional relationships among these variables when using such 

cross-sectional methods. In addition, one can never accurately determine the motivation 

driving employee behaviour. If one recalls the 40:30:30 (i.e., honest, dishonest, dishonest 

in some conditions) ratio, retaliatory behaviours are performed by the 30% of employees 

who may engage in negative behaviours depending on the organizational environment. 

According to this ratio, 30% of employees are dishonest all the time. It becomes difficult 
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to differentiate between the employees who will be deviant in aU circumstances, and the 

employees who engage in retaliatory behaviour in response to how they were treated. 

Some researchers use face-to-face qualitative techniques (i-e., interviews, focus 

groups) when studying deviant and retaliatory behaviour. This method addresses the 

issue of motive (participants are encouraged to discuss why they or why they think others 

engage in deviance behaviour), as based on participant responses, researchers can 

differentiate behaviours that are deviant from those that are retaliatory. Such qualitative 

data techniques however, pose a second problem for researchers in the field - 
interviewees, and especially those in focus group settings, lose the anonymity of their 

responses. Studies using this technique often report much lower incidence rates even 

when the researchers ask the participants about "employees in general" (e-g., Tucker, 

1993). In the present study, both qualitative and survey techniques will be adopted. To 

ensure retaliatory behaviours and not simply deviance, are being assessed, respondents 

will be asked to retrospectively reflect on their feelings, thoughts and actions following a 

psychological contract breach (i.e., broken promise, to be discussed in detail in a later 

section). 

Considerable evidence suggests that behaviours deemed deviant could be 

retaliation. In a study on employee theft in retailing, Tatharn (1974) found that half of the 

respondents admitted stealing goods from their employer and of the takers, over 80% 

reported no feelings of guilt (Tatharn, 1974). The author stated that employees steal for 

several reasons and two of these are because they feel: "They owed it to me" and "It's 

my way of striking back at the company" (Tatham, 1974, p. 55). Both of these 

statements clearly relate to perceptions of inequity and retaliation. 
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Terris and Jones (1982) examined employee theft in a sample of convenience 

store managers and clerks. Although the study used integrity and polygraph tests as 

correlates of employee theft (those who were later caught stealing), the study reports 

findings that are relevant to the present study. The authors asked both the managers and 

the front-line employees for their views of the reasons for employee theft. Two of the top 

four reasons cited related to issues of inequity retaliation. Participants felt that employees 

stole because they were paid so poorly and to strike back against their supervisor and/or 

employer for perceived injustices (Tems & Jones, 1982). 

Giacalone and Rosenfeld (1987) examined both the types of employee sabotage 

and the reasons motivating this behaviour in a sample of unionized factory workers. The 

vast majority of reasons endorsed by the workers were associated with justice or 

retaliatory concerns. Specifically, the workers felt that the following reasons were the 

most justifiable for employees to commit sabotage (in order of most commonly 

endorsed): self-defense, revenge, an eye for an eye, to protect himself from the 

boss/employer, to protect friends or family from the boss/empIoyer, to protect his job, the 

foreman/empIoyer deserved it, the foremademployer hurt him previously, and release of 

frustrations (Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 1987). Interestingly, it seems that these workers 

differentiated between simply engaging in sabotage behaviours and engaging in sabotage 

behaviours when the employee had been previously wronged. 

Sieh (1987) used a qualitative interview approach to assess and describe 

employee perceptions of inequity, job satisfaction, and employee theft in a sampIe of 

garment workers. The author found that although the vast majority of those employees 

interviewed were unhappy with various components of their jobs and experienced 
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feelings of inequity, very few employees reported stealing company goods (Sieh, 1987). 

The majority of the employee responses to perceptions of inequity were active but non- 

deviant (e. g., complaining to union representatives) (Sieh, 1987). When the employees 

were asked about the frequency of employee theft in general, a different picture emerged. 

Respondents provided numerous instances of employee theft and the reasons why they 

thought their co-workers engaged in this behaviour were equity-based in nature: they 

thought their co-workers stole because it was owed to them and because they worked 

hard (Sieh, 1987). 

Three papers aimed at a human resource manager audience also confirmed the 

findings and recommendations of the empirical retaliation literature (Crino & Leap, 1989; 

DiBattista, 199 1; Szwajkowski, 1989). Szwajkowski reviewed the literature to date on 

employee misconduct. He emphasized that employee deviant behaviours are more likely 

due to employee perceptions of inequity and injustice rather than a decline in the work 

ethic of employees as a whole. Like Giacalone and Rosenfeld (1987), the author argued 

that many employees do not perceive deviant behaviours to be unethical in nature 

because they see them as reactions to perceptions of injustice or mistreatment. Instead of 

trying to educate employees on ethical behaviour, increasing punishment, and enforcing 

closer supervision, Szwajkowski suggests that managers focus their attention on making 

sure employees are informed about the actions of their employer and that any perceived 

injustices are addressed and/or remedied. 

Crino and Leap (1989) reviewed several examples and types of employee 

sabotage, the reasons for its occurrence and provided suggestions to reduce this 

behaviour for management personnel. Reasons cited for employee sabotage included 
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retaliation against management for perceived injustices (Crino & Leap, 1989). 

Suggestions to reduce employee sabotage included: screening job applicants, making 

employer and employee interests compatible, increasing security measures and, not 

surprisingly, endorsing a just and fair atmosphere in the workplace (Crino & Leap, 1989). 

DiBattista (199 1) conducted a study on human resource managers in which he 

examined various forms of worker sabotage, discussed reasons for these behaviours, and 

methods of deterrence. The reasons generated for employee sabotage are virtually 

identical to those found by Giacalone and Rosenfeld (1987) in their sample of unionized 

workers. Of the top 10 reasons for employee sabotage, four are clearly related to 

perceptions of retaliation and injustice (e-g., self-defense, revenge, the foreman/company 

deserved it, and frustration with empIoyee supervision) (DiBattista, 1991). Solutions 

generated by the managers are very similar to those suggested by Szwajkowski (1989). 
Y 

The top eight suggestions for reducing the risk of employee sabotage focused on 

improving Lines and methods of communication (e-g., managing the suggestion system, 

encouraging feedback from subordinates, and developing workable communication 

programs) (DiBattista, 199 1). 

In summary, while there have been some interesting studies conducted on 

retaliation, they have been few in number and only one assessed individual worker 

responses. Research from the more established field of workplace deviance has been 

helpful in this regard. Studies on workplace deviance and fairness reveal interesting 

findings and provide a foundation for more recent retaliation and justice studies to build 

upon. The influence of justice, and interactional justice in particular, on retaliatory 

behaviour will be discussed in a later section. Although the retaliation research to date 
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has been informative, it is clear that this area would stand to benefit fiom the use of 

theoretical frameworks to both organize and explain the relationships among retaliation 

and other variables of interest. In this paper, I adopt two such theories, social exchange 

theory and equity theory, to explain and predict employee retaliation. 
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SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY 

In the social psychological literature, there are three main theories of social 

exchange as proposed by Homans (1961), Blau (1964), md Thibaut and Kelley (1959). 

Each theory and its assumptions are discussed in detail below. While each of the three 

theories has a different approach and provides unique contributions to the literature, they 

ail share a number of common characteristics: social exchange is not limited to the 

exchange of money and material goods; the participant with greater or more valued 

resources holds more power in the exchange relationship; each person in the exchange 

relationship feels obligated to reciprocate goods or services exchanged to ensure the 

continuity of the exchange relationship; the relationship must be seen as rewarding for 

both parties for it to continue; and in order to understand the exchange relationship fully, 

one must look at the relationship of the parties involved as well as the rewards they are 

exchanging (McClintock & Keil, 1982). 

It is important to note that social exchange does not have to occur solely between 

individuals, it can occur between groups or between individuals and an organization. 

That is, an employee can experience social exchange with her employing organization, 

she may feel "trust" towards her employing organization and differentiate that feeling 

from that between her and her supemisor and peers. Levinson (1965) suggested that 

people transfer such human qualities to organizations and relate to organizations as if 

they had these human qualities because employees personify their relationships with their 

employing organization. As a result, the actions of specific employees within the 

organization are viewed as actions of the organization itself. Thus, not only do 
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employees establish economic/transactional relationships with their employing 

organization, supervisors and peers, they also establish social exchange reIationships. 

Homan's Theorv of Social Exchange 

Homan's (1974) theory of exchange is based on his work with pigeons and is 

strongly behaviourist in its approach. Homans (1961; 1974 cited in McCLintock & Keil; 

Simpson, 1976) summarized his theory in a set of six psychological propositions, one of 

which (i-e., the aggression-approval interaction) is particularly relevant to this study. His 

early work focused solely on social behaviour between two actors who received all their 

rewards and punishments from each other (Simpson, 1976). 

Homan's theory has been criticized for being overly simplistic and 

behaviouralistic at times and because his propositions do not recognize that actors can act 

in a purposive fashion or can be future oriented (McClintock & Keil, 1982). His 

propositions are based on hours of behavioural observations; thus he assumed that the 

vdue of rewards and probability of a behaviour occurring are based on the actor's 

previous experience alone (McClintock & Keil, 1982). His later work however, is 

generalizable to more complex social situations in which there are multiple actors. Of 

particular relevance here is one of the most important contributions of Homan's work in 

exchange theory, his well-known aggression-approval interaction proposition of 

distributive justice. Specifically, he hypothesized that if an actor receives less of a 

reward or none at all when she was expecting one, she will experience anger and may act 

in an aggressive fashion. In this case, the actor's inputs exceeded her outputs which 

resulted in feelings of anger and frustration. His ideas captured in this hypothesis spurred 

a whole new field of research in organizational behaviour, that of organizational justice. 
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Thibaut and Kellev's Interdemndence Model of Social Exchange 

Thibaut and Kelley (1959; 1978, cited in McClintock & Keil, 1982) used matrices 

to explain their model of social interdependence. The exchange between two persons can 

be represented by a matrix in which each axis represent the universe of behaviours for 

each person. Each cell in the matrix represents outcomes that are composed of costs and 

rewards for both participants for each combination of their actions. The value of an 

outcome can be determined by the combination of exogenous variables (i-e., variables 

outside the exchange relationship such as the resources of one actor) and endogenous 

variables (e-g., history of interactions between the two actors). The exchange interaction 

will occur and the exchange relationship will continue if the value of the outcomes with 

respect to comparison level and comparison level for alternatives are satisfactory for both 

parties. The comparison level is how the actors evaluate the desirability of one action 

over others in relation to whether the actor feels they are deserving of the outcome 

(compared to other actors or other actions). The comparison level for alternatives is the 

lowest acceptable outcome in the exchange relationship in comparison to other exchange 

relationships. 

Thibaut and Kelley (1959) used the concepts described above to study 

interdependence in large groups of actors, the variables that influence actors' perceived 

benefits and costs, and how exchange relationships with dyads influence larger groups 

(McClintock & Keil, 1982). Although according to this theory, rewards and costs are 

defined from the point of view of the individual, the authors emphasize that the process 

of exchange at the group or dyad level is the key to understanding social exchange and 

interdependence. 



Retaliation 3 1 

Blau's Theorv - of Social Exchange 

Unlike Homans, Blau (1964) did not have a set of propositions upon which to 

base his theory but he did outline a number of basic assumptions (McClintock & Keil, 

1982). The rewards in exchange relationships can be calculated (means to other ends) or 

spontaneous (ends in and of themselves) (McCIintock & Keg, 1982). Obviously, 

participants prefer to engage in rewarding exchange relationships. To do so, each actor 

evaluates the past rewards and costs with expected future rewards and costs when 

deciding what type of exchange relationship to enter. By rewarding his or her partner, 

the other participant is obligating him or her to return future goods and services (Blau, 

1964). The actor who has most recently given a reward has more power than his partner 

as the "receiver" is now indebted to reciprocate to the "giver". As people do not like to 

be "in debt", the "receiver" tries to resolve this power differential by giving in return 

(McClintock & Keil, 1982). However, at the same time, each participant is trying to "get 

the upper hand" or "best deal" for their exchanges. 

Blau (1964) describes human exchange relationships in terms of the mutual 

attraction between both parties and in terms of the needs and values fulfillment. By 

understanding human exchange dyads and groups, one can better understand the society 

as a whole. Blau (1964) used the above concepts as a basis for which to study how 

groups form, how trust develops, power and status differentials, the creation and 

continuation of group norms, and impression creation and continuance. 

Although the three main theories of social exchange share elements in common, 

they have several distinct elements and thus have influenced different areas of 

organizational research. The theories of Homans (1 96 1 ), Thibault and Kelley ( 1959), and 
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Adams (1965) are most applicable in organizational settings where a third party (e-g., 

supervisor) allocates resources (e-g., performance appraisals, promotions, raises). Their 

conceptualizations of the process of exchange (equity theory) work well with current 

theories of justice in that an employee's perceptions of fairness are formed by comparing 

her inputloutcome ratio with those of coworkers or past experience (e.g.. Cohen & 

Greenberg, 1982; Cropanzano & Randall, 1993). Consequently, the works of these 

equity researchers is best applied to areas of workplace justice and will be discussed in 

the following section of this paper accordingly. 

In contrast, Blau's theory of social exchange is most applicable to settings in 

which two individuals, or an individual and his employing organization, are in a direct 

exchange relationship with each other. This approach is most useful when explaining the 

formation and maintenance of the psychological contract between two parties (e-g., an 

employee and his supervisor). The development and nature of psychological contracts, 

the research in the field, and how social exchange theory applies to psychological 

contracts and retaliation are d l  topics that are discussed in detail in the section on 

psychological contracts. 
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EQUITY THEORY AM> JUSTICE 

Organizational justice refen to an employee's perceptions of fairness regarding an 

outcome (distributive justice), a procedure (procedural justice), or how he was treated 

(interactional justice). Justice is a cognitive evaluation such that fairness is in the eye of 

the beholder. Thus an individual's perceptions of justice may not accurately reflect 

reality as it is perceived by others. While perceptions of justice and injustice occur in 

people's everyday lives (e.g., Mikula, Petri & Tanzer, 1990). a considerable amount of 

research has been dedicated to studying justice in one setting in which most people spend 

a great deal of their adult lives - that of justice in the workplace. Organizational justice 

is a research field that spans areas such as management, industriaVorganizationa1 

psychology, and criminology. In this section, I define three forms of justice (distributive, 

procedural, and interactional) and explain why I focus on interactional justice in this 

study. Last, I focus on empirical research that examines interactional justice as a 

predictor of retaliation. 

Equitv Theory and Distributive Justice 

It is important to note that although the exchange theories discussed previously 

address equity and fairness issues, Homans' work is the most relevant to the present 

study. One of Homans' (1961) propositions relates directly to distributive justice: the 

aggression-approval interaction hypothesis. This situation occurs when a party receives 

less of a reward or none at all when she was expecting one. Homans applied his theory 

(and the previous proposition) to the work setting and saw fairness in exchange 

relationships emerging when actors felt they have been given a fair outcome (in this case, 

pay raises, promotions) in proportion to their inputs (e-0.. hours worked, quality of work) 
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and in comparison to the inputs and outcomes of others. This concept is known as 

distributive justice and Homans proposed it to apply in both settings of direct exchange 

and allocation of resources by a third party (Cohen & Greenberg, 1982). 

If an employee thinks that he has not received a "fair" outcome based on his 

inputs and in comparison to others, feelings of unfairness, anger or even guilt may result 

(Cohen & Greenberg, 1982). These feelings may be directed at the recipient of the 

exchange or at the source of the exchange (Cohen & Greenberg, 1982). For example, an 

employee may believe that promotions are not based on merit because her sales were 

higher than all her peers and she was passed over for promotion. As a result she may 

feel anger and respond, for example, by being rude to both her manager and the coworker 

who received the promotion. 

The integration of distributive justice theory (Homans, 1961) and cognitive 

dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) led to one of the most cited fairness theories in 

psychological literature today, Adam's equity theory. Two key components of Adam's 

(1965) theory of equity refer to inputs and outcomes. Inputs are those characteristics that 

the individual brings into the equity equation such as training, skills, education, seniority, 

and work effort (Adarns, 1965). Inputs are subjective, that is, inputs may or may not be 

perceived as such by the contributor and a third party. Inequity results when the 

contributor believes an input to be relevant, but the exchange partner does not recognize 

it as such and this discrepancy influences the contributor's outcomes (Adams, 1965). 

Outcomes are the rewards that the individual receives in exchange for his inputs such as 

income, status, intrinsic job rewards, and promotions. Outcomes however, can also be 

perceived as negative, such as job uncertainty, poor working conditions, or job 
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monotony. Through socialization, people learn what outcomes are appropriate for which 

inputs (Adams, 1965). 

Inequity is defined as the experience in which a person perceives that his ratio of 

inputs to outcomes and the ratio of inputs to outcomes of a referent other (e-g., coworker) 

are unequal (Adams, 1965). Equity, however, will be perceived when the 

inputs/outcomes ratios of the person and his referent other are equal or when the referent 

other has greater inputs and greater outcomes or lesser inputs and lesser outcomes 

(Adams, 1965). Other researchers have proposed that individuals may not need another 

person to be their referent other, they may instead use past experience as their basis of 

comparison (Cropanzano & Randall, 1993). Regardless of what the person uses as a 

comparison, the process remains the same. When individuals perceive inequity in an 

exchange relationship, they experience feelings of tension which wilt, in turn, spur them 

to try to do something to reduce or eliminate the perception of inequity (Adams, 1965). 

There are a number of ways in which a person can reduce feelings of inequity. 

Not all of the possible choices are feasibIe in all situations, however, some are preferred 

over others and some are used only as a last resort. These equity-restoring techniques 

include the individual trying to change her perceptions in terms of input and outcomes, 

minimizing the increase of any inputs that are costly in terms of effort, changing the 

referent other, and withdrawal in the form of quitting (Adams, 1965). 

Researchers have since argued that Adams' work did not fully explain how 

perceptions of justice are formed in all situations. Leventhal(1976) proposed that 

fairness perceptions were not simply the comparison of two ratios -- he argued that 

people use different rules when deciding whether or not an outcome was fair. Some of 
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these rules are seniority, reciprocity, equality, and need (leventhd, 1976). Deutsch 

(1975; cited in Alexander, Sinclair, & Tetrick, 1995) proposed that the rule that the 

individual chooses when determining perceptions of equity is influenced by the situation 

she is in and the goals and values she applies to that situation. One weakness of 

distributive justice theories is that they overlook the role of procedural (perceived fairness 

of the procedures used to make decisions) and interactional (being given an adequate 

explanation for decisions and being treated with dignity and respect) justice. While 

interest in distributive justice continues, research in the area has shifted to assessing these 

different fonns of justice, comparing distributive justice to them, and examining how 

these various forms of justice are related to outcome behaviours (e-g., retaliation). These 

other forms of justice are examined in greater detail below. 

Procedural Justice 

Procedural justice was defined by Thibaut and Walker (1975) as an individual's 

perception of the fairness of procedures used to derive outcomes. The authors stated that 

one important component in procedural justice perceptions is whether individuals feel 

that they have a say in the process that leads to outcome decisions by a third party 

(Thibault & Walker, 1975). This is known as process control. Thibault and Walker 

( 1975) propose that people are concerned about fair procedures because they feel it 

increases the chances of receiving a fair outcome. Fair procedures are seen as a means to 

an end (i.e., outcome). This approach is called the instrumental or "self-interest" model. 

Leventhal(1976; 1980, cited in Alexander et al., 1995) postulated that perceptions 

about procedural fairness were complex and could be influenced by six factors: the 

consistent application of rules across people and time, the absence of bias, that decisions 
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be based on accurate information, that the procedures be able to be corrected or modified, 

that the concerns of all relevant groups are addressed and that the decision maker(s) use 

ethical standards (Leventhal, 1976; 1980, cited in Alexander et al., 1995). These rules 

may not apply to every situation, and thus only one or a combination of a few may be 

applicable at a given time (Alexander et al., 1995). Perceptions of procedural injustice 

arise when a decision maker violates at least one of the above rules. 

Lind and Tyler (1988) proposed a group value model of procedural justice in 

which employees identify with various work groups (e.g., employing organization, 

authorities) and value their long-term continuation. As opposed to the instrumental 

model described above, the reIationa1 model proposes that individuals care about the 

procedures used. because they are seen as an end themselves. If the employee believes 

that she is being treated fairly, it reaffirms her belief that she is a valued group member. 

However, the employee loses self-esteem and believes that she is not valued as a person 

if she experiences unfair treatment (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Fair procedures are symbolic 

of dignity and respect. Tyler (1989) stated that employee perceptions of procedural 

justice are affected by the following factors: whether the procedures were neutral, 

whether the employee had trust in the decision maker, and group standing -- whether the 

employee had been treated as a valued group member. 

Interactional Justice 

Bies and Moag (1986) examined the concept of procedural justice and determined 

that it consisted of two components, namely, perceptions about the fairness of the 

procedures used and a separate but related component, perceptions about the quality and 

fairness of how people are treated. They labeled the second component interactional 
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justice. The authors found that previous research on procedural justice did not 

distinguish between fairness of the procedures and fairness of how these procedures were 

enacted. With this new approach, procedural justice perceptions are thought to precede 

interactional justice perceptions which in turn, are followed by outcomes or distributive 

justice perceptions (Bies & Tyler, 1993). Interactional justice, was thought to be 

composed of four components: truthfulness, respect, propriety of questions, and 

justification for decisions (Bies & Moag, 1986). Tyler and Bies (1990) have similarly 

proposed that procedural justice has components of both perceptions of fairness regarding 

the procedures used, as well as perceptions of fairness regarding the interpersonal manner 

in which one was treated. 

There continues to be some debate over whether interactional justice is a form of 

justice in and of itself or whether it is a component of procedural justice ( e g ,  Alexander, 

et al., 1995; Gilliland & Steiner, 1997). Some scholars (e-g., Greenberg, 1993) believe 

that interactional justice is composed of components of both procedural (i-e., 

informational justice component) and distributive justice (i.e., interpersonal justice 

component). However, there appears to be growing evidence that interactional justice 

can be distinguished from procedural justice as it was originally conceived (F3ies & 

Moag, 1986). Current models of interactional justice propose the existence of two 

components: (1) whether individuals receive an adequate explanation for decisions that 

affect them and (2) whether individuals are treated with sensitivity (i.e., with dignity and 

respect). Whether the term interactional justice is used or informational and interpersonal 

justice terms are used, research continues to show that how employees are treated and the 
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information that is given to them add to their perceptions of fairness above and beyond 

the previous distributive and procedural framework (e.g., Barling & Phillips, 1993). 

Although the other forms of justice and their interactions have been found to be 

associated with negative employee behaviours (e.g., Holihger, et al., 1992; Shapiro et al., 

1995; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), interactional justice is the focus here for three reasons. 

First, when people make judgements of fairness, they tend to focus on whether the 

unfairness was controllablel Interpersonal treatment leaves no question in this regard 

because a person's treatment of another is clearly under the former's control. This is less 

so for outcomes and procedures. Thus, measures of interactional justice are likely 

tapping both unfair treatment and controllability (Folger, 1998). Second, the objective of 

this study is to assess the relationship between a specific negative outcome (i-e., 

psychological contract breach, to be discussed in the following section) and subsequent 

thoughts, feelings and behaviour. A negative outcome serves as a surrogate for 

distributive justice. Third, previous findings (e.g., Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Sapienza & 

Kongaard, 1996) have indicated that procedural justice is highly intercorrelated with 

another variable in the present study, namely trust. Brockner and Siege1 (1996) proposed 

that when we assess procedural justice we are measuring trust. Thus, all three forms of 

justice are contained either directly (interactional justice) or indirectly (distributive justice 

and procedural justice) in the present study. 

A number of studies have established the Link between interactional injustice and 

retaliation and this literature is reviewed next. Greenberg (1993) assessed the 

relationship of theft and perceptions of underpayment inequity in a sample of 

undergraduate university students who were asked to complete a consumer catalog 
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pricing task. All participants were promised $5 to compIete the one hour task- This 

study assessed distributive, procedural, and interactional justice with a 2 (equitable pay 

versus underpayment) by 2 (high versus low valid information) by 2 (high versus low 

experimenter sensitivity) factorial design. Before one hour had passed, the experimenter 

entered the room and in two conditions, told the participant they were to be paid either $3 

or $5 for their work, were given very tittle versus Iengthy explanations about why they 

were paid what they were, and were treated with high or low experimenter sensitivity. 

After the expIanations, instead of paying the participant, the experimenter left a pile of 

change ($10.42) on a nearby desk and told the student to take the amount she or he was 

supposed to be paid. 

Greenberg (1993) found that workers who were paid equitably (i-e., $5) did not 

take more than they were supposed to be paid and the amount taken was not different for 

both information and sensitivity conditions. Underpaid participants on the other hand, 

took significantly more money than they were supposed to. Participants who were 

underpaid refrained from taking more money than they should have only if they were in 

the high information and high sensitivity condition. In fact, underpaid participants who 

were given more information or were treated with greater sensitivity by the experimenter 

took less money than other underpaid participants. The greatest amounts of money taken 

were by participants in the low information and low sensitivity group and the least 

amount of money taken was by participants in the high information and high sensitivity 

condition. 

Regarding justice, the findings were as follows: (1) participants in the equitably 

paid condition had significantly higher distributive justice scores than those in the 
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underpayment condition, and (2) participants who were in the high valid information 

condition perceived significantly higher levels of procedural justice than those 

participants in the low valid information condition. Of specific interest to the present 

study, participants in the high sensitivity condition perceived greater interactional justice 

than those participants who wen  treated with low sensitivity by the experimenter 

(Greenberg, 1993). This experiment is directly relevant to the present study in that it 

demonstrates that interactional justice influenced participants' theft behaviour. 
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PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACTS 

Equity theory has traditionally focused on short-term and one-time exchanges. It 

has been argued that sometimes, equating input and outcome ratios becomes a very 

complex form of mental algebra that most iadividuds would find very diff~cult to 

calculate (Landy & Becker, 1987). This is especially true when individuals attempt to 

maintain equity in long term relationships with another exchange partner. Consequently, 

Blau's (1964) theory of social exchange is most applicable to settings in which direct 

exchanges occur between two individuals. This approach works weli when describing 

how psychological contracts between two parties (e-g., an employee and her supervisor) 

are formed, maintained, and how individuals react when they perceive them to be 

breached (e-g., Rousseau, 1995). Psychological contracts, their nature and development, 

are highlighted, followed by a discussion of the correlates and outcomes of psychological 

contract breaches. Following this piece, is a discussion of the model used in the present 

study along with the relevant hypotheses. 

Defining - Psvcholog.ical Contracts 

Psychological contracts have been defined as a set of expectations regarding what 

each partner in an exchange relationship is expected to give to, and is entitled to receive 

from, the other partner (Levinson, Price, Munden, Mandi, & SolIey, 1962). This 

definition has been expanded to incorporate new research findings. Thus, psychological 

contracts: are formed on the basis of perceived commitments that can take several forms 

(e.g., conversations, organizational policies), are based on promises that are perceived in 

the eye of the beholder, can exist between employees and their employing organizations 
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as well as with other people, and are entered into freely by both parties (Morrison & 

Robinson, 1997; Rousseau, 1998). 

Recently, social and economic exchange have been conceptualized as being the 

ends of a continuum representing different forms of psychological contracts (Rousseau, 

1989). Thus, psychological contracts vary along two dimensions, length of employment 

expected and how much performance is a condition of continued employment (Rousseau, 

1995). Transactional contracts are at one end of the continuum and are analogous to 

economic exchange in that they consist of inflexible, short-term obligations that have 

specific economic conditions and time frames, low job ambiguity and limited employee 

involvement in the exchange in terms of time and emotional investment (Rousseau, 

1995). This type of contract is typically inflexible, limited to specific conditions, requires 

the use of existing employee skills, and has terms that are easily understood by third 

parties (Rousseau, 1995). An example of this type of contract might be a summer job. 

Relational psychological contracts, on the other hand, consist of longer-term 

obligations that have economic conditions as well as emotional investments on the part of 

the employee, and can affect both the working and personal life of the employee 

(Rousseau, 1995). These open-ended contracts are dynamic in nature, consist of both 

written and unwritten terms, and often deal with the potential and future skills of the 

employee in terms of training and development (Rousseau, 1995). The very implicit and 

subjective nature of the relational contract makes it difficult for outsiders to understand 

(Rousseau, 1995). Because relational contracts consist of long-term employment 

expectations with unspecified performance criteria, the emphasis is that of continuity and 
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loyalty of both parties (the employer and the employee). An example of this type of 

contract can be found in family-owned businesses. 

Transactional and relational contracts represent "pure" forms of psychological 

contracts that vary dong two dimensions: length of employment expected and how much 

performance is a condition of continued employment (Rousseau, 1995). Out of this two 

(i.e., short term versus long term employment) by two (i.e., performance is versus is not a 

condition of contract) grid, two other forms of psychological contracts emerge: 

transitional and balanced. Employees who have a transitional contract with their 

employer have short-term or unknown employment expectations and their performance 

criteria is not directly related to their employment status (Rousseau, 1995). This type of 

contract is becoming all-too-common with the increased number of firms that are 

downsizing, restructuring and merging with other corporations (Rousseau, 1995). 

Employees who have a balanced contract with their employer have Ion,- te rn  

employment expectations and have specific performance criteria set out for them. 

Although theoretically distinct, differentiating between relational and 

transactional relationships is difficult because relationships by their very nature are 

dynamic, not static, entities. For example, it is plausible that a person in a relational 

relationship who has lost trust in her exchange partner may revert to more transactional 

met!!ods of exchange, if she chooses to continue the relationship. While it is possible for 

researchers to assess the type of relationship, it is difficult to know if the present form of 

the relationship is what existed previously, or if the present state is the result of a loss of 

trust or other factors. 
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Psvcholo~cal Contract Breach and Violation 

A growing area of research examines employee responses to employers' breach of 

psychological contracts. This area of research is particularly relevant to this study 

because it demonstrates how social exchange theory can be used to explain employee 

responses (e.g., retaliation) to organizational outcomes (i-e., contract breach). When 

psychological contracts are breached, employees respond in a variety of ways, several of 

which may be retaliatory in name. 

The experience of psychological contract breach is not uncommon for employees 

in North America in the 1990s. Robinson and Rousseau (1994) found that approximately 

55% of the MBA alumni they surveyed experienced psychological contract breach from 

their employer in the last two years. Psychological contract breach has been found to 

occur across many areas of organizational life including trainingldevelopment, 

compensation, promotion, nature of job, job security, and performance feedback 

(Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). 

There is some controversy in the literature as to whether psychological contract 

violation or breach are similar to the affective response the employee has to any unmet 

expectations they might experience on the job (Robinson, 1996; Rousseau & Parks, 

1993). Contract breach and violation as perceived by the employee are conceptually 

distinct from unmet expectations. For example, an employee may expect to get a large 

office with a window or expect to get free snacks on Fridays, but if these expectations are 

not met, the employee is likely to be disappointed. In this case, the employee did not 

have to fulfill certain obligations or his "end of the bargain". This situation is 

conceptually different from the employee being promised a series of quick promotions in 
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return for working longer hours. Here, if the employer reneges on the promise or 

contract after the employee has held up his "end of the bargain", the employee feeIs 

betrayed, an entirely different affective response to that of disappointment (Robinson, 

1996). Research in this area has found these two concepts (expectations versus contracts) 

to be related. However, employee reactions to psychological contract violation or breach 

are more intense than those of unmet expectations (Robinson, 1995, 1996). 

Morrison and Robinson (1997) proposed a theoretical model of psychological 

contract violation. The authors reviewed the previous theoretical and empirical research 

and focused on the experience of psychological contract violation. The authors purport 

that there are two related but distinct stages in psychological contract violation: contract 

breach and contract violation. Employees cognitively appraise their inputs and outcomes 

against the inputs and outcomes that the employer promised to them. Psychological 

contract breach resuits from employees perceiving that there is a mismatch between what 

was promised to them (in exchange for certain services and concessions), and what was 

delivered by the organization. This approach is similar, but conceptually different from 

equity theory, which states that to establish fairness one must compare the inputs and 

outcomes of him or herself against those of a referent other or past experience. 

Psychological contract violation however, is an "affective and emotional experience of 

disappointment, frustration, anger, and/or resentment" that results from the employee's 

perception of contract breach and the perceived reasons for that breach (Morrison & 

Robinson, 1997, p. 238). This theoretical distinction between contract breach and 

violation is very recent. Thus, although the articles discussed below assessed 
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psychological contract violation not breach, the following discussion uses the 

terminology of the current (Morrison & Robinson, 1997) framework (i-e., breach). 

In the psychological contract literature, researchers explored the relationship 

between perceived breach and other variables such as trust, commitment, and extrarole 

behaviour, however, they did not assess other important information, such as the 

importance of the breach to the employee. Like justice, importance is very subjective. it 

is entirely likely that two employees would differ in their perceptions of violation 

depending on the perceived importance of the breach. For example, the employee who 

did not get the promotion he was promised is expected to experience greater feelings of 

violation (e-g., betrayal, outrage) than the employee who did not get an ergonomic chair 

she was promised. Thus, this study assessed contract breach in terms of importance (as 

perceived by the individual employee). 

Hjpothesis #I:  Psychological contract breach importance will 

be positively associated with perceptions of psychological 

contract violation. 

In empirical research, psychological contracts (from the employee's point of 

view) have been studied by assessing the set of obligations that the employee felt that the 

employer owed him coupled with the set of obligations he felt he owed the employer in 

return (Rousseau, 1990). Psychological contracts have also been examined by assessing 

how well the employer has fulfdled original obligations and promises (e.g., Robinson, 

1996). These approaches work best in a longitudinal design (e-g., Robinson & Rousseau, 

1994) but psychological contracts have also been studied using cross-sectional survey 
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(e.g., Rousseau, 1990) and p o k y  capturing (e-g., Rousseau & Anton, 1988, 199 1; 

Rousseau & Aquino, 1993) designs. 

Studies suggest that psychological contract breach can predict affective (i.e., 

contract violation), cognitive (e.g., organizational commitment, employee trust), and 

behavioural (e.g., civic virtue) responses. Using a longitudinal design in which MBA 

alumni were surveyed at three different times, Robinson and Rousseau (1994) found that 

both employee trust and job satisfaction were found to be negatively related to contract 

breach. Contract breach was positively related with intentions to leave and actual 

turnover, controlling for initial intentions to stay. What is most interesting however, is 

that those employees who had left their jobs actually had intended to stay with their 

employer in the beginning and reported greater contract breach than those who stayed. 

Psychological contract breach was not the sole variable related to turnover, as 48% of 

employees who had continued their employment reported contract breach (compared to 

76% of those who left). 

Robinson (1995) assessed the relationship between psychological contract breach, 

trust, job satisfaction, and commitment in the previously mentioned group of MBA 

alumni. Controlling for number of promotions received, number of pay increases 

received, unmet expectations, and initial employee trust, breach of psychological contract 

at time two was found to be negatively associated with employee trust at time three. 

Psychological contract breach was also found to be negatively associated with job 

satisfaction (after controlling for initial job satisfaction). Finally, contract breach at time 

two was negatively associated with organizational commitment at time three. In sum, 
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employees who experience psychological contract breach. in turn, experience decreases 

in trust in their employer, and less job satisfaction and organizational commitment. 

Using a longitudinat design, the aforementioned MBA alumni sample was 

surveyed at three different points in time. Robinson and Momson (1995) assessed 

whether psychological contract breach affected subsequent self-reports of civic virtue (a 

form of citizenship behaviour). Perceived breach of both relational (e-g., training and 

development) and transactional obligations (e.g., high pay) at time two were negatively 

associated with civic virtue at time three. Regardless of whether the employer broke 

transactional or relational obligations, the employee reciprocated by engaging in fewer 

citizenship behaviours than those employees who experienced fulfdled employer 

obligations. The pattern for relational obligations was more complex than transactional 

obligations in that trust was found to mediate the relationship between psychotogical 

contract violation and civic virtue (a positive employee outcome behaviour, the opposite 

of employee deviance behaviour). This study suggested that civic virtue decreased as a 

form of retaliation for the breach. 

Robinson (1996) assessed the relationship between psychological contract breach 

and organizational outcomes in the sample of MBA alumni mentioned previously using 

data collected at three time intervals. If the employee perceived a contract breach at time 

two, it was negatively associated with subsequent organizational outcome measures such 

as job performance, intentions to stay, and civic virtue behaviour. 

In a recent theoretical paper, discussed eariier in this section, Momson and 

Robinson (1997) outlined a model of psychological contract violation. In their model, a 

number of variables are proposed to be antecedents of psychological contract breach and 
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psychological contract violation. Although the Morrison and robin so^ (1997) model 

ends with psychological contract violation, researchers in the field of psychological 

contracts have found that measures of psychological contract breach or violation were 

positively associated (and psychological contract fulfilment negatively associated) with 

negative outcome behaviours (e-g., intent to turnover and actual turnover (Robinson & 

Rousseau, 1994), willingness to use deception (Shapiro et al., 1995), decreases in civic 

virtue (Robinson & Morrison, 1995), lower job performance, intentions to turnover and 

decreases in civic virtue (Robinson, 1996)). The present study extended the Momson 

and Robinson (1997) model by looking directly at retaliation following a perceived 

psychological contract breach. 

Although not originally designed as such, Greenberg (1990) provided an example 

of a breach with varying levels of interactional justice and examined the resultant effects 

on employee behaviour. The participants in this design were employees of a 

manufacturing company that produced small mechanical parts for the automotive and 

aerospace industries. The manufacturing company had recently lost two major contracts 

and was forced to induce wage cuts (by 158) in two of its three plant locations to cut 

costs. The workers in Plant A and Plant B were told of the wage cuts in different 

manners (Plant C was considered the "control" plant as there were no wage cuts instituted 

there). 

Plant A was deemed the "adequate explanation" condition. It included a meeting 

witb the employees with the following characteristics: occurred at the end of the week, 

lasted 90 minutes, and employees were addressed by the company president and told 

about the 15% pay cut (Greenberg, 1990). The president told the employees about the 
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lost contracts, that there was no other way (except layoffs) that the company could cut 

costs, that the wage cuts would affect everyone at the plant equally and stayed to answer 

employee questions for an hour. 

Plant B was deemed the "inadequate explanation" condition. This meeting with 

the employees was as follows: occurred at the end of the week, lasted 15 minutes, the 

employees were addressed by the company vice president and were told about the 15% 

wage cuts. The vice president told the employees about the lost contracts but did not 

apologize or give any further explanations regarding the decision to cu t  wages. 

Greenberg (1990) assessed employee theft at all three plants b y  using actuarial 

data collected by the company and employee self-reports. Higher levels of theft were 

found during the wage cut period compared to before and after the period for both Plant 

A and PIant B although the effect was accentuated for Plant B (Plant C showed no theft 

differences across time conditions). Specifically, during the wage cut period, the amount 

of theft in the Plant B (inadequate explanation condition) was significantly greater than 

Plant A (adequate explanation condition) which in turn, was significantiy greater than 

Plant C (control condition). In addition, when employees were asked about their 

perceptions of pay inequity, employees from Plant B reported the highest levels of pay 

inequity during the wage cut period, while employees from Plant A did not show 

significantly higher perceptions of inequity during this period. Finally, the majority of 

employees who left their jobs with the company were from Plant B, the inadequate 

explanation condition. This study demonstrated that when employees experience a 

psychological breach in the form of wage cuts, the Ievel of interactional justice in regard 
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to the breach predicts their responses (i.e., engaging in theft behaviours or leaving the 

company). Both of these response.behaviours can be deemed retaliation behaviour. 

Research from other areas such as aggression, have found a relationship between 

anger and other negative emotions and aggression (e-g., Averill, 1983; Betancourt & 

Blair, 1992). In fact, it is recognized that although some aggressive acts are committed 

without anger and anger does not always lead to aggression, many researchers believe 

that anger is the main antecedent "behind many, if not most, forms of aggression" 

(Averill, 1983, p. 1147). Because contract violation is the experience of negative 

emotions ranging in intensity from disappointment to outrage and betrayal, it is more 

likely that individuals experiencing stronger feelings of violation will react in an 

aggressive or retaliatory fashion than those individuals who are not experiencing 

violation or are experiencing it to a lesser extent. 

Hypothesis #2a: Psychological contract violation will be 

positively associated with retaliatory behaviour in general. 

In this study retaliation will also be examined in terms of the four types 

established by Robinson and Bennett (1995) (i.e., production, political, and property 

retaliation, and personal aggression). 

Hypothesis #2b: Psychological contract violation will be 

positively associated with production retaliation. 

Hypothesis #2c: Psychological contract violation will be 

positively associated with political retaliation. 

Hypothesis #2d: Psychological contract violation will be 

positively associated with property retaliation. 
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Hypothesis #2e: Psychological contract violation will be 

positively associated with personal aggression. 

Trust 

Trust has been studied extensively by sociologists, political scientists, 

anthropologists, historians, sociobiologists, economists, and psychologists (Lewicki & 

Bunker, 1996). There is no agreed-upon cross-disciplinary definition of trust (Rousseau, 

Sitkin, Burt, and Camerer, 1998) and trust can vary in its definitions from study to study 

within the same discipline. When one examines the underlying components of the 

different definitions, however, common themes emerge. Trust can therefore be defined 

as "a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon 

positive expectations of the intentions or behaviour of another" (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 

395). This definition does not restrict trust from operating differently at the 

organizational versus individual level. For the purposes of the present study, trust is 

examined at the individual level. 

Trust is expected to be different depending on the type (i.e., transactional versus 

relational) of relationship and is expected to change over time depending on the stage of 

these relationships (Lewicki & Bunker, 1996; Rousseau et al., 1998). Loss of $rust in a 

more transactional relationship is more likely to end the exchange process than loss of 

trust in a relational partnership (Rousseau et al., 1998). 

It is clear that trust is an important construct to consider when examining the 

relationships of people and the exchanges they make within these relationships. It 

follows then, that trust would be a crucial variable to examine when assessing the 

development, maintenance, and breach of the psychological contract between two parties. 
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Both theory and empirical evidence exist regarding the importance of trust in both 

the justice and the psychological contract fields. In fact, there appears to be some 

conceptual overlap between the two fields. Some researchers (e-g., Brockner & Siegel, 

1996) hold that trust and procedural justice are conceptually very similar. Trust involves 

a belief that one is able to accurately predict another person's behaviour. Procedural 

justice refers to the belief that the procedures used to determine decisions in the future are 

fair. Both concepts refer to the predictability of another person's or organization's 

behaviour. 

Specifically, Brockner and Siegel (1996) reviewed the justice literature and 

proposed that the interaction between distributive and procedural justice is actually best 

understood as the interaction between distributive justice and the "degree of trust elicited 

by the level of procedural fairness" (Brockner & Siegel, 1996, p. 401). As trust refers to 

predictions of an other's future behaviour, if an employee believes the procedures used in 

the organization are unjust, it stands to reason that the procedures are likely to be unjust 

in the future. Thus levels of trust, as represented by estimates of procedural justice in the 

future, will be low. Previous findings support this assertion as measures of procedural 

justice and trust have been found to be highly intercorrelated (e-g., Konovsky & Pugh, 

1994; Sapienza & Korsgaard, 1996). As well, Siegel, Brockner and Tyler (1995) found 

an interaction between trust in the manager and outcome favourability in that the 

favourability of the outcome was less strongly related to acceptance of the manager's 

decision when employee trust in the manager was high. 

Bies and Tripp (1996) studied revenge in employees after they had experienced a 

breach in trust (conceptually similar to a psychological contract breach). Participants 
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were asked to recall a time where they had been motivated to "get even" with someone. 

They were then asked to describe the reasons for seeking revenge, the form that the 

revenge took, and the results of the revenge. For example, a supervisor took the credit 

for the work of an employee so the employee retaliated by "bad-mouthing" the supervisor 

behind his back. 

The authors found that revenge could be explained in terms of the event that had 

resulted in a breach of trust, the attributions the employees made in response to the 

breach in trust, and the resulting responses. The events were comprised of two main 

categories which the authors labeled "a damaged sense of civic order" (i-e., rule 

violations, honor violations, and abuse of authority) and "damaged identity" (i.e., public 

criticism, wrong or unfair accusations, and insults to the self or collective) (Bies & Tripp, 

1996). Subsequent attributions regarding the breach of trust were organized into three 

categories depending on who the employee felt was responsible: act responsibility, role 

responsibility, and system responsibility. Employee revenge reactions included revenge 

fantasies, doing nothing, private confrontation, identity restoration, social withdrawal, 

feuding and forgiveness. Thus, this study demonstrated that loss of trust can have serious 

consequences for relationships in terms of revenge behaviours. 

Another area in which trust has been studied is that of psychological contracts. In 

a series of aforementioned studies assessing MBI alumni (i.e., Robinson, 1995, 1996; 

Robinson & Rousseau, 1994) trust was found to play a role in psychological contract 

breach and subsequent outcome behaviours and cognitions. In these studies, MBA 

alumni were surveyed at three different time intervals in order to assess changes in the 

psychological contract and reactions to these changes. 
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Robinson and Rousseau (1994) found that employee trust was found to be 

negatively related to contract breach. This relationship was more than correlational 

because breach of psychological contract at time two was found to be negatively 

associated with employee trust at time three (Robinson, 1995). In other words, 

employees who experienced psychological contract breach were later less trusting of their 

employer. Trust has also been found to affect later perceptions of psychological contract 

breach. Robinson (1996) found that employee trust at time one was negatively associated 

with perceived contract breach at time two, indicating that the more the employee 

initially trusted their employer, the less likely they were to perceive any subsequent 

psychological breaches (Robinson, 1996). 

When the relationships between other organizational outcome variables and trust 

are examined, the picture becomes more complex. The relationship between contact 

breach at time two and job performance at time three was mediated by both unmet 

expectations and to a greater extent, trust (Robinson, 1996). The relationship between 

contract breach at time two and civic virtue behaviours was mediated only by trust. The 

relationship between contract breach at time two and intentions to stay was only partially 

mediated by trust and unmet expectations. Regarding trust, those employees with low 

initial uust reported the greatest decrease in trust after experiencing a psychological 

contract breach than those with high initial trust. 

These findings show that trust is a key factor in employer-employee relationships 

as it was found to be a predictor, mediator, and moderator in the relationships described 

above. These studies are important because they empirically demonstrate that loss of 

employee trust is crucial in the employer-employee relationship. Loss of trust can result 
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in the employee retaliating by engaging in less civic virtue and/or intending to leave the 

organization. The use of longitudinal designs in these studies ao rded  the ability to 

assess trust as both a predictor and a criterion variable. Within this type of design, trust 

can be measured at multiple points in time and comparisons can be made between the 

different times of measurement. Given that I am adopting a retrospective report method 

to data collection, I am only measuring trust at one point in time, that is, before a 

psychological contract breach has occurred. 

The role of trust in the relationship between psychological contract breach and 

subsequent outcome behaviours has been clarified by the recent Morrison and Robinson 

(1997) model of psychological contract breach. Referring to this model, trust moderates 

the relationship between perceived breach and violation. Thus, those employees who 

experience a psychological contract breach that was important to them and who mistrust 

the organization, will experience greater psychological contract violation than those who 

trust the organization. 

It seems intuitive that (pre-breach) trust and perceived violation would have a 

negative and linear relationship. Employees who have high levels of trust in their 

company would be less likely to experience contract violation following a breach. It is 

argued that these employees would perceive the breach as a rare event and would likely 

"forgive" the organization for its transgressions, thus experiencing little, if any, feelings 

of violation (Robinson, 1996). Employees with high trust in their employer may also 

perceive fewer breaches and may attribute the breaches they do perceive to outside and 

unavoidable causes. As noted earlier however, previous studies have not taken into 

account the importance of the breach, thus the relationship may be more complex. 
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In this study, all participants we= asked retrospective questions regarding their 

thoughts and feelings ufer a breach, including the importance of the breach. AU 

participants in this sample were asked to report their feelings of trust and violation 

following a breach. As predicted by Momson and Robinson (1997), employees with low 

levels of trust in the company may respond with high levels of violation following an . 

important breach. Thus, for employees with low trust in the organization, the relationship 

between perceived breach importance and violation is expected to be positive and linear. 

In contrast, trusting employees are expected to perceive fewer breaches than non-trusting 

employees, and they are also expected to "forgive" or explain away the majority of the 

breaches they do perceive. 

Hypothesis #3: An inreracrion between contract breach 

importance and trust will predict con tract violation. 

The model of contract breach predicts that the relationship between breach and 

vioIation is also moderated by perceptions of justice (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). 

Those individuals who perceive an important contract breach but are treated unfairly, are 

expected to experience more violation than those individuals who received fair treatment. 

That is, for employees who believe they have been treated unfairly, the relationship 

between breach importance and contract violation will be positive and linear. As was 

noted earlier, interactional justice will be assessed. Thus, those individuals who perceive 

that they have been given adequate information about the breach and who perceive they 

were treated with dignity and respect, will experience less violation than those who were 

not treated in such a fashion. AIthough those employees who perceive they have been 

treated fairly will perceive greater violation for more important than for less important 
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breaches, their reaction will be significantly reduced by the presence of justice. In other 

words, higher levels of interactional justice will be associated with lesser feelings of 

contract violation following a contract breach. 

Hypothesis #4: An interaction between contract breach and 

interactional justice will predict contract violation. 

It is plausible that psychological contract breach, interactional justice and trust act 

together to predict retaliation. Moreover, it is also plausible that the relationship between 

any two of the predictors depends on the level of the third variable. The variables in this 

study are somewhat analogous to those tested by Skarlicki and Folger (1997) where the 

authors found that a three-way interaction between distributive, procedural and 

interactional justice predicted retaliation. 

The present study assessed interactional justice and retaliation as did the Skarlicki 

and Folger (1997) article, but two different measures, contract breach importance and 

w s t  are also included in the present design. Distributive justice is arguably highly 

related conceptually to a contract breach, however. Distributive justice refers to the 

allocation of rewards, punishments, resources and the like (Homans, 1961). A person can 

then think of distributive justice as whether or not she received a fair outcome. Similarly, 

psychological contract breach refers to whether or not someone believes they have 

experienced a broken promise and, as noted earlier, procedural justice can be viewed as a 

form of trust (Bies & Tripp, 1996). 

Contract violation may be best predicted by the three-way interaction between 

breach importance, interactional justice and trust. Employees who perceive an important 

breach, who originally mistrusted the organization, and who are treated unfairly are 
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expected to experience the highest levels of contract violation. Employees who perceive 

a less important breach, who trust the organization, and who are treated fairly are 

expected to experience the lowest levels of contract violation. Feelings of violation 

following an important breach are expected to be mitigated by the presence of either 

interactional justice or pre-breach organizational trust or both. 

Hypothesis #5: A three- way interaction between breach 

importance, interactiond juszice and trust will predict contract 

violation. 

Does the Perceived Source of the Breach Become the Target of Retaliation? 

Social exchange and equity theories hold that people expect exchanges to be of 

approximately equal value to something that they have previously exchanged and if this 

does not occur, feelings of anger or unfairness may result (Cohen & Greenberg, 1982). 

Exchange theorists state that the "commandments" of exchange hold that people should 

repay good deeds with good deeds, if they receive harm, they can reciprocate in a similar 

fashion, and that wrongs can be righted (restitution) (Eckhoff, 1974, cited in McClintock 

& Keil, 1982; Gouldner, 1960). This approach is  conceptually linked to the just world 

theory (Lemer, 1980) that states that people like to believe that people get what they 

deserve and are deserving of what happens to them. In other words, people like to 

believe in retributive justice and that offenders will be punished for their transgressions. 

Bies (1998) stated that the type of revenge exacted is often a function of the 

source of the perceived injustice or breach. That is, if people perceive a breach as 

coming from the organization, one might expect that the retaliation would be directed at 

the organization. Conversely, if employees perceived that the source of an injustice or 
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breach is their supervisor or another coworker, then one might expect the retaliation to be 

directed at the supervisor or coworker, rather than the organization. 

Robinson and Bennett (1995) proposed that deviance behaviours vary along two 

dimensions, the target of the deviance and seriousness of the act. Of particular relevance 

to the present study is the former dimension, the deviance target. The authors proposed 

that deviance in this category can be directed at either the organization or other 

individuals in the organization. The present study assessed whether this framework 

applies to acts of retaliation. 

Although researchers in the fields of social exchange, just world theory (e-g., 

Eckhoff, 1974; Gouldner, 1960; Lerner, 1980), justice (Bies, 1 W8), and deviance 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995) have works that predict that the source of the perceived 

injustice or breach (e.g., supervisor or organization) will likely be the target of retaliation, 

their predictions have yet to be tested empirically. In this study, participants were asked 

to describe a contract breach and recollect how they responded to it. The open-ended 

qualitative responses were analyzed to compare if the perceived source of the breach, as 

described by the narrative of each participant, was in fact the target of their responses. 

Hypothesis #6: The perceived source of the breach will predict 

the target of the retaliation behaviour. 
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DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Method 

This study is composed of two stages. The fust stage involved interviewing 

participants who created a list of retaliatory behaviows. The second stage involved 

surveying another group of participants about their experiences with a particular contract 

breach, their perceptions of justice in regards to that breach, and their affective and 

behavioural reactions to that breach. 

Stage One: Identifying Retaliation Behaviours 

Participants. Although service sector employees represent a large proportion of workers, 

they are generally neglected in organizational research, in particular, in workplace 

deviance and retaliation research. When service sector workers have been studied in this 

area, it has often been out of convenience and rarely do researchers study workers from 

more than one organization, which makes it difficult to generalize the findings to other 

service sector workers. This Limitation also makes it difficult to develop general models 

of workplace deviance and retaliation. Further, it causes problems for managers and 

consultants in applied settings who try to use findings from the academic literature to 

develop interventions for a specific organization. One important contribution of this 

study is to examine retaliation specifically among this largely neglected segment of the 

workforce. The results of this study show the extent to which the deviance typologies 

and exchange/equity theories apply to retaliatory behaviour among service workers. 

The participants for Stage One met the following characteristics: (1) they were 

registered as University of Calgary students, (2) they had at least three months experience 

in the service sector, and (3) they were currently working in the service sector. 
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Participants who had at least three months experience working in the private sector were 

solicited because it was felt that th is  was enough time for them observe deviance and 

retaliatory behaviour on the job. Although participation in this experiment was voluntary, 

the students received partial course credit for completing the task. Thirty females and 

three males were recruited from the University of Calgary Department of Psychology 

Undergraduate Participant Pool to complete the survey. Participants' ages ranged from 

1 8 to 4 1 years u=22.82, =5.46). The amount of work experience the participants had 

in the service sector ranged from .5 to 18 years w=5.26, SDt4.20). The average 

participant held four jobs in the service sector -2.57) and had worked for four 

employers (S_D=2.32). The majority of participants had service sector work experience in 

three different work settings (range 1 to 7). The majority had been employed in retail, 

restaurant, department store, and child care settings (see Table 1). 

It should be noted that the over-representation of female participants (92%) in 

Stage One was not considered a methodological concern for the following reasons. 

Participants were asked to think about the negative workplace behaviours they had 

observed in the last six to I2 months. As the average participant worked in three 

different service sector settings, even if males were unequally distributed in one setting 

(e.g., Agriculture), the participants likely held jobs in other settings (e-g., Restaurant) as 

well. In fact, when the individual surveys for the male participants were examined, their 

work experiences were as follows: ( I )  restaurant, (2) retail and agriculture, and (3) 

service station and engineering. The only work setting in this list that did not also have 

an experienced female was agriculture. Also, it should be emphasized that the 

participants were asked to describe the behaviour they had observed on the job. 
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Regardless of whether the participants were male or female, they could report incidents 

enacted by either gender. 

Table 1 

Service Sector Work Ex~erience 

Type of service sector organization Number of participants Percentage of participants 
with work experience with work experience 

Retail 17 5 1.5% 
Restaurant 
Department Store 
Child Care 
GroceryBakery 
Fast Food 
Recreation 
Financial 
Health 
Education 
Pharmacy 
Entertainment 
Engineering 
Government 
Service Station 
Tourism 
Communication 
Agriculture 
General Manual Labour 
SalonEsthetics 1 3.0% 
Note: 33 participants with 104 total work experiences, M= 3.15 each 

Procedure. The Stage One survey was composed of four parts (see Appendices B 

and C for the consent form and survey instrument). The first section collected 

information on the following demographic variables: gender, age, months experience, 

number of jobs held in the service sector, number of employers worked for, and type of 

service sector work experience. These variables have been described in detail in the 

above section. The critical incident technique (Flanagan, 1954) was adopted for the 

second and third sections. The second section involved each participant reading a 
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definition of negative organizational behaviour (i.e., "behaviour that is intentional and 

harmful to the organization and/or organizational members"). Participants were given an 

example that would be considered negative organizational behaviour and an example that 

would not be in that category. They were then asked "think back to the last 6-1 2 months 

and list as many examples as you can of this type of behaviour that you have observed on 

the job". Overall, the 33 participants Listed 2 16 negative organizational behaviours they 

had observed on the job, averaging seven examples per person. 

The third section of the survey involved the participants reading a definition of 

retaliation based on a definition by Skarlicki and Folger (1997, p. 437). 

"Research suggests that when people perceive that they have been treated unfairly 
at work, they tend to find ways to "strike back" and somehow "even the score". 
This retaliation may be direct or indirect and may be directed at the organization 
or someone within the organization." (p. 437). In order for a behaviour to be 
deemed retaliatory, you must know that the reason for the behaviour is that the 
person wanted to strike back at the organization (or its members). Note: 
Retaliation behaviours may be completely different from the negative 
organizational behaviours you have listed on the previous page or they may be 
very similar. 

The participants read through an example and were asked to think of as many 

retaliatory behaviours they had observed on the job in the last six months. The 

participants iisted 140 retaliation behaviours they had observed on the job, for an average 

of four examples per participant. 

The examples of negative organizational behaviour and retaliation behaviour were 

reviewed and rephrased to ensure the behaviours couId be generatized across most 

service sector settings, to eliminate redundant behaviours, and to shorten the length of the 

behavioural examples. When the two lists were examined, it was apparent that they had 

36 behaviours in common. There were also four behaviours that were unique to the 
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negative organizational behaviour list and four items that were unique the retaliatory 

behaviour list. Because the negative organizational khaviour and retaliation scales had 

four unique i t em each, all analyses were conducted comparing the findings of both 

scales. As the two scales were highly correlated (r=.997) and all the analyses with other 

variables in this study were virtually identical in magnitude (to the third decimal place), 

no further distinction is made between the two scales and their items were combined into 

a 44-item general retaliation measure for subsequent analyses. 

The fourth and final section of the Stage One survey was an open-ended question 

that asked the participants to describe how they are able to distinguish between negative 

organizational behaviour and retaliation behaviour. The qualitative responses were coded 

and the findings are presented in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 

Qualitative Responses to "PIease Describe How You Are Able to Tell the Difference 

Between Negative Oreanizational Behaviour and Retaliation Behaviour " Cate~orized bv 

Answer Type 

Response Number of participants Percentage 
Retaliation involves a motive, 17 5 1.5% 

a need to get back or make things fair, 
vengeance, revenge, evening the score, 
punishes, gets the final word, 
provokes a learning lesson 

Can tell the difference by clues 6 18.2% 
(e-g., told by other worker) 

Is hard to tell the difference 5 15.2% 
Did not understand the difference 5 15.2% 

Total 33 100% 
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Stage Two: Predicting Retaiiation Behaviour 

Partici~ants. The following requirements were met by all participants: (1) they 

were registered as University of Calgary students, (2) they had at least three months 

experience in the service sector, and (3) they were currently working in the service sector 

(non-union setting). Non-union participants were solicited for two reasons. First, 

previous studies have found that the presence of a union is negatively related to some 

forms of workplace deviance (e-g., Sieh, 1982). Second, many service sector workers are 

employed in organizations that do not have union representation. Again, while 

participation in this experiment was voluntary, the students received partial course credit 

for participating. 

Two hundred thirty five students (70 males, 165 females) were recruited from the 

participant pool mentioned above. Eight participants were dropped from analyses when 

it was clear from their written comments that they had either misunderstood the survey 

questions or were from a unionized environment. As shown in Table 3, respondents 

ranged in age from 18 to 53 years. They had between one and 22 years of experience in 

the sewice sector, with an average of five years. The total number of employers that 

respondents worked for ranged from one to 25, with an average of four employers. One 

hundred ninety five participants (83%) indicated that they were currently working part- 

time and 36 (15%) indicated that they currently held a full-time position. The average 

tenure with their present company was 17 months and ranged from one month to six 

years. The number of hours worked per week averaged 21 hours and ranged from two to 

65 hours. The average wage of the participants was approximately $16.00 per hour and 

varied considerably ranging from $5.00 an hour to $100.00 an hour. 
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Table 3 

Demo-orphic Variables for Partici~ants in Phase Two 

Variable Range - M - SD 
Age 18-53 21.75 4.69 
Years service sector experience 1-22 4.88 3.47 
Number employers worked for 1-25 4.19 3.01 
Tenure with current employer 1-72 17.00 15.72 
Hours worked per week 2-65 2 1.39 11.1 1 
Wage per hour $5-100 16. 17 24.68 

One-third of the participants (34%) were employed by small organizations with 

fewer than 50 total employees. Approximately one-quarter (26%) were employed in 

medium-sized organizations with 50 to 200 total employees, and 15% were employed by 

large organizations employing 20 1 to 999 employees. One-quarter of the participants 

(25%) were employed by very large organizations that had more than 1000 employees. 

The typical employee worked in locations that employed, on average, 63 employees. Of 

the 235 respondents participating in Stage Two of the study, only 12 indicated that they 

had completed the survey in Stage One. T-tests comparing the scores of participants who 

had completed both surveys in both stages with participants who had only completed 

Stage Two surveys revealed no meaningful differences between the groups on any survey 

items.' 

' T-tests comparing the means (on all Stage Two survey items) of the participanrs who had 

complered both surveys to those who had only completed the survey in Stage Two were examined 

There were signif?cant diflerences between the two groups on five items. allfiom the retaliation 

scale. This was not considered problematic because these panicular retaliation i t em were in 

general, low frequency behaviours. and it is q e c t e d  that the differences found are entirely due 

to the small sample size (i-e., 12) in one of the groups. It is also likely that ifthe responsesfrom a 

diflerent subset of the Stage Two sample (i-e., 12 diferent participants) were compared to the 

overall Stage Two group, a similar pattern would emerge. 
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Regarding sector. of the participants who reported having experienced a broken 

promise, 33% occurred in a retail setting, 26% in food services, 9% in clerical settings, 

and 3% in both banking and teaching. According to Table 4. it is apparent that although 

approximately 60% of the participants reported broken promises in retail or food service 

settings, there is still considerable variety where these incidences occurred. 

Table 4 

Sector in Which the Broken Promise Occurred 

Sector Number of participants Percentage 
Re tail 68 32.7% 
Food Service 54 26.0% 
ClericaVSupport Services 
Banking 
Teaching 
Grocery 
Research 
Maintenance 
General Labour 
Community Services 
Manufacturing 
Life Guard 
Computers 
Insurance 
Marketing 
Tourism 
Oil & Gas 
Health Services 
Security 
Safety 
Accounting 
Trucking 
Interior Design 
Public Relations 
House Keeper 
Lift Attendant 
Road Survey 
Distribution 

Total 208 100% 
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Procedure. Students were asked to complete a questionnaire that assessed the 

control variables, descriptive items, psychological contract breach importance, trust, 

justice, psychological contract violation, and retaliation (see Appendices D and E for 

consent form and survey instrument). After completing the control and descriptive items, 

participants read a definition of psychological contract breach and were asked to think of 

the most recent breach they had experienced on the job aad to write it down (as described 

below). After completing items assessing breach importance and frequency, the 

participants completed their affective and cognitive responses to the breach, namely, 

trust, psychological contract violation and interactional justice. Participants were asked 

to describe what they did in response to the breach (as described below) and then 

complete the retdiation measure developed in Stage One of this study. 

With the exception of the qualitative and descriptive items, all questionnaire items 

followed a strongly agree (coded 5) to strongly disagree (coded 1) Likert-type response 

format. The scale items were subjected to principal components analyses with 

orthogonal rotation and internal consistency analyses to assess the measurement 

properties for each scale. Any scale items that did not load with the other scale items as 

expected, or substantially decreased the overdl reliability of the subscale, were closely 

examined. All scales were left intact as the reliability analyses indicated that to drop any 

individual item would result in lower reliabilities. Each of these measures is described in 

more detail below and included in Appendix A. The descriptive statistics for each scale 

and the intercorrelation matrix are presented in Tables 12 and 13. 

Initially two of the trust items and four of the interactional justice items were 

reverse coded. After the fmt 29 partkipants completed the survey, it became apparent 
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that they were having difficulty interpreting these items. At this point, the items were 

changed and all trust, justice, violation, and retaliation items were positively worded. T- 

tests were conducted on the means on each of the reverse coded items (two for trust and 

four for justice) as well as on the means of the trust and justice scales. No significant 

differences were found between the first 29 participants who had filled out the original 

survey and the 206 who had completed the revised survey. 

Psvcholog;ical Contract Breach and Violation Measures 

Participants were given the following definition of psychological contract breach 

based on Robinson (1996): 

"Employers make promises to give employees certain things in exchange for their 
contributions to the organization." (p. 58 1). These promises can be stated directly 
or  implied. Broken promises occur when the employees perceive that there is a 
mismatch between what was promised to them (in exchange for certain services 
and concessions), and what was delivered by the organization. In other words, 
broken promises occur when someone (e-g., employer, supervisor) fails to meet 
the obligations that were promised to the other party (e-g., employee). 

Respondents were asked to think about the last six months of employment and to 

recall the most recent contract breach they had experienced with their current or most 

recent employer. Participants wrote out their description of the event and this represents 

the qualitative data collected on respondents' breach experience. A trial run of a small 

number of participants indicated that the following should be added to the item in order 

to minimize any confusion: "Note: if you feel that this has not occurred with your current 

or most recent employer, please think back to the most recent situation where this has 

occurred." The participants were also asked to identify who they thought was responsible 

for the broken promise (i-e., the source of the contract breach). Participant responses 

coded by response type (i-e., supervisor/manager, organization or employer, or no 
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response) are presented in Table 5. The types of contract breach reported are Listed by 

frequency in Table 6. Examples of participant comments describing the different types of 

psychological contract breaches are included in Table 7. 

Table 5 

Sources of the Psvcholoeical Contract Breach as Rewrted bv the Partici~ants 

Source of the breach Number of participants Percentage 
S upervisor/manager 162 72.0% 
Organization or employer 19 8.4% 
Other 28 12.4% 
No response 10 4.4% 

Total 225 100% 

Table 6 

T-ypes of Psvcholoeical Contract Breaches Reoorted 

Type of contract breach Number reported Percentage 
Didn t get raise/smaller raise than expected 49 22.5% 
Scheduling issues 34 15.7% 
Fewer hours/shifts than wanted 23 10.6% 
Didn't get promotion 16 7.4% 
Job duties/tasks changed 16 7.4% 
No bonus or commission 16 7.4% 
No positiodnever given job 14 6.5% 
Less pay 12 5.5% 
More hours/shifts than wanted 9 4.1% 
No perks 7 3.2% 
Inadequate supplies/equipment 5 2.3% 
Supervisor not supportive in generaVshowed 5 2.3% 

favouritism 
Other miscellaneous 4 1.8% 
Late pay 3 1.4% 
Did not get earned time off 2 -92% 
Got demoted 2 .92% 

Tot a1 217 100% 
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Table 7 

Examples of mlitative Descriations of Contract Breaches 

Breach type Quote fiom participant 

No bonus " . . . said that we were a "team" and if sales went up we wouId be able to attend a 
weekend retreat in Bali because our hard work and extra hours contributed to the 
team When the sales rose and our company won the conte* the salesmen and 
managers went and we (administrative staff) were totally excluded and they never 
even mentioned it agah" 

"The company was doing a new promotion for "credit plans*. . . As encouragement 
for employees, the store which sold the most of these packages - ALL employees, 
MI and part-time, sales people and cashiers were to receive a $100 bonus. Our 
store did win the competition, BUT only the fidl time people got the bonus." 

Less Hours "I was promised a minimum of 24 hours per week if I transfcned from my 
department to anotber, I never have received those guaranteed hours." 

"I had applied to [store] and said I needed 40 hours of work per month minimum . . . 
After four months, I received only 25 and tbeu 30 [houfsl the next two months." 

Scheduling "If1 was able to arrange for another worker to take my shift, I could attend my 
brother's wedding without penalty (i had heady requested vacation time tbree 
months previous but was denied). I found a worker to "trade" shifts with me but 
was "reporred" to a senior supervisor for being difEcult." 

"My supervisor asked me to fill in a work schedule showing the times I would be 
available. He was aware that I s t i l i  was cmptoyed elsewhere ... I simply requested 
that I bad to have my weekends off because of my other Ijob]. . . When the work 
schedules were posted, I was scheduled for a Saturday.. .the supervisor told me 
b t  it was my problem and my responsibility to find someone to cover for me." 

No Raise ". . .was told that if I continue to work hard, be on time, take extra shifts, I would 
be given a raise. M a  six months this promise was not kept even though I was 
told I was doing a good job." 

" . . . I  agreed to work overtime to cover the shifts. I worked close to 90 hours a 
week for two weeks and in return my employer agreed to give me a raise as well 
as time and a half for my overtime.. . I received my time and a half far the 
overtime I worked, however I neva received my raise." 

Promotion "I was promised that after one year of cashing my position would be changed and I 
would become a supervisor. It has now been over a year and a half and after 
persistent talks, they hired a person with no past history of cashing as supervisor." 

"I was several times promised after a certain amount of waitressing shifts that I 
could p r o d  to bartending. I worked harder and longer than usual to show tny 
interest and after that time realized nothing was happening towards my promotion-" 



Retaliation 74 

Participants were also asked a question regarding the importance of the 

psychological contract breach; "At the time, how important was this promise to you?" 

with responses ranging from "not at all important" (coded 1) to "very important" (coded 

5). A related question regarding the serio~mess of the breach was also asked; "At the 

time, how serious was this particular (most recent) broken promise to you?" The five 

response categories ranged fiom "not at al l  serious" (coded 1) to "very serious" (coded 5). 

As these two items were highly correlated C~.86), they were combined to create the 

quantitative breach measure that reflects the perceived importance and severity of the 

breach. 

As indicated earlier, I included quantitative and qualitative measures of 

psychological contract breach. The qualitative breach item also served as a manipulation 

check. Consequently, participants who did not understand the definition of the breach 

were clearly identified (n=4) and dropped from the analyses. One clear example is as 

follows. In response to the question ". . . recall the most recent broken promise you 

(emphasis added) have experienced with your present or most recent emp!oyer." One 

participant responded: ". ..daughter-in-law - worked at job for six months as casual full- 

time employee. She was promised full benefits.. . " 

With respect to psychological contract violation, the respondents were asked to 

think back to the most recent broken promise they experienced and rate the extent to 

which they felt the following from strongly disagree (coded 1) to strongly agree (coded 

5): disappointment, frustration, resentment, anger, outrage, and betrayal. Each of these 

affective states was described by Momson and Robinson (1997) as responses to, or 

indicators of, psychological contract violation. Scores were summed across items 
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yielding a total score. Higher total scores were indicative of greater feelings of 

psychological contract violation. Other studies (e-g., Feather, 1998) have empirically 

assessed affect this way. The internal consistency for the violation scale was 0.86 

(N=225) and all six items loaded on one factor (.60 to 37) explaining 60% of variance. 

Interactional iustice. 

Interactional justice was measured with a nine item scale adapted from a scale 

previously used by Skarlicki and Folger (1997). These items ask respondents about the 

treatment they received from their supervisor. For this study, participants were asked to 

respond to the justice items in regards to that specific broken promise. Sample items 

include: "In regard to this most current broken promise, I believe the party that was 

responsible: gave me an adequate explanation for decisions and treated me with dignity 

and respect". Scores on each item were summed to create a total interactional justice 

factor score for each participant. Previous research has shown internal consistency 

estimates of .90 (Skarlicki & Folger. 1997). The interactional justice scale had an 

internal consistency of 0.89 (N=226). The principal components analysis revealed that 

all nine justice items loaded on one factor (loadings from -50 to 3 5 )  that explained 55% 

of the variance. 

Trust 

Trust was measured with six items based on the dimensions of trust identified by 

Gabarro and Athos (1976, cited in Robinson, 1996). Participants were asked the degree 

to which they disagreed (coded I )  or agreed (coded 5) with six statements regarding the 

trustworthiness of their current or most recent employer. Raters were asked to think 

about how they felt towards the employer before the broken promise occurred. Sample 
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items included: "I believed my employer had high integrity" and "I could expect my 

employer to treat me in a consistent and predictable fashion". Scores on the six items 

were summed to create a total t m t  factor score for each participant. Previous research 

has found internal consistency values of .82 and .87 (Robinson, 1996). The internal 

consistency for this scale was 0.88 (N=225). The principal components analysis 

indicated that the six items loaded on one factor (Ioadings ranged from .74 to -84) that 

explained 64% of the variance. 

Retaliation Items 

Retaliation was assessed in two ways. First, the participants were given the 

revised list of 44 retaliatory behaviours devetoped in Stage One and asked to report the 

frequency with which they had engaged in each of the behaviours in response to the 

psychological contract breach (on a Likert scale from never (coded 0) to almost every 

shiW almost every work day (coded 4)). Scores on each retaliation item were summed to 

create a total general retdiation factor score for each participant. Findings regarding the 

quantitative retaliation measure will be reported with regards to a general retaliation 

measure (described above), and four measures derived from the Robinson and Bennett 

(1995) deviance behaviour taxonomy, namely, production retaliation, property retaliation, 

political retaliation, and personal aggression. Frequencies within the general retaliation 

measure and the four component retaliation measures were used to test the hypotheses of 

interest. 

The internal consistency for the 44 item general retaliation scale was .92 (N=189). 

The 44 retaliation items were categorized into the taxonomy developed by Robinson and 

Bennett (1995) by two experts and scores for each item were summed within each 
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category to create factors scores for each of the four types of retaliation. Next, reliability 

analyses were conducted on each scale. The production retaliation scale had 21 items 

which had an internal consistency of -87 (N=201). The plitical retaliation scale had 11 

items (N=214), that had an internal consistency of .82. The property retaliation scale was 

also composed of 11 items and had an internal consistency of -68 (N=212). The fourth 

and final retaliation scale, personal aggression was composed of five items and had an 

internal consistency of -37 ( ~ = 2 1 9 ) . ~  

Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics for the retaliatory behaviours. Column 

one contains the percentage of participants who enacted the retaliatory behaviour at least 

once. The second column (i.e., mean) represents the average participant score for that 

retaliation item (items coded 0-never, l-only once, 2-occasionally, 3-frequently, and 4- 

almost every shift). For example, 73% of the respondents reported pretending to be busy 

when not in response to a contract breach, and the average participant did this behaviour 

at least once &l=1.70). Overall, the average participant reported engaging in eleven 

different retaliation behaviours at least once in response to the contract breach (the means 

' Although exploratory principal components factors anulyses revealed each of the 

retaliation measures had more than one global theme or component, no items were dropped and 

the scales were not altered in any way. This approach was adopted for three reasons. First, 

responses, or retaliation items were needed to extend and test the Morrison and Robinson (1997) 

model of contract violation. Second, although the Robinson and Bennett (1995) typology was 

adopted in this study, it must be noted that previous research uses such taxonomies for 

descriptive purposes only. It  is not expected that persons who engage in one form of political 

retaliation for example, are also more likely to engage in other fonns of political retaliation as 

well. Third as noted by researchers in she area (e.g.. Skarlicki & Folger, 1997), retaliation 

behaviours are lowfrequency events and are best measured in composite form. 
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for each item are all greater than one). As the ratio of behaviours enacted to the 

opportunity to enact the behaviours was not assessed in the present study, the reader is 

cautioned to interpret the table bearing this limitation in mind. 
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Table 8 

Percentages, Means. and Standard Deviations of the Retaliatow Behaviours 

Retaliatory behaviour %a - M - SD 
Visited with fiends or coworkers while working 
Pretended to be busy when not 
Made personal phone calls a! work 
Gossiped about or badmouthed your supaiors 
Didn't work very hard or to organization's expectations 
Gossiped about the company 
Took longer breaksflunches than permitted 
Didn't do extrarole bchaviours in your job description 
Was deliberately unavailable when the company needed you 
Arrived late for work 
Badmouthed the company in public 
Did other work while at job 
Used company equipment or services for personal use 
Took additional breaks 
Didn't complete expected work duties 
Left early fiom work 
Called in sick when not 
Acted unprofessionally 
Gave discounts or waived fees to fiends/famify/customers 
Referred customers to competitors 
Deliberately broke company rules or policies 
Passed off duties to coworkdtook advantage of coworkers 
Took office supplies andlor equipment 
Didn't show up for company meetings 
Added extra time to time sheet 
Gossiped or spread nnnours about coworkers 
Was uncooperative with coworkers 
Blamed other for your mistakes 
Was rude to customers or exhibited poor customer service 
Was rude or mean to mean to your coworkers 
Competed with coworkers in a nonbeneficial way 
Intentionally made errors 
Didn't show up for work 
Damaged, wasted, or destroyed company property or merchandise 
Took merchandise 
Gave away merchandise for h 
Qlut without notice 
Showed up for work under the influence of alcohol or drugs 
Made Iong distance calls at work 
Gave wrong changdstole from customers 
Made false claims on expense account 
Took possessions fiom a coworker 
Took money fiom company - - 

Took posse&ons h m  a superior 0% -0 1 -15 
Note: items coded: &never to 4-almost evcry shifl; ' signifies % of panicipants enacting this bchaviour 
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Retaliation was also assessed with a qualitative item. The respondents were asked 

to think back to the most recent psychological contract breach and write down what they 

did in response to that event. This qualitative response was Iater coded as follows: (1) 

constructive, passive, or destructive responses, (2) organization, peers, supervisors/ 

managers, or combinations of these as the target of the retaliation, and (3) whether the 

broken promise was resolved. Constructive responses are behaviours where the 

participant attempted to address or resolve the broken promise without causing harm to 

his or her peers, superiors, or the organization. Behaviours were deemed passive when 

the participants indicated that they did nothing about the situation, or they waited for the 

situation to resolve itself. Passive behaviours, as they represented the absence of action, 

were difficult to identify and code. Destructive responses were behaviours that were 

deemed harmful to peers, superiors. andlor the organization. According to the qualitative 

responses, many participants (66%) engaged in one or more constructive behaviours 

M= 1.12, SD= 1.15). The majority of participants (62%) did not participate in any 

passive behaviours (liJ=.30, ==.52), whereas one-half responded in some form of 

destructive behaviour (M= .95, =1.33). 

Table 9 

Frequencies of Constructive, Passive, and Destructive Behaviours 

Responses Constructive Passive Destructive 
N (%I - N (%I  

Total 223 100% 223 100% 223 100% 
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Turning next to the target of the retaliation, responses were coded as 

"organization" when the outcome of the participants' retaliation behaviour directly 

affected the xganization. Responses were coded as "peers" or  "supervisor" when the 

outcome of the behaviours specifically affected either of these groups. If the participant 

mentioned multiple outcomes, each outcome was coded separately. The results show that 

32% of the behaviours were targeted towards the supervisor, 45% towards the 

organization, and 23% of the participants indicated they directed their responses towards 

both their supervisor and employing organization. It was possible for a participant to 

have multiple outcomes (constructive, destructive, and/or passive in nature), directed at 

multiple targets (supervisor, organization, peers, or combinations of these). 

The outcome of the breach was also coded for descriptive purposes only, as 

resolved, unresolved, or partially resolved. Out of 223 participant contract breaches, only 

7% were resolved, 15% were partially resolved or resolved late, and 74% of cases 

remained unresolved. T-tests were conducted between the groups (resolved, unresolved, 

and partially resolved) to detect any differences in retaliation. There were significantly 

higher general retaliation Q=2.57, e<.05), property retaliation e=7.92, ~<.001) and 

personal aggression scores (r=6.69, p<.001) for respondents in the "unresolved" versus 

resolved groups. There also were significantly higher general retaliation a=2.68, E-0 I), 

political retaliation @=2.73, e<.01), and production retaliation scores Qz2.05, s . 0 5 )  for 

participants in the "unresolved" versus "partially resolved" group. Participants who had 

their breach resolved had lower property retaliation scores than those who had their 

breach only partially resolved a=3.46, e<.001). 
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It was also noted whether or not the participant quit as a result of the contract 

breach. In 26% of the cases, the respondent quit as a direct result of the breach. T-tests 

conducted between the groups (quit versus stayed) revealed significantly higher general 

retaliation @=2.95, s . 0  I) ,  production retaliation @=2.67, s . 0  1). and political retaliation 

scores Q=2.23, s . 0 5 )  for the "quit" group. 

Based on the qualitative data, analyses were conducted correlating the number of 

times the same breach had been committed against the participant (breach frequency) 

with the type of behavioural response describe above. Table 10 indicates that the more 

often the same breach occurred, the less likely the participant was to engage in passive 

behaviour Cr=-. 1 S2),  the more likely he was to engage in destructive behaviour Cr=. 140), 

or quit as a direct result of the breach Lr. 162). Intercorrelations between the responses 

indicate that constructive and destructive behaviour are inversely related Cr=-. 176) in that 

the more constructive behaviours a person engages in the fewer destructive behaviours 

they commit. Not surprisingly, the more destructive responses participants reported, the 

more likely they were to quit their job c~.276). In contrast, passive responses were 

negatively associated with the more active and negative responses that included either 

destructive Cr=--294) or quit &=-. 158) behaviours. 
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Table 10 

Intercorrelations Between Contract Breach Freauencv. Constructive, Passive. and 

Destructive Behaviours. and Ouit Behaviour 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Breach Frequency 1.00 
2. Constructive .I10 1.00 
3. Passive -. 152* -. 0% 1.00 
4. Destructive - 1  40* -. 176' -.294** 1.00 
5. ~uir '  .162* -.MI2 -. 158* .276** 1.00 
Note: * p<.05, ** F.01 

Correlational analyses were also conducted between the quantitative retaliation 

scales and the destructive and quit responses reported in the qualitative section of the 

survey. There were significant positive relationships between the qualitative destructive 

behaviours aad all five retaliation measures (see Table 11). Participants quitting the job 

in response to the breach was positively and significantly correlated with general, 

production, and political types of retaliation. The relationships between quitting and 

personal aggression and property retaliation were not statistically significant. 

Table 11 

Correlations Between Destructive and Ouit Behaviours and the Retaliation Scales 

Variable General Production Political Personal Property 
Retaliation Retaliation Retaliation Aggression Retaliation 

Destructive Beh. .509** .538** .3801* .211*+ .299** 
Quit .213** .188** -152' .0243 -079 
Note: * ~ < . 0 5 ,  *+e<.01 

Because less than 60 participants quit as a result of the breacb, the comlations involving the 

"quit" variable should be viewed and interprctcd with caution. 
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The target of the retaliation was compared to the perceived source of the breach 

(qualitative responses) in order to test the exploratory hypothesis of this study 

(Hypothesis #6). These findings are discussed in greater detail below 

Control and Descri~tive - Variables 

A number of control variables were identified as being relevant to this study 

namely, negative affectivity or neuroticism (e-g., Skarlicki, Folger & Tesluk, 1999). 

years of experience (e-g., Gottfried, 1994; Hollinger et al., 1992; Tucker, 19891, hours 

worked per week (e-g., Rotchford & Roberts, 1982), age (e-g., Hollinger et al., 1992) and 

gender (e.g., Frone, 1998; Ruggiero et al., 1982). Each of these is described in greater 

detail below. 

Newoticism - Anmv Hostilitv. Neuroticism or negative aectivity (NA) has been 

defined as a stable, dispositional trait which has "pervasive individual differences in 

negative emotionality and self-concept" (Watson & Clark, 1984, p. 465). Persons high 

on this trait exhibit nervousness, tension, worry, scorn, anger, guilt, anger, revulsion, self- 

dissatisfaction and a sense of rejection (Watson & Clark, 1984). Individuals high in trait 

NA have low self-esteem and negative moods partly because they have a cognitive bias 

in which they focus on and exaggerate the mistakes they have made, their 

disappointments, their frustrations, and their perceived threats (Levin & Stokes, 1989; 

Watson & Clark, 1984). Recent studies have found that negative affectivity, a 

conceptually similar variable, added a unique contribution to predicting retaliation 

(Frone, 1998; Skarlicki et al., 1999). 

In this study, Neuroticism was assessed with the eight item Angry Hostility 

subscale from the NEO-PI (Costa & McCrae, 1992). An examination of the angry 
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hostility items revealed that of the several Neuroticism subscales, this set of eight items 

would be best suited to this study. Specifically, it was felt that participants scoring high 

on angry hostility would likely score higher than other participants on contract violation 

and retaliation. Items included "Even minor annoyances can be frustrating to me" and "I 

often get angry at the way people treat me." Previous research has shown internal 

consistency values of .75 (Costa & McCrae, 1992). The coefficient alpha for this study 

was -70 (N=215). The principal components analysis indicated that the eight items were 

loading on two components. This was not considered problematic for three reasons. 

First, this scale is well established and has been normed on thousands of participants 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992). Second, when the scree plot was examined, it revealed that 

there was a substantial drop in the percent of variance explained after the first factor had 

been extracted. Third, when the item loadings were examined, only one item had a low 

loading on the first factor (-36). Thus, the second factor was not examined further and 

the eight items were summed to create a single factor score for angry hostility. The first 

factor explained 33% of the variance and had item loadings ranging from -36 to -69. 

Other Control Variables. Survey items were also included that measured the 

respondents' age and gender, months on the job, and hours worked per week. Because 

some studies have found that males engage in more deviance than females (e.g., Frone, 

1998), sex was controlled for in the present study where males were coded land females 

coded 0. Studies have reported that younger workers engage in more deviant acts than 

older workers (e.g., Hollinger et al., 1992), thus, age was entered as a control variable in 

this study. Researchers purport that workers who have less experience or work fewer 

hours may feel "marginalized", may have less support in terms of coworkers and may 
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have Iess access to authority figures and thus may engage in more deviant acts (e.g., 

Gotdried, 1994; Hollinger et al., 1992; Tucker, 1989). All or any of these factors may 

correlate with retaliation, thus years experience and hours worked were also controlled 

for in the present design. Age and years experience in the service sector were highly 

correlated &-76), thus only one of these control measures, years of experience, was 

entered into the regression equations. Years of experience was chosen over age because 

it was felt that the actual time spent working was more theoretically relevant than simply 

the age of the participant. 

Psvcholorzical Contract Breach Freauency. The frequency of a particular breach 

and frequency of breaches experienced by the employee in the last six months were also 

variables that were controlled for in this study. The participants were asked about the 

frequency of psychological contract breach in general with their current or most recent 

employer (adapted from Robinson and Rousseau (1994)): "How often has your present 

or most recent employer failed to meet the obligation(s) that were promised to you after 

you did your part of the bargain?", with responses ranging from never (coded I )  to very 

frequently (coded 5). Finally, participants were asked to indicate the frequency with 

which that particular breach (the one they wrote about) occurred with their present 

employer, from never (coded 1) to very frequently (coded 5). These two items of 

psychological contract breach regarding the frequency of the breach were to be used as 

control measures because it was expected that both the number of times the participant 

had experienced a broken promise (in general or a specific broken promise) with their 

current or most recent employer would affect their reactions and responses to the most 

recent broken promise. 
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Unfortunately, when reading some responses (about 12% of the sample), it 

became clear that some participants answered the hrst contract breach frequency item in 

regards to their current employer, but because they had not yet experienced a breach with 

that employer, they had filled out the rest of the survey with respect to a breach that had 

occurred with their previous employer. (i.e., they had indicated that their current 

employer had never broken a promise yet the participants later went on to describe a 

broken promise). One advantage of this situation was that it resulted in less "wasted" 

surveys because the respondents were not restricted to writing about a broken promise 

with their current employer. However there was concern that the item was not measuring 

what it was intended to measure, and it was dropped as a control variable. A less 

conservative approach would have been to simply drop the problematic 12% of the 

participant sample, however, I was concerned that other participants might have made the 

same mistake. An inspection of participant responses to the second breach frequency 

item revealed no methodologicd concerns and as a result it was included as a control 

variable in this study. 

Descri~tive Items. Descriptive information was collected to describe the 

participants in greater detail. These items included the type of organization (sector) the 

participant currently or most recently worked for, the total number of employers worked 

for, the number of employees at the current location worked at and the total number of 

employees in the organization as a whole, whether the participant considered themselves 

to be working part or full-time, and their current or most recent hourly wage. All of these 

items were discussed in more detail in the Participants section above. 
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Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics for Each Variable 

Variable M - SD - Range N 
Trust 22.06 4.33 7-30 225 

Interactional 22.55 
Justice 

Contract 
Violation 

Breach 8 -43 1 -44 3-10 
hpor t  ance 

General 24.32 
Retaliation 

Property 3.06 
Retaliation 

Production 15.73 
Retaiiation 

Political 6.6 1 
Retaliation 

Personal 0.60 1.30 0-7 219 
Aggression 



Table 13 

lntercorrelations Amonv Predictors and Retaliation Variables 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 
I .  anger-hostility I ,O 
2. breach importance .08 1.0 
3. trust -,24** .06 I ,O 
4, justice 1 -.38** .21** 1.0 
5. violation .l4* .44** 1.04 -.44** 1.0 
6. general retaliation ,28** .33** -.09 -.33** .28** 1.0 
7. property retaliation . l7* ,I2 -.07 -. 15' 18** .74** 1 .O 
8. production retaliation .24** .25*+ -.06 -.27** .26** .95** .64** 1.0 
9. political retaliation .20** .32** -. 13* -.39** ,28** .83** .43** -64''" 1.0 
10. . personal . .-. .. aggression ..- +--.,--.--.-..- ..-.. ...--. .2 1 ** .18** -.OS -. 14* . . A . . - - . . - - - -  ... 6 1  - - ..... . .-. .46+* -.-. -I .L-.-.-..------.r-.r--..--ie-.-- .44** .66** 1.0 .07 

Note: *pi.OS, ** p<.01 
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Analytic Techniaues 
To test both the bivariate and interactional hypotheses of interest, ordinary least 

squares (OLS) regression was used. Variables were entered in a hierarchical fashion, and 

the regression coefficients and explained variance at each step were examined. For 

example, if one refers to Hypothesis 1, I first entered the control variables and the 

demographic items to see if any of the relationships were statistically significant. I then 

regressed contract violation on psychoIogicaI contract breach importance and determined 

whether the relationship was statistically significant above and beyond the control 

variables. The correlation coefficient between breach importance and violation as well as 

the regression coefficient for contract breach importance were examined to see whether 

the relationship between the variables was significant and in the direction that was 

hypothesized. If the change was significant and in the direction hypothesized, 1 can 

conclude that this relationship holds after taking the control variables into account. 

As outlined earlier, to test the exploratory hypothesis (Hypothesis 6), the 

participants' qualitative examples of psychological contract breach were coded to reflect 

whether the supervisor or the organization was the perceived source of the breach. The 

qualitative retaliation component was likewise coded as individual or organization as 

target. The relationship between source of breach and target of retaliation was then tested 

by a correlation that tests the relationship between two dichotomous variables (i.e., 

source of breach, target of retaliation). 
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RESULTS 

Hypotheses 1 through 5 were tested using hierarchical multiple regression. In 

testing each hypothesis, the Listwise procedure for missing data was used, in that 

participants needed to have scores for all the items for each variable to be included in the 

analysis. Of the entire predictor data set, only 11 participants were missing scale items. 

Nine participants had missing single values for the angry hostility scale. An examination 

of the missing items showed that the missing values were distributed across the scale, so 

it was not felt that deletion of any one item was warranted. Instead, individual mean 

substitution was used in that the missing value was replaced with the mean of the angry 

hostility values for that participant. Two participants had missing values for the 

psychological contract violation scale. One participant was only missing a single value 

on this scale. Again, the mean substitution procedure was used for this individual. The 

other participant was missing four out of the six contract violation values and was 

therefore dropped from the regression analyses. 

The participants' values for each scale item were summed to create a total score 

for that scale for each of the predictors (psychoiogical breach importance, trust, 

interactional justice, and psychological contract violation), the control variable angry 

hostility, and the dependent measures (general retaliation and the four retaliation sub- 

types). These summed values were then used in the regression analyses. 

H yotheses Testing 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that psychological contract breach importance was 

positively associated with feelings of psychological contract violation. An examination 

of the findings in Table 14 revealed that breach importance explained significant variance 
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in contract violation above and beyond the control measures (AR2 =. 147, AF (8,194) = 

35.3 13, ~ . 0 0  I). When the regression coefficient of contract breach importance was 

examined (Beta=.41 l), it indicated a statistically significant positive relationship between 

the two variables, as did the correlation coefficient, r.44. As the importance of the 

breach increased, so did respondents' negative feelings of contract violation. Thus 

Hypothesis 1 was supported 

Table 14 

Summa? of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Psvchological Contract Breach 

Importance Predicting Psychological Violation (N=203) 

Variable B SE Beta AFt2 
Step 1 Angry Hostility .I72 .085 .144* 

Sex -.495 .749 -.048 
Hours per Week -.010 -034 -.023 
Hourly Wage -.003 -015 0.014 
Months at Job -001 -022 .003 
Years Experience in Service Sector -156 -100 -1 15 
Contract Breach Frequency -334 -352 -067 

-044 
Step 2 Contract Breach Importance 1.374 -231 .41 I*** 

.147*** 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that feelings of psychological contract violation were 

positively associated with retaliatory behaviour. This hypothesis was tested for the 

global retaliation measure as well as for each of the four types of retaliation 

Psychological contract violation explained significant variance in global retaliation (AR2 

= -038, AF (8, 162) = 7.965, ps.01). Table 15 shows that as feelings of contract violation 

increased, general retaliation behaviours increased (Beta=.200, _r=-28). Thus Hypothesis 
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2a was supported. As shown in Table 16, feelings of contract violation predicted 

significant amounts of variance in production (AR2 = -043, AF (8, 1 74) = 9.1 52, E.<O 1 ) 

and political retaliation (AR2 = -048, M (8, 183) = 1 1.024, ~ .~ .OOl)  behavioun. 

According to the regression coefficients (and correlation coefficients), as feelings of 

contract violation increased, so did production (Baa=.22) and political retaliation 

(Beta=.23), supporting Hypothesis 2b and 2c respectively. Hypotheses 2d and 2e were 

not supported as feelings of contract violation did not explain any variance in property 

retaliation (bRL = .013, AF (8, 181) = 2.758, ns.) or personal aggression (AR2 = -000, AF 

(8, 1 88) = -004, n. s.) above and beyond the control measures (see Table 16). 

TabIe 15 

Swnmarv of the Hierarchical Regression Analvses for Psvcholopical Violation Predictinq 

General Retaliation IN=l7l). 

Variable B SE Beta AR2 
Step 1 Angry Hostility 1.231 -333 .266*** 

Sex (Male) 4.558 2.974 .I12 
Hours per Week -240 .I30 .I47 
Hourly Wage -.051 -056 -.093 
Months at Job . l8l  -089 -152. 
Years Experience in Service Sector .I30 -393 .025 
Contract Breach Frequency 3.962 1.371 .206** 

.194**+ 
Step 2 Psychological Contract Violation .764 -271 . - TOO** 

.038** 

Total R~ = -23 1 
Note: * p < .05, ** p <  .01, *** p <  -001 
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Hypothesis 3 proposed that psychological contract breach importance and trust 

interacted to predict feelings of contract violation As shown in Table 17, the interaction 

between breach importance and trust failed to significantly predict feelings of contract 

violation (AR2 = .000, Ly. (lo, 190) =.001, as.), thus Hypothesis 3 was not supported. 

Table 17 

Summarv of the Hierarchical Rtpession Analvses for Ps~choloaical Contract Breach 

Importance x Trust Predicting Psvcholoaical Contract Violation N=20 1) 

Variable B SE Beta hRZ 

Sex (Male) 
Hours per Week 
Hourly Wage 
Months at Job 
Years Experience in Senice Sector 
Contract Breach Frequency 

Step 2 Breach Importance 
Trust 

Step 3 Breach Importance x Trust 

Total $ = .I96 
Note: * p < -05, * p < -01, *** p < -001 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that psychological contract breach importance and 

interactional justice interact to predict feelings of contract violation Table 18 revealed 

that the interaction failed to account for significant variance above and beyond the main 

effects model (AR2 = -001, AF (10, l91)=.2 16, n-s.), thus Hypothesis 4 was not 

supported. 

Hypothesis 5 proposed that psychological contract breach importance, trust, and 

interactional justice interact to predict feelings of psychological contract violation, As 



Retaliation 96 

shown in Table 19, the three-way interaction explained sigxdicant variance in feelings of 

contract violation above and beyond the main effkcts and two-way interactions (m2 = 

-02 1, LW ( 14, 185) = 5-56 1, ~.<.05). Thus, Hypothesis 5 was supported 

Table 18 

Summarv of the Hierarchical Renression Analvses for Psvcholoeical Contract Breach 

Immrtance x Interactional Justice in Predicting Psvcholoaical Contract Violation 

Variable B SE Beta AR2 
Step 1 Angry Hostility .I71 -085 .143* 

Sex (Male) 
Hours per Week 
Hourly Wage 
Months at Job 
Years Experience in Service Sector 
Contract Breach Frequency 

Step 2 Breach Importance 
Interactional Justice 

Step 3 Breach Importance x Justice 

Total R' = 257 
Note: * p < -05, ** p < -01, *** p < .001 - 
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Table 19 

Summary of the Hierarchical Regression Analvses for Psvcholoaical Contract Breach 

Importance x Trust x Interactional Justice in Predicting Psvchological Contract Violation 

(N=200) 

Variable B SE Beta AR2 -- 

Step 1 Angry Hostility -163 
Sex (Male) -.563 
Hours per Week -.OO 1 
Hourly Wage -.004 
Months at Job -004 
Years Experience in Service Sector -155 
Contract Breach Frequency .311 

Step 2 Breach importance 
Interactional Justice 
Trust 

Step 3 Breach Importance x Trust -028 
Breach Importance x Justice -.018 
Justice x Trust -0 18 

Step 4 Breach Importance x Trust x Justice -019 

Total R~ = -287 
Note: * p -05, ** p < -01, *** p <  .001 

To probe this significant relationship, follow-up analyses were conducted on the 

two-way interactions between breach and trust and breach and justice. Tables 20 to 23 

show the findings of these analyses. A median split approach was used in these analyses. 

Participants who had scores on or below the median score on trust or justice composed 

the "low" group, while participants who had scores above the median score on trust or 

justice were considered to be in the "high" group. As illustrated in Table 20 and Figure 

I ,  for participants who were high on trust, the interaction between justice and breach 

importance did not explain significant variance in contract violation above and beyond 
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the main effects model (AR2= .001, AF (3,99) t.126, as.). For participants who were 

low on organizational trust, the interaction between justice and breach importance was 

significant (AR2=.026, AF (3, i 15) = 4.780, ~ . c 0 5 )  (see Table 21 and Figure 2). As 

illustrated in Table 22 and Figure 3, for participants who were high on interactional 

justice, the interaction between breach importance and trust was siWcant (AR2=.035, 

AF (3,92)=3.770, em<-05). For participants in the low interactional justice group, the 

interaction between breach importance and trust did not explain significant variance in 

contract violation above and beyond the main effects model (AR2 = -009, AF (3, 122) = 

1.272, n-s.) (see Table 23 and Figure 4). 

It must be noted that an alternative, more rigorous approach to testing follow-up 

relationships involves protecting the family-wise error rate. In this case, the family-wise 

error rate would be adjusted by a Bonferroni correction in which the critical value of -05 

is divided by the number of follow-up tests conducted (in this case four) (Maxwell & 

Delaney, 1990). The relationships tested in the follow-up analyses would have to exceed 

the new adjusted critical value (.05/4 = -0125) in order to be considered significant. 

Thus, although two of the follow-up interactions were found to be significant, if this 

approach was adopted, this would no longer be the case. It is acknowledged that the 

results of these tests did not exceed the critical values of the more stringent approach for 

hypothesis testing. Therefore, the results of the main effect follow-ups may be viewed as 

exploratory and with some caution. 
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Figure 1. Psychological contract violation as predicted by the interaction 
between contract breach importance and justice for participants high in trust 
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- 10 w justice 
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Figure 2. Psychological contract violation as predicted by the interaction 
between contract breach importance and justice for participants low in trust 
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Figure 3. PsychoIogical contract violation as predicted by the interaction between 
contract breach importance and trust for participants high in justice perceptions 
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Figure 4. Psychological contract violation as predicted by the interaction between 
contract breach importance and trust for participants low in justice perceptions 



Table 20 

Summary of the Hierarchical R e m i o n  Follow-UD Analvses for Interactional Justice x 

Psychological Breach Importance Predicting Psvchological Contract Violation for 

Particimnts Who Scored High on O r h t i o n a l  Trust (N=103) 

Variable B SE Beta AEt2 
Step 1 Breach Importance 1.353 -354 .363*** 

Interactional Justice -. 143 -066 -.207* 
.234+** 

Step 2 Justice x Breach Importance -015 -042 ,178 
.001 

Summarv of the Hierarchical Remession Follow-UD Analvses for Interactional Justice x 

Psvchological For Particimts Who Scored Low on Organizational Trust RJ= 1 19) 

- -- 

Variable B SE Beta AR2 
Step 1 Breach Importance -824 .243 .276*** 

Lnteractional Justice 0.303 -058 -.424"* 
.345*** 

Step 2 Justice x Breach Importance -. 103 -047 -1.208* 
.026* 

Total R'= -372 

Note: * p < .05, ** p 4 .Ol, *** p < .001 
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Table 22 

S urnrnarv of the Hierarchical Regression Follow-up Anah ses for Trust x Psvcho1oP;ical 

Breach hwrtance Predicting Psvcholoeical Contract Violation for Participants Who 

Scored High on Interactional Justice -6) 

- -- - 

Variable B SE Beta Aft2 
Step 1 Breach hjmrtance -859 -253 .336*** 

Trust -.025 -101 -.025 
.Ill** 

Step 2 Trust x Breach Importance -120 -062 1 .500f 
-035' 

Total R' = -146 
Note: p < -05, ** p < -01, *** p < -001 

Table 23 

Summary of the Hierarchical Remession Follow-UD Analvses for Trust x Psvchological 

Breach Importance Predicting Psvcholo~cal Contract Violation for Participants Who 

Scored Low on Interactional Justice CN= 126) 

Variable B SE Beta AR2 
Step 1 Breach Importance 1.662 1.341 .403*** 

Trust 0.030 .087 -.029 
.162+** 

Step 2 Trust x Breach Importance -.084 .074 -. 867 

Total R'= -171 
Note: * p < -05, ** p < -01, +** p < -001 

The two significant interactions (breach importance x justice in the low trust 

group and breach importance x trust in the high justice group) were examined with 

follow-up tests to further explore the relationships. The low trust group was further 

divided into high and low justice groups. As can be seen in Table 24, the main effect of 

breach importance on contract violation was not significant for the low trust-high justice 
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group (AR2=.0 14, AF (1.46) =.63 1, p.05). Table 25 shows that the breach importance 

main effect on contract violation was significant for the low trust-low justice group 

however (AFt2=.256, AF (l,69) =23.770, ~ . 0 0 0 0 ) .  

To further probe the other two-way interaction, the high justice group was divided 

into high and low trust groups (please note that the low trusthgh justice group main 

effect probed for the other interaction is the same main effkct that would be probed here 

and thus will only be reported once). The main effm for breach importance predicting 

contract violation was sigruficant in the high justice-high trust group (AEt2=.249, AF (1, 

46)=15.228, g. =.0003) (see Table 26). If the error rate was adjusted using the 

Bonfenoni correction, the two main effect follow-up tests would remain stat ist idy 

significant (.0125/3 = -0042). 

Table 24 

Summarv of the Hierarchical Regression Follow-UD Analyses for Psvcholoeical Breach 

Importance Predicting Psvcholoaical Contract Violation for Participants Who Scored 

Low on Trust and Hiah on Interactional Justice (N=48). 

Variable B SE Beta R~ 

Step 1 Breach Importance -269 -339 .I16 .O 14 

Note: p < .O5, ** p < -01, *** p < -001 
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Table 25 

Sumrnarv of the Hierarchical Reeression Follow-UD Analvses for PsvcholoPjcal Breach 

hwrtance Predicting Psvcholoaical Contract Violation for Particiwts Who Scored 

Low on Trust and Low on Interactional Justice (N=71) 

Variable B SE Beta R~ 

Step 1 Breach Importance 1,764 -362 .506*** .256*** 

Note: p < -05, ** p < -01, *** p < -001 

Table 26 

Summarv of the Hierarchical Regression Follow-UD Analvses for Psvcholoeical Breach 

Imwrtance Predicting Psvchological Contract Violation for Partici~ants Who Scored 

Hi& on Interactional Justice and Hiah on Trust W 8 )  

Variable B SE Beta R~ 

Step 1 Breach Importance 1.3 86 -355 .499*** .249*** 

Note: pc.05, ** pc.01 ,  *** p<.001 

Hypothesis 6 proposed that the perceived source of the breach would predict the 

target of the retaliation behaviour. Afier qualitative analyses were conducted on the 

participants' responses it became clear that this hypothesis was untenable. Although the 

vast majority of participants completed both qualitative questions, few people indicated 

(in the written component) that they had engaged in retaliatory or destmctive behaviour 

in response to the broken promise. It is important to note that not only were there three 

distinct types of responses: constructive (e-g., asked the supervisor why she didn't get the 
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raise), passive (e.g., waited or did nothing in response to the breach), and destructive 

(e-g., quit without notice), the majority of participants engaged in combinations of these 

three types. In retrospect, this finding makes sense. Most employees are reasonable 

people, and it is unlikely that the majority would engage in purely destructive responses 

without trying other avenues fmt (e.g.. asking a coworker for advice, appealing a low 

raise to the Human Resources Department). 

If the participant responses were coded and analyzed based on to whom the 

response was targeted towards (i.e., constructive as well as destructive responses) rather 

than just the target of their retaliation (i.e., destructive responses only) the hypothesis 

could be tested in part. Instead of testing the prediction that "the perceived party 

responsible for the broken promise (e.g., supervisor) would be the target of the 

participants' retaliation behaviour", I was able to assess whether the perceived party 

responsible for the broken promise was the target of the participants' responses. This 

revised hypothesis is also a test of social exchange theory in that employees are predicted 

to target their responses at the source of the perceived breach. 

Hypothesis # 6 ~  The perceived source of the breach will predict the target 

of the response. 

This final hypothesis was tested using correlational analyses where the source of 

the breach and the target of the response were categorized as supervisorlmanager (coded 

1) or organization/employer (coded 2). A one-tailed test of the hypothesis was used 

because the direction of the relationship was predicted to be positive. The analysis 
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revealed that the source of the breach and the target of the response were significantly 

correlated @. 178, g. =.035, one- tailed test, n=l05).~ 

It appeared that employees did in fact target their responses to the party they 

deemed responsible for the breach, except for the 52 (approximately one-third) who 

targeted both. Thus, Hypothesis 6r was supported. The percentages show that if the 

employees felt their supervisor or manager was responsible, then 65% of the time their 

responses were targeted back at the supervisor or manager (as opposed to 35% targeting 

the organization). However, if the employee felt the organization was responsible for the 

broken promise, then 59% of the time the organization was the target (as compared to 

4 1 % directed at the supervisor). Employees in this study were more likely to direct their 

responses toward the party they deemed responsible for the broken promise rather than 

towards other parties. 

4 FiFy-two participants were droppedfiom the analysis because they had responses that were 

directed at both the organization and their supervisor. 
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Table 27 

Summarv of Hwtheses and Findinas. 

Hypothesis Findings ~ n c r e m e n t a ~  
Variance 

H 1 : Psychological contract breach importance predicts Supported 14.7% 

psychological contract violation 

H2a: Contract violation predicts general retaliation 

Htb: Contract violation predicts production retaliation 

H2c: Contract violation predicts political retaliation 

Wd: Contract violation predicts property retaliation 

e :  Contract violation predicts personal aggression 

H3: Contract breach importance and trust interact to 

predict contract violation 

H4: Contract breach importance and interactional justice 

interact to predict contract violation 

H5 : Contract brew h importance, interactional justice and 

trust interact to predict contract violation 

H6: The perceived source of the breach will predict the 

target of the retaliation 

H6r: The perceived source of the breach will predict the 

target of the response 

Supported 

Supported 

Supported 

Not supported 

Not supported 

Not supported 

Not supported 

Supported 

Untestable 

Supported 
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DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was threefold: (1) to test the Morrison and Robinson 

(1997) model of psychological contract violation, (2) to test an extension of the mode1 

that includes reactions to psychological contract breach and violation, namely retaliation, 

and (3) to predict the target of the respondent's retaliation based on the perceived source 

of the breach. Accordingly, the findings of this study are discussed in more detail in 

three main sections: predicting psychological contract violation, predicting retaliation, 

and predicting the nature and target of the response. These sections are followed by 

discussions of methodological, theoretical, and practical implications, limitations, areas 

for future research, and conclusions. 

Predicting Psvcholo~ical Contract Violation 

Two of the four hypotheses predicting psychological contract violation were 

supported, The results of this study show a significant main effect between breach 

importance and contract violation in that as the importance of the breach increased, so too 

did the employees' adverse reactions to that breach. The two hypotheses that predicted 

two-way interactions between breach importance and trust and breach importance and 

interactional justice, both predicting violation, were not supported. The hypothesis 

proposing a three-way interaction between breach importance, trust and justice predicting 

violation, however, was supported. 

The follow-up analyses of this three-way interaction (breach importance x hust x 

interactional justice) were especially interesting (as illustrated in Figures 1 to 4). 

Regarding the follow-up tests, it appears that for participants who were treated fairly 

(high interactional justice group), participants who were low on organizational trust 
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indicated fairly high feelings of contract violation, regardless of how important the 

broken promise was to them. It appears that employees who did not trust their 

organization before the breach, even if they thought they were treated fairIy (high 

justiceAow trust), were quite upset following the event, regardless of the perceived 

importance of the broken promise. 

In contrast, when participants felt they were treated fairly and they had trusted the 

organization before the breach (high justicehigh trust), feelings of contract violation 

increased as the importance of the breach increased. Although initially they scored lower 

on violation than those in the low justice/low trust group, as promises were deemed to be 

more important, they outscored the low justicenow trust group on contract violation. The 

employees who had trusted their organization before the broken promise might have 

experienced the more extreme violation emotions of betrayal, anger, and outrage 

following an important contract breach. Not surprisingly, employees who trusted the 

organization before the breach and who had been treated fairly seemed to be more 

forgiving than those employees in the other group. Promises that were not deemed to be 

important resulted in lesser feelings of violation than promises that were deemed to be 

important to the individual employee. Qualitative comments supports this finding that 

interpersonal treatment (i.e., justice) can affect feelings of contract violation. One 

respondent reports, "However, lingering resentment towards the supervisor did remain. 

My feeling was that if only he had taken the two minutes to explain the situation.. .I 

would have been more understanding of his position and less resentful." 

The other follow-up analysis explored the relationship between breach importance 

and contract violation for participants who were in two conditions: low trusthigh justice 
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and low trustfiow justice (this relationship was also explained above). As explained 

earlier, for employees who did not trust their employer before the broken promise but 

who felt that they had been treated fairly, the importance of the breach was not related to 

feelings of contract violation. In other words, although the scores were quite high, the 

employees' feelings of violation (e.g., resentment, anger) did not change as afuncrion of 

the perceived importance of the broken promise as long as they felt they were treated 

fairly. 

On the other hand, the relationship between breach importance and contract 

violation was significant and positive for employees who did not trust their organization 

before the broken promise and who felt they were treated unfairly (low trustflow justice). 

Ironically, these participants had lower violation scores as a function of breach 

importance than those in the low trust/high justice group. Perhaps this fmt group of 

employees had such low expectations of their employer to begin with that when a minor 

promise was broken and they were treated unfairly in the process, they were not surprised 

nor upset. When these employees had important promises broken however, regardless of 

their lesser expectations, they had stronger violation reactions than those in the low 

trusthigh justice group. 

Referent Cognitions Theory (RCT) (Folger, 1993) can explain this pattern of 

results. According to this theory, employees feel they have been mistreated when they do 

not receive an expected reward and they were treated unfairly by those in management. 

When negative events happen to people, they go through a process in which they 

"simulate" all the other possible endings to the event that just happened to them (i.e., 

counterfactual thinking). During this process, people create several alternate scenarios 
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for each event, many of them positive in nature. It is possible that employees who did 

not trust their employer and who were treated unfairly react more strongly than others to 

an important broken promise because they can easily think of several other actions their 

employer could have taken. Most of these "possible" scenarios would likely be more 

positive than the reality of the broken promise combined with unfair treatment. Also, it is 

possible that a salient outcome (i-e., an important contract breach) elicited greater 

counterfactual thinking on the part of the employee. Folger, (1993) discussed how a 

manager's behaviour (i.e., high interactional justice) can block the counterfactual thinking 

so the employee would have lower feelings of contract violation (e.g., resentment). 

However, employees with low trust and low interactional justice do not have anything 

"blocking" their thinking of alternative outcomes. Managerial treatment in the form of 

interactional justice did not appear to block counterfactual thinking for participants high 

in pre-breach trust, as participant in both low and high justice conditions had no 

si=eficant difference in their scores on violation following a breach. 

Predicting Retaliation 

Hypotheses 2a to 2e proposed that feelings of psychological contract violation 

would be positively associated with general retaliation, production retaliation, political 

retaliation, property retaliation, and personal aggression. Respondents who felt a greater 

sense of contract violation following a breach were more likely to report engaging in 

more retaliation behaviours in general than those participants who had reported lesser 

feelings of violation. In examining this relationship, significant control variables 

included employees' angry hostility, months of experience on the job, and the number of 

times the employee had experienced the same contract breach. Specifically. it was found 



that for general retaliation, the higher the angry hostility score, the longer the employee 

had been on the job, and the more often the same contract had been broken, the more the 

employee would retaliate. 

When the retaliation behaviours were categorized according to the Robinson and 

Bennett ( 1995) taxonomy however, different patterns of relationships with the four 

outcome variables emerged. Employees with strong feelings of violation following a 

breach engaged in more production retaliation than employees with lesser feelings of 

violation. In other words, employees experiencing contract violation responded to the 

situation by for example, working slowly on purpose, intentionally making mistakes, and 

socializing with friends while on the job. In addition, employees with higher angry 

hostility scores reported more production retaliation behaviours than employees with 

lower anegy hostility scores. 

Employees who experienced stronger feelings of contract violation also engaged 

in more political retaliation behaviours than those who experienced lesser feelings of 

violation. These employees responded to feelings of anger, frustration, and resentment 

by, for example, badmouthing the company in public, referring customers to competitors, 

and gossiping about or badmouthing their superiors. In addition, the longer the employee 

had been on the job and the higher his angry hostility score, the more political retaliation 

behaviours he reported. 

Contrary to what was hypothesized, feelings of contract violation following a 

breach were unrelated to both property retaliation and persona1 aggression behaviours. 

Regardless of how upset a person was following a breach, she reported engaging in no 

more or less retaliatory behaviours than someone who was less upset. Interesting patterns 
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emerged however, when the control variables were examined. Employees who were 

male, who scored high on angry hostility or who had experienced the same broken 

promise several times engaged in more property retaliation (e-g., took oftice supplies and 

equipment, gave away merchandise for free) than other employees. In contrast, angry 

hostility was the only control variable that accounted for any variance in personal 

agpssion bebaviours. In other words, those employees who had high angry hostility 

scores reported engaging in more personal aggression behaviours (e.g., was rude or mean 

to their coworkers, took possessions from a supervisor) than those with low angry 

hostility scores. 

It should be noted that there were some potential problems with the personal 

aggression scale that may have influenced my ability to detect a significant relationship 

with contract violation. This particular scale had a low internal consistency value 

(aIpha=.37). One reason for this low reliability may be that the items in the personal 

aggression subscale (e-g., was rude or mean to coworkers) were expected to be, and were 

in fact, low frequency events. If each of the five personal aggression items are low 

frequency events, and each item is not expected to predict other personal aggression 

responses, it is not surprising that relationships with other constructs were hard to detect. 

Second, the behaviours in this category are supposed to be directed towards individuals 

as opposed to the employing organization and are expected to be extreme as opposed to 

mild in magnitude mobinson & Bennett, 1995). Although the scale items used in this 

study meet these criteria, some of the items appear to overlap with the other categories. 

For example, three of the five scale items describe theft behaviours, and theft is usually 

categorized as a form of property deviance (e.g., Hollinger & Clark, 1982; Robinson & 
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Bennett, 1995). Future research needs to examine how personal aggression is different 

from other forrns of deviance and perhaps examine typical personal aggression items 

separately rather than as a group. 

The finding that both the control variables and predictor variables (i.e., contract 

violation) acted differently for each type of retaliation, supports the idea that retaliation, 

Iike workplace deviance, can be understood both as a general category and as a typology. 

As well, these findings suggest that it is important to examine the determinants of the 

different types of retaliation separately. These results support previous findings in the 

deviance literature (e-g., Hollinger et al., 1992), as well as theoretical typologies 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995). For the benefit of practitioners and researchers alike, future 

research should continue to examine the determinants of different types of retaliation. 

Turning next to the control variables, angry hostility was positively associated 

with retaliation. Angry hostility explained significant variance in all forms of retaliation 

(i.e., general, political, production, and property retaliation, and personal aggression). 

Although previous research has not assessed the relationship between angry hostility and 

retaliation, the findings fiom this study demonstrate that an employee's tendency to be 

quick-tempered and frustrated in his dealings with others predicts retaliation behaviours. 

Gender was also included as a control variable because much literature published 

in the deviance area reports that males engage in more deviance behaviour than females 

(e.g., Frone, 1998; Ruggiero et al., 1982). One of the more interesting findings of tbis 

study is that gender was significantly related to only property retaliation. Males reported 

for example, taking money from the company, adding extra time to time sheets, and 

taking office supplies and equipment following a contract breach more often than 
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females. Males did not engage in any more general retaliation, political retaliation, 

production retaliation, or personal aggression following a contract breach than females. 

This does not mean that previous workplace deviance sex differences findings are invalid 

because this study did not assess workplace deviance, but rather retaliation in response to 

a breach. 

Contrary to the literature and my expectations, several control variables were not 

associated with retaliation. Age, years of experience, hours worked per week were all 

expected to be related to retaliation (e.g., Gottfkied, 1994; Hollinger et al., 1992; 

Rotchford & Roberts, 1982; Tucker, 1989). The only one of these control variable that 

explained variance in retaliation was tenure, and the relationship was opposite in 

direction to what was expected. The longer the respondents had been with their 

employer, the more retaliation in general and specifically, political retaliation, they 

reported enacting. These unexpected findings could be explained by two reasons. First, 

previous findings assessing workplace deviance may not be applicable to retaliation in 

general. Second, past research examining deviance may not be applicable to retaliation 

in response to a breach. 

predict in^ the Nature and Tareet of the Reswnse 

Initially, the exploratory hypothesis (Hypothesis 6) set out to examine whether the 

perceived source of the contract breach would predict the target of the retaliation (i.e., 

destructive behaviours). When the qualitative responses were analyzed however, it 

became apparent that this hypothesis was untestable for two reasons. First, few 

participants (less than 50%) reported engaging in retaliatory behaviours (i.e., destructive 

behaviours) in response to the specific breach they identified in the questionnaire. Also, 
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there was little variability in the frequency of destructive behaviours reported. Of the 

50% of respondents who indicated engaging in destructive behaviour, only 12% enacted 

three or more behaviours. Both of these issues reduced the sample size such that it was 

insufficient to make meaningful comparisons. Second, the responses were far more 

complex than anticipated. Not only did the responses vary by number (i.e., ranged from 

no response to several different responses per participant) they varied with regards to 

who the participant was targeting (i-e., supervisor, organization), and the type of response 

(i.e., constructive, passive, destructive). In hindsight, these findings should not be 

surprising. It is likely that most employees are rational human beings who cannot afford 

to lose their jobs and would therefore use a variety of approaches before resorting to 

retaliation. Some participants were very fair with their employers and went to great 

lengths to resolve the broken promises. For example, one participant met the raise 

requirements at her job, yet failed to receive a raise. This respondent engaged infive 

different constructive behaviours (i-e., she talked to her supervisor, peers, the appraisd 

administrator, another manager, and the restaurant manager) before giving up and 

accepting the situation. 

In light of reviewing participants' responses, the exploratory hypothesis was 

reworded to predict that the source of the breach woutd be correlated with the target of 

the response (rather than the target of retaliation). Responses included both constructive 

and destructive bebaviows. A small but significant correlation was found indicating that 

respondents did in fact target their responses to the party they deemed responsible for the 

breach. However, as mentioned previously, the findings are considerably more complex 

as many participants reported more than one response directed at more than one source. 
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For example, one-third of the participants directed their responses to both the 

organization and their supervisors, regardless of who they felt was responsible for the 

contract breach. 

Although there was a significant relationship between the source of the breach 

and the target of the response, it is clear that some employees respond to several different 

parties other than the source of the breach. In fact, trends in the respondents' qualitative 

answers indicate that nearly all constructive behaviours were directed at the supervisors 

or managers while the vast majority of the destructive behaviours were directed at the 

organization. 

These findings can be explained in a number of ways. An examination of the 

constructive response pattern reveals that for many employees, the supervisor may be 

seen as a direct representative of the employer or organization who may be in a position 

to resolve the situation. If the organization is held responsible for the broken promise, it 

is not surprising that the respondents would approach their supervisor about the situation. 

Also, organizations are intangible entities. The employees in this situation would be hard 

pressed to target any constructive responses to their organization or realistically expect 

any form of response from the employing organization. 

Concerning the destructive behaviour pattern, although employees could target 

their destructive responses to either the organization or their supervisor, this generally did 

not occur. Respondents were far more likely to report engaging in destructive behaviours 

such as quitting without notice, stealing, and vandalism, all destructive behaviours that 

harm the organization, rather than badmouthing a supervisor. This trend could be sample 

specific. All respondents were front line service sector workers who were working while 
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they were taking university courses. Some of the written responses indicate that the 

participants were afiaid of voicing their concerns because they were financially 

dependent on their jobs. This could be the reason why so many destructive behaviours 

were targeted at the organization, not the supervisors. The retaliatory behaviour scale 

developed in Stage One supports this idea, as the vast majority of the retaliation items 

listed by participants in Stage One reflect behaviours that harm the organization rather 

than specific persons. 

It is also important to note that the vast majority (74%) of the breaches described 

by participants in this study went unresolved. Fifteen percent of breaches were partially 

resolved (i-e., resolved much Iater or not completely), and only 7% were resolved. From 

the qualitative data, it appears that the several participants attempted to address the 

breach with their supervisor, but retaliated against the organization when nothing came of 

their appeal. For example, after experiencing a contract breach, one respondent reports, 

"In response to the several events, I talked to my employer, but got nothing 

accomplished.. .began to feel bitter.. .as I mentioned before. I started slacking.. .stole 

some minor items to get what I was owed. Then I quit." If the organization was seen as 

the source of the breach, the participants targeted their responses to the both the 

organization and supervisor. If the supervisor was held responsible, the employees 

responded in the same fashion. Regardless of who was held responsible, the organization 

was often the loser when a contract breach occurred because so many of the incidents 

were unresolved and usually elicited destructive behaviours from the employees. 
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Implications 

Methodolo&al Contributions. There are a number of methodological strengths in this 

dissertation that are worth mentioning. First, this study adopted a retrospective report 

approach to assess employees' responses to a specific psychologicd contract breach that 

had already occurred. Although previous longitudinal studies have assessed the 

implications of contract breach over time, they typically involve giving participants 

surveys that assessed general perceptions and behaviour (e.g., Robinson & Rousseau, 

1994; Robinson, 1995, 1996). These studies do not ask participants to describe their 

behaviours in response to a breach, rather, it is assumed that if a breach occurs at one 

point in time, any differences in the scale items (e-g., trust) that are assessed the next 

point in time (e-g., two years later) are due to the breach. To date, there have been no 

studies that assess reactions (i.e., perceptions, feelings, and behaviours) in response to a 

specific breach. 

In this study, respondents were asked to describe a breach and their reactions to 

that breach. With this approach, the researcher was better able to assess causality among 

the variables (i.e., previous trust of the organization/supervisor, interactional justice, 

contract violation, and retaliation). An added benefit was that the researcher was able to 

see the impact of one (as opposed to none or several) contract breach on subsequent 

perceptions and behaviour. Another advantage to this approach is that every participant 

was included in the anaIysis (as long as they had experienced a single psychological 

contract breach) because everyone described his or her most recent breach. This means 

the researcher does not necessarily have to conduct longitudinal data and wait until the 

participants have experienced a breach in order to include them in the analysis. 
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A second methodological strength of this study is that both qualitative and 

quantitative data were recorded in the questionnairee Participants were asked to describe, 

in their own words, the most recent contract breach they had experienced. The responses 

to this question provided the researcher with rich and detailed examples of the broken 

promises that these workers were experiencing on the job. A comparison with previous 

research indicates that the breaches described by this sample of service sector workers 

may be different than those experienced by employees in management positions 

(Rousseau, 1990). Although the frequencies of the types of breaches were not reported, 

Rousseau (1990) asked recruiters to list the most common promises and commitments 

they typically promised to job candidates (i.e., MBA graduates) during the recruitment 

process. These promises included promotion, high pay, pay based on performance, 

training, long term job security, career development, and support with personal problems. 

In the present study, the most frequent breaches involved raises, scheduling, receiving 

fewer shifts/hours than wanted, promotions, changing job duties and tasks, and receiving 

no bonus or commission. It appears that employers do make different types of promises 

to workers in different positions and work settings. The frndings from this study 

demonstrate that when employers make promises in the areas described previously, 

employees do notice and when the promises are broken, the consequences do not benefit 

the employer. 

Although participants completed a quantitative retaliation measure, they were also 

asked beforehand to describe what they did in response to the contract breach (the second 

qualitative item). Advantages to this approach include greater richness of the data 

because each participant was allowed the opportunity to tell their "broken promise" story 
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and what they did in response. Participant responses were also less restricted or limited 

in their responses (they could describe constructive and passive behaviours as well as 

destructive behaviours), and they were able to describe events in their own words. 

The number of retaliation behaviours the participants reported in the qualitative 

component of the survey differed markedly in number from the behaviours reported in 

the quantitative section. When retaliation (quantitative) was correlated with the 

destructive behaviours reported in the qualitative section, the resulting correlations 

ranged from .211 (for personal aggression) to -538 (for property retaliation). A positive 

linear trend was apparent according to the above correlations, although participants were 

reporting far fewer retaliation behaviours in the qualitative as opposed to the quantitative 

section. For example, one participant's response to the qualitative item: "Please think 

back about the most recent broken promise and write down what you did in response to 

this event," was: "I didn t do anything or say anything bcause] the employer attempted 

to handle the situation in a fair way." On the next page of the survey (the quantitative 

retaliation scale), this same individual reported engaging in 12 different retaliatory 

behaviours ranging in frequency from "occasionally" (e-g., didnt complete expected 

work duties, referred customers to competitors) to "almost every shift" (e.g., did other 

work while at job, took longer breaks/lunches than permitted). 

The use of both qualitative (i.e. recall) and quantitative (i-e., recognition) methods 

to collect information on the same variable affords the researcher a unique opportunity to 

compare and contrast the methods and to explain contradictory findings. Using 

comparable samples to the one used in this study, some researchers reported low 

frequencies of deviance behaviour and very little variability in the behaviours engaged in 
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(e-g., Tucker, 1993), whereas, others found much higher deviance estimates (e.g-, Frone, 

1998) and the difference in findings appears to lie in the methods used in the different 

studies. This current study suggests that participants appear to report less variety and 

fewer retaliation behaviours to a qualitative/recall question than they report in a 

quantitative/recognition scale. This may be due to the greater cognitive load placed on 

participants when they respond to a recall item than a recognition item. It may also be 

due to the participants wanting to preserve a positive image of themselves (i.e., not 

wanting to admit to any wrongdoing). It is much harder to write out any wrongdoings 

than it is to circle frequency scale numbers. In any case, this study highlights the 

importance of taking into account the implications of using different methods and data 

collection techniques when conducting research in this field. 

A third methodological strength of this study is that it appears to be the first 

attempt to empirically assess psychological contract violation. Although Morrison and 

Robinson ( I  997) in their theoretical model clearly differentiate between contract breach 

(i.e., co,pitive comparison process) and contract violation (i-e., feelings in response to the 

cognitive comparison), up until now, contract violation had yet to be empirically 

measured. The theore tical description (e.g., feelings of betrayal, frustration) of contract 

violation in the Momson and Robinson (1997) article as well as previous affect research 

(e.g ., Feather, 1998) were used as the basis for the contract violation items included in 

this study. The six-item scale assessed a variety of human responses along a continuum 

ranging from disappointment to outrage and betrayal. The factor analysis and reliability 

analysis results revealed that the scale was reliably assessing one general construct. It 

appears that employees are able to differentiate beween whether or not a broken promise 
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occurred (i-e., contract breach) and how they felt in response to that broken promise (i-e., 

contract violation). Future research in this area should continue to make this theoretically 

important conceptual distinction. 

A fourth methodological strength refers to the measurement of contract breach 

importance. Previous studies have longitudinally assessed participants' feelings and 

behaviour following a breach, but have not addressed the issue of the importance or the 

seriousness of the breach. It is entirely likely that two employees who have experienced 

a contract breach would react very differently depending on the seriousness or the 

importance of the breach to them. An employee who did not get the weekend off is 

expected to be less upset than the employee who did not get a promotion (i.e., perceive 

less contract violation) and thus is less Likely to respond by retaliating. Importance or 

seriousness, like justice, was also expected to exist in the eye of the beholder. That is, it 

is possible that two employees who had experienced the same breach would react 

differently because of individual differences in perceived seriousness or importance. By 

allowing the participant to rate the seriousness and importance they attached to the 

particular breach, importance and seriousness did not have to be inferred by examining 

the types of broken promises. 

A fifth methodological strength of this dissertation is that the critical incident 

technique (Flanagan, 1954) was used to create a retaliation measure specifically for the 

sample of front-line service sector workers. Although recent retaliation (e.g., Skarlicki & 

Folger, 1997) and deviance (e.g., Robinson & Bennett, 1995) research have made 

advances both in prediction and taxonomies, deviance or retaliation measures developed 

on management/office workers or blue collar samples are less appropriate for front-line 
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workers in the service sector. In fact, a comparison between the Lists of deviance and 

retaliation behaviours developed in the present study and Robinson and Bennett's study 

( 1995) reveals both similarities and differences. Although the retaliation behaviours 

examined in this study mapped onto the Robinson and Bennett (1995) typology (i-e., 

property, political, and production deviance, and personal aggression), over 40% of the 

retaliation behaviours identified in this study were not examined in the earlier study. 

Some of these behaviours included, acting unprofessionally, pretending to be busy when 

not, and quitting without notice. Also, over 50% of the behaviours listed in the Robinson 

and Morrison (1995) study were not included in the present study's retaliation scale. The 

"missing" deviance behaviours included several deviance behaviours enacted by 

superiors (e-g., boss showing favouritism), and also included such behaviours as 

employees accepting kickbacks and employees overcharging for services for their own 

profit. Perhaps these "missing" behaviours represent opportunities that are not available 

to the majority of front-line service sector workers. 

The present study's list of retaliation behaviours was also compared to the 

retaliation measure of Skarlicki and Folger (1997). Of the 17 items listed in the earlier 

study, only four were not included in the present study's list. These behaviours included 

talking back to the boss, giving a coworker the silent treatment, leaving a mess 

unnecessarily, and disobeying a supervisor's instructions. The employees in this 

manufacturing setting might have been unionized, and in any case, might have felt more 

secure in their jobs so that they were comfortable directing more retaliatory behaviours to 

their superiors. Over two-thirds of the behaviours in the present study were not 

represented in the Skarlicki and Folger (1997) measure. Researchers assessing workplace 
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deviance and retaliation may be better able to detect relationships among their variables 

of interest by developing measures specifically for their sample of workers. 

Theoretical Contributions. This study adds to the theoretical literature in a number of 

important ways. First, the theoretical frameworks of social exchange and equity were 

adopted to better predict and explain the relationship between psychological contract 

breach, contract violation, justice, trust, and a specific form of workplace deviance, 

namely retaliatory behaviour. Both the quantitative findings and the written comments 

suggest that the theoretical arguments derived from both perspectives are relevant in the 

area of study. As predicted by social exchange theory, when a participant completed 

what was expected of him, but his organization failed to live up to "it's end of the 

bargain", the participant reported feelings of resentment, anger, and betrayal (i.e., 

contract violation) in proportion to the perceived importance of the broken promise. As 

predicted by social exchange and equity theories, employees who reported experiencing 

violation following the contract breach were more likely than other employees to report 

engaging in some forms of retaliatory behaviour. The participants'comments were 

especially interesting in this regard, as they often expressed themselves and portrayed 

their stories in the language of equity and social exchange. For example, one participant 

reports: 

"I was promised a raise every season.. .wages went back up due to labour laws 
and 1 was placed back at starting pay, even though I had been there for three 
seasons. I was supposed to be getting paid $6.50 an hour, but was only getting 
$6.00.. . My boss said I was going to get a promotion due to excellent work, but 
an individual with no experience got the position. I was really angry at this point. 
I started slacking and stealing - I felt owed for money and promotion promised 
but not received. I quit." 
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Elements of breach (raise, promotion), violation (anger), and retaliation (slacking, 

stealing, and quitting) are clearly present in this quote. One can see that the participant 

was attempting to address and restore his perceptions of balance and equity in his 

relationship with his employer. 

Second, a previously untested part of the Morrison and Robinson (1997) 

theoretical model on psychological contract violation was empirically examined in this 

study. As indicated above, as violation has not been previously measured, it was not 

included in past empirical tests of these theoretical arguments. The findings support the 

model in that perceptions of justice and trust moderated the relationship between breach 

importance and contract violation. Employees who reported the highest degree of 

contract violation were those who had experienced an important contract breach, who 

were treated unfairly at the time, and who had low pre-breach trust in their employer. 

Third, to the author's knowledge, this is the first study to assess interactional 

justice perceptions and retaliation in response to a specific context, namely, 

psychological contract breach. These variables proved to be essential in understanding 

violation in terms of the complex three-way (breach importance x trust x justice) 

interaction reported above. 

Fourth, despite difficulties, the present study explored the relationship between 

the perceived source of the breach and the target of subsequent responses. Although 

researchers in the fields of social exchange and just world theory (e.g., Eckhoff, 1974; 

Gouldner, f 960; Lerner, 1980), justice (Bies, 1998), and deviance (Robinson & Bennett, 

1995) have predicted that the source of the perceived injustice or breach (e.g., supervisor 



Retaliation 127 

or organization) will likely be the target of retaliation, their predictions had yet to be 

tested empirical1 y. 

Finally, this study adds to the literature in that retaliation among service sector 

workers was assessed, rather than managers or blue-collar workers who are typically 

studied in this area- 

Practical Im~lications. This study also has practical implications for managers and those 

working in applied settings. First, this study demonstrates that even employees with 

limited work experience understand what psychological contracts are. Over 55% of the 

participants had less than five years work experience, and yet all respondents indicated 

that they had experienced a contract breach. When these "promises" were broken, people 

became upset depending on how important or serious the promise was to them. One of 

the issues for employers is that in the ever-changing workforce, breaking or changing 

psychological contracts has become the norm (May & lung, 1999). Even if employees 

are aware of this trend, it does not seem to lessen their sensitivity or reactions to contract 

breaches given the frequency and magnitude of the relationships reported in this study. 

Organizations, jobs, and the workpIace in general, are continuing to change and evolve. 

It seems inevitable that psychological contracts will continue to be broken in the 

workplace. Findings from this study demonstrate that every respondent had experienced 

a psycho1ogica.I contract breach. Also, all respondents retaliated in some manner in 

response to a perceived psychological contract breach. Fair treatment, while reducing 

negative emotions following a breach, did not reduce such feelings in al l  circumstances. 

What is a practicing manager to do? Perhaps the best advice to managers is twofold: not 

to make any promises you are not sure you or the organization can keep, and make sure 
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both you and the employee are "on the same page" with regard to the terms of the 

contract. Employees respond to broken psychologicai conuacts much the same way they 

do to written contracts (Rousseau, 1990). If managers want to establish psychological 

contracts with their employees, it is best that the conditions are well understood by both 

parties. It is also important to "write" change into the psychological contract. The 

employee should understand when the contract is established, whether or not the 

supervisor or the organization may have to make unforeseen changes. 

Second, findings from this study highlight the importance of psychological 

contracts in organizational settings and that perceived contract breaches may result in 

feelings of contract violation and ultimately, retaliation. As the importance and 

seriousness of the breach increased, so too, did feelings of violation. Employees who had 

experienced an important and serious contract breach were more likely to feel for 

example, anger, resentment, and betrayal, than those employees who experienced a less 

important contract breach. In tum, those employees who experienced the more extreme 

negative emotions engaged in more retaliation behaviour (both type and frequency). 

Unfortunately, perceived importance or seriousness, like psychological contracts 

themselves, is very subjective. This is why it is essential for those in management to 

communicate with and listen to their employees. Regardless of how minor a contract 

may seem to a manager, if it is broken and the employee perceives it as important or 

serious, she will experience more negative emotions and respond with more retaliatory 

behaviours directed at the organization, the superior, or both. 

Third, this study also demonstrates the roles that trust and interactional justice 

play in psychological contract breach. Those employees who did not trust the 
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organization before the breach were still upset after the breach, even if they were treated 

with dignity and respect (i-e., interactional justice). The employees who were the most 

upset were those who experienced an important contract breach, who did not trust the 

organization beforehand, and who were treated unfairly. Employees who trusted the 

organization beforehand and who were treated fairly were more forgiving of the 

organization as they were less upset following a minor breach. These same employees 

however, were very upset regardless of how well they were treated if they deemed the 

breach to be important. Employees who did not trust the organization and were treated 

unfairly were somewhat upset following a minor breach, but experienced strong negative 

emotions following a serious breach. Treating employees with dignity and respect may 

reduce feelings of contract violation, but if employees perceive the breach to be serious 

and important, they are going to experience feelings of betrayal, anger, and outrage, 

regardless of how well they were treated during the breach process. 

Fourth, recent research (e.g., Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Skarlicki & Folger, 

1997) indicates that employee deviance and retaliation span a wide variety of employee 

behaviour that can harm the organization and its members or both (e-g., gossip, sabotage, 

working slowly on purpose). The impact of such research has been slow to influence 

practicing managers in organizational settings. In the present study, using the critical 

incident technique, 44 different retaliatory behaviours were identified for this sample of 

service sector workers. The type and frequency of retaliatory behaviours reported in this 

study should alert those working in management and human resources in the service 

sector both to the magnitude of the problem and its various forms as managers are often 

overly concerned with theft of money. The findings from this study demonstrate that this 
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concern may be misplaced because, for example, three theft behaviours (i-e., took 

possessions from a coworker, took money from company, and took possessions from a 

superior) were actually the three lowest frequency retaliation behaviours enacted by 

participants (1% or less of participants). In contrast, the majority of respondents reported 

visiting with fkiends or coworkers on the job (73%)- pretending to be busy when not 

(73%), making personal phone calls at work (7 I%), and gossiping about or badmouthing 

their superiors (70%). These findings will hopefully give those in authority a guideline 

as to what to expect besides petty theft in response to broken promises.5 

Fifth, when asked to describe what they did in response to a contract breach, the 

quantitative results showed that all respondents in the study responded with some 

retaliation behaviours in response to the perceived contract breaches. In t e r n  of 

qualitative findings, most participants indicated that they engaged in both constructive 

and destructive behaviours. Also, the vast majority of the constructive behaviours 

involved the respondents approaching their supervisors to inquire about the breach. 

Practicing managers should note that most of the respondents in the study initially tried to 

resolve the breach in a constructive manner. If an employee approaches a supemisor 

about a perceived contract breach, it is in the best interests of the supervisor, the 

organization, and the employee to try and discuss and remedy the situation. Managers 

may be able to stop or decrease retaliation behaviour simply by listening to their 

employees and trying to resolve the breach. If an employee is concerned enough about a 

perceived breach to approach their supervisor, the supervisor should take the breach 

I t  should be noted that these findings may be conservative because they do not reflect the degree 

to which the participants had the opportunity to engage in the retaliation behaviours. 
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serioudy, because in the short term, the end result of not doing so not only means the 

employee will engage in more retaliatory behaviour or they may, in fact, quit. In the long 

term, if the employee stays with the organization, previous research indicates that the 

employee may experience decreases in organizational trust, commitment, and job 

satisfaction (e.g., Robinson, 1995). 

Sixth, this study identifies relationships between retaliation and demographic 

variables that may be of interest to those in positions that hire employees. Clearly 

employees who score high on angry hostility may react more strongly to negative events 

such as contract breach than those who score lower on this scale. EmpIoyees who 

perceive the world and people in a negative and hostile light appear to respond to contract 

violation by engaging in more retaliatory behaviours than those employees who are low 

on this trait. 

Limitations 

In this research, there are some limitations that warrant discussion. First, 

retaliation is very difficult to distinguish from deviance behaviour. Both behaviours are 

intentional and harmful to the organization and/or its members. The difference lies in the 

motive for the behaviour: retaliation occurs when someone is trying to reciprocate 

perceived harm. As with studies on workplace deviance, it could be argued that the 

findings for this retaliation study are Likely to be somewhat conservative because 

participants historically under-report their role in engaging in these kinds of behaviours. 

However, it could also be argued that the findings may not accurately reflect actual 

retaliation incident rates because of over-reporting. It is a possibility that some 

participants reported deviant behaviours instead of, or along with, their retaliation 



Re taliation 1 32 

responses. Unfortunately, researchers can never be truly certain the degree of 

truthfulness the participant adopts when f W g  out their questionnaires. In order to 

mitigate this problem, I took care to ensure the participants understood both the verbal 

and written instructions. In addition, the breach importance, trust, justice, source, 

violation, and qualitative response items all precede the retaliation measure. All these 

scales ask the participant to reflect back upon his experience, thoughts, feelings, and 

behaviour following a breach, thus it was expected that the participants would be in a 

similar mindset when completing the retaliation measure. For the retaliation item in 

particular, the instructions, "Please report the frequency with which you engaged in each 

of the following behaviours in response to the broken promise", the phrase "in response 

to" was typed in bold font that was 6 points larger than the rest of the sentence. 

Perhaps future research could examine the relationship between these two related 

behaviours by asking participants to report the extent to which they engage in a list of 

behaviours at work (i-e., deviance), and to report the extent to which they increase the 

frequency of these behaviours after experiencing a psychological contract breach (i-e., 

retaliation). Unfortunately, many potential solutions to addressing this issue create new 

problems. If this approach is adopted, researchers will have to create innovative ways to 

deal with participant fatigue (i-e., too many survey items) and data analysis (e-g., 

differences scores etc.). 

Second, the characteristics of retaliation are very difficult to measure. For 

example, while the frequency of retaliatory behaviours was assessed, the issue of the 

severity of retaliation was not directly addressed in the present study. Severity was 

assessed indirectly in the Robinson & Bennett (1995) typology, when property 
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retaliation and personal aggression behaviours were deemed the most severe forms of 

retaliation. Severity could have been assessed on an item-by-item level where experts 

could rate each behaviour derived from the critical incident technique on a continuum of 

severity, However, when a panel of experts were asked to categorize the list of 

retaliation behaviours, there was very Little agreement among the raters. It appears that 

severity can be subjective, depending upon the past experience and values of the rater, 

and the circumstances and organizational environment of the participant- 

Third, the use of service sector front-line workers as participants may mean that 

some of the findings may not generalize well to other workers or workers in other 

industries (e.g., blue collar). The systematic study of retaliation in this group of workers, 

however, is long overdue as previous deviance research has been conducted mainly on 

MBA graduates (e.g., Robinson, 1996) or blue collar workers (e.g., Giacalone & 

Rosenfeld, 1987; S karlicki & Folger, 1997). In addition, because the participants were 

service sector workers who were university students, some of the findings may not 

generalize to other service sector workers. Although these students varied considerably 

in terms of age (18 to 53 years), years of experience (1 to 22), wage ($5-100 per hour), 

and hours worked per week (2-65), it is possible that these "student" workers have 

abilities or personality traits that make them distinct from other "non-student" service 

sector workers. The hypothesized relationships examined in the study were not expected 

to change as a function of student membership, but future studies should also include a 

"non-student" control group as well as more qualitative components so comparisons 

between these two groups of workers can be made. 
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A fourth limitation is that whenever studies are conducted that only use self-repon 

measures, there is concern about possible common method bias (Spector, 1994). To heIp 

mitigate this problem, care was taken to assess both the independent measure 

(psychological contract breach) and dependent measure (retaliation) in both written and 

survey formats. Self-report measures are appropriate as well as being the best suited 

measures for obtaining information about people's thoughts and perceptions about their 

workplace (e-g., justice, psychological contract measures) (Howard, 1994; Robinson, 

1995; Spector, 1994). In the present study, participants were asked to indicate their 

responses to a particular situation (i.e., contract breach) and it was felt that the self-report 

measures would be best suited to this type of design. 

Fifth, there were two unforeseen interpretation problems with certain 

questionnaire items. The overall number of psychological contract breaches that the 

employee had experienced with his employer was thought to impact on how the 

employee felt and responded to the most recent contract breach. Because some 

respondents clearly were describing a contract breach with their past employer, but rating 

the "contract breach in general" item in regards to their present employer, the item could 

not be used in analysis. This item could have been more accurately measured if its 

placement was after, rather than before, the qualitative description of the breach. Future 

research should assess how this variable is related to contract violation and retaliation. 

The other questionnaire interpretation issue that might have affected the findings 

involves the trust scale. Consistent with previous research in the area (e.g., Robinson, 

1996), all six trust items asked the respondent about her previous level of trust in her 

employer/organization. However, the vast majority (72%) of respondents indicated that 
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they felt their supervisor or manager was responsible for the breach. It is likely that some 

employees could trust the organization, yet not trust their immediate supervisor. Future 

studies should examine trust in a more open-ended fashion by letting the respondents rate 

trust on the party they feel was responsible ( e g ,  "I fully trusted my employer" changed 

to "I fully trusted the party who was responsible for the breach"). 

Another possible limitation with the use of this trust measure is that it measures 

pre-breach trust levels after the breach has occurred. This problem was partially 

addressed in this study with the adoption of the "six month" recollection time-frame. It 

was felt that participants could still accurately reflect upon their perceptions, feelings, and 

behaviours following a breach within this period of time. Although an examination of 

the trust scores reveal that the scores were normally distributed and above average, 

participants' post-breach perceptions still might have coloured their recollections. Future 

research needs to strike a balance between long-term longitudinal studies and 

retrospective cross-sectional designs. 

Future Research and Conclusions 

As alluded to previously, there are a number of avenues for future research. First, 

this study recognized the importance of personality (angry hostility) and demographic 

variables (e-g., sex, months on the job, hours worked) but focused on the environmental 

determinants of retaliation behaviours. Variables such as age, years of experience, hours 

worked, and angry hostility were all deemed important variables and were used as control 

measures in the present study. In all Likelihood however, other personality variables such 

as locus of control, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and psychological reactance could 

factor into how people interpret promises, decide whether or not they are met, and how 
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they respond if they are not met (Frone, 1998; Miller, 1999; Skarlicki, Folger, & Tesluk, 

1999). Future research should include such personality measures to assess their 

relationship with retaliation and the variables in the Momson and Robinson (1997) 

model. Also, it is still unclear where personality fits into the model of contract violation. 

That is, is its influence "frontend" in nature, or does it only affect the manner in which 

the person responds to a psychological contract violation? It is also possible that it could 

operate in both ways. Thus, future research should consider not only examining 

additional personality traits, but also their causal placement in retaliation models. 

Second, dthough the participants' experience with contract breaches with their 

present employer and with a specific breach was assessed in this study, experience with 

breaches across employers was not examined. A potential solution to tap into an 

employee's previous experience with contract breaches in the employment setting in 

general, is to create a "broken promises" or "relationship optimism" scale. This scale 

could include items that ask employees about their past experience and expectations of 

others in the employment setting, specifically in regards to keeping promises. 

Third, contract breach does not necessarily have to occur between an employee 

and a supervisor (or their employer). If one examines the variables in the Morrison and 

Robinson (1997) model, they could be applied to supervisor-subordinate and coworker- 

coworker relationships as well. Although the model was intended for employee- 

supervisor/ernployer relationships, future research should examine whether or not the 

same pattern holds for other relationships as well. Future research could approach this 

issue by not restricting participant responses to relationships where he or she has less 

power than the other parties involved. 
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Fourth, union employees were excluded from the present study sample. It was 

felt that union employees may have different responses to contract breaches than other 

service sector employees because they have different response options (e.g., union 

representative) available to them. In fact, when the qualitative responses of the union 

employees (who were dropped from the analysis) were examined, each respondent 

mentioned appealing his or her case either informally or formally to the union. Some 

respondents went to the union several times. Future research should examine and 

compare workplace retaliation in union and non-union settings, ideally in the same 

industry, to see if there are substantive differences between the two groups. 

Fifth, to my knowledge, all the research conducted in the area of psychological 

contracts has been conducted on North American participants. As previous research has 

not been conducted with participants from other cultures, future research should be 

conducted in other countries to see if the Morrison and Robinson (1997) model holds 

across cultures (e.g., Japan, Russia, Middle Eastern countries). 

Sixth, future studies should employ larger samples of participants. Because some 

forms of retaliation or deviance are low frequency events (e.g., personal aggession), 

using larger samples may afford the researcher more power in detecting any relationships 

that exist. 

Finally, the use of qualitative items in the present study enriched the findings as 

they gave "voice" to the participants (i.e., incidents were related in the participants'own 

words), provided vivid examples of breach and retaliation, and provided a means to both 

cross-validate and explain the quantitative findings. Researchers studying breach and/or 
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retaliation could adopt other, more detailed qualitative approaches, such as the participant 

diary, to better address the issue of causality. 

In conclusion, the purpose of this dissertation was to contribute to the research in 

psychological contracts and retaliation in three ways. First, I used the model of 

psychological contract violation developed by Morrison and Robinson (1997), to assess 

the relationships between contract breach importance, contract violation, justice, trust, 

and retaliation in response to a psychological contract breach, Second, I extended the 

model of contract violation, to assess whether contract violation predicted retaliatory 

behaviours. Third, in an exploratory analysis, I tested whether or not the perceived 

source of the psychological contract breach (i-e., supervisor versus organization) 

predicted the target of the employees' responses (i.e., supervisor versus organization). In 

accomplishing these three goals, the results of this study made significant 

methodological, theoretical, and practical contributions to the literature on psychological 

contracts and retaliation. 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire Items Organized by Scale 

Psvc hoIo~ical Contract Breach Measures 

"Employers make promises to give employees certain things in exchange for their 

contributions to the organization. These contracts can be based on an implicit or 

explicit promise or understanding." Has or had your employer ever failed to meet 

the obligation(s) that were promised to you?" (from never to several times). 

Indicate the frequency with which that (i.e., most recent) particular breach occurred 

with your present employer (from never to several times). 

Forgetting about how you felt, how serious was this particular (most recent) breach?" 

(from not at all to very serious). 

Psvchological Contract Violation 

In general, when I think back about the most broken promise I experienced, I felt: 

1. Frustrated 

2. Anger 

3. Disappointed 

4. Betrayed 

5. Resentment 

6. Outrage 

Interactional Justice (9)  

Please identify who was responsible for the breach (e-g., coworker, supervisor, the 

organization). 

In regard to this most recent breach I believe that the party that was responsible: 

I. Behaved in ways that I consider to be ethical. 
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2. Considered my viewpoint when making decisions that affect me. 

3. Provided me with timely feedback about issues that concern me. 

4. Gave me an adequate explanation for decisions. 

5. Treated me with dignity and respect. 

6. Listened to my personal needs and concerns. 

7. Showed concern for my rights as an employee. 

8. Dedt with me in a truthful manner. 

9. Provided consistent treatment to all employees. 

Trust 

In regards to the company I work for: 

1. I believe my employer has high integrity. 

2. I can expect my employer to treat me in a consistent and predictable fashion. 

3. My employer is not always honest and truthful. 

4. In general, I believe my employer's motives and intentions are good. 

5. ivy employer is open and up-front with me. 

6 .  I am not sure I fully trust my employer. 

Neuroticism ( A n w  Hostilitv facet). 

1. I often get angry at the way people treat me. 

2. I'm an even-tempered person. @ 

3. I am known as hot-blooded and quick-tempered. 

4. I am not considered a touchy or  temperamental person.@ 

5. I often get disgusted with people I have to deal with. 

6. It takes a lot to get me mad. 49 
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7. At times, I have felt bitter and resentful. 

8. Even minor annoyances can be frustratiag to me. 

Retaliation Measure 

1. Used company equipment or services for personal use 

2. Didn't work very hard or to organization's expectations 

3. Took office supplies and/or equipment 

4. Pretended to be busy when not 

5. Arrived late for work 

6. Gave discounts or waived fees to friends/family/customers 

7. Did other work while at job 

8. Took longer breaksflunches than permitted 

9. Called in sick when not 

10. Gossiped about or badmouthed your superiors 

11. Didn't show up for work 

12. Visited with friends or coworkers while working 

13. Was rude to customers or exhibited poor customer service 

14. Competed with coworkers in a nonbeneficial way 

15. Gave away merchandise for free 

16. Gossiped or spread negative rumours about coworkers 

17. Made personal phone calls at work 

18. Was rude or mean to your coworkers 

19. Badmouthed the company in public 

20. Left early from work 
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2 I. Damaged, mistreated, wasted, or destroyed company property or merchandise 

22. Was deliberately unavaiiable when company needed you 

23. Took money from the company 

24. Quit without notice 

25. Gossiped about the company 

26. Didn't complete expected work duties 

27. Took additional breaks 

28. Took merchandise 

29. Passed off duties to coworkers/twk advantage of coworkers 

30. Made long distance calls from work 

3 1. Showed up for work under the influence of alcohol or drugs 

3 2. Lntentionally made errors 

3 3. Took possessions from a coworker 

34. Added extra time to time sheet 

35. Didn't do extrarole behaviours not in your job description 

36. Acted unprofessionally 

Items exclusive to negative or~anizational behaviour: 

1. Didnt show up for company meetings 

2. Was uncooperative with coworkers 

3. Gave wrong changdstole from customers 

4. Deliberately broke company rules or policies 
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Items exclusive to retaliatom behaviour 

1. Took possessions from a superior 

2. Made false claims on expense account 

3. Blamed others for your mistakes 

4. Referred customers to competitors 

Political Retaliation 

Gossiped about or badmouthed your superiors 

Gossiped or spread negative rumours about coworkers 

Gossiped about the company 

Referred customers to competitors 

Competed with coworkers in a nonbeneficial way 

Acted unprofessionally 

Was rude to customers or exhibited poor customer service * 

Was uncooperative with coworkers 

Blamed others for your mistakes 

10. Passed off duties to coworkers/took advantage of coworkers * 

1 1. Badmouthed the company in public 

Personal Anmession - 

1. Was rude or mean to your coworkers 

2. Took possessions from a coworker 

3. Gave wrong changdstole from customers * 

4. Took possessions from a superior 

5. Was rude to customers or exhibited poor customer senice * 
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Production Retaliation 

1. Didnt show up for company meetings 

2. Didn't work very hard or to organization's expectations 

3. Pretended to be busy when not 

4. Arrived late for work 

5. Did other work while at job 

6. Took longer breaks/lunches than permitted 

7. Called in sick when not 

8. Didn't show up for work 

9. Visited with friends or coworkers while working 

10. Made personal phone calls at work 

1 I.  Left early from work 

12. Was deliberately unavailable when company needed you 

13. Quit without notice 

13. Didn't complete expected work duties 

15. Took additiond breaks 

16. Passed off duties to coworkers/twk advantage of coworkers * 

17. Made long distance calls fiom work * 

18. Showed up for work under the influence of alcohol and drugs 

19. Intentionally made errors 

20. Didn't do extrarole behaviows not in your job description 

2 1. DeIiberately broke company rules or policies 
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Propertv Retaliation 

1. Used company equipment or services for personal use 

2. Took office supplies andor equipment 

3. Gave discounts or waived fees to friends/family/customers 

4. Gave away merchandise for free 

5. Damaged, mistreated, wasted or destroyed company property or merchandise 

6. Took money from the company 

7. Took merchandise 

8. Made false claims on expense account 

9. Made long distance calls from work * 

10. Added extra time to time sheet 

1 1. Gave wrong changefstole from customers * 

* denotes retaliation items that are categorized onto more than one subscale 
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Appendix B: Phase One Consent Form 

Research Project Title: Do Unto Others: The Role of Psychological Contract Breach, 
Justice and Trust on Service-Sector Retaliation Behaviours. 

Investigator: Sandra Rever-Moriyama 

This consent form, a copy of which has been given to you, is only part of the process of informed 
consent. It should give you the basic idea of what the research is about and what your 
participation will involve. If you would like more detail about something mentioned here, or 
information not included here, please ask Please take the time to read this fonn carefully and to 
understand any accompanying information. 

This study examines the effect of psychological contract breaches on subsequent employee 
behaviour and attitudes. Your participation in the fust phase of the study will involve you 
recalling and writing down any negative employee behaviour and retaliatory behaviour you have 
observed on the job in the last six months. You will also be asked to provide some demographic 
information. It is expected that the questionnaire will take approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
The data and answers obtained for this research project will remain anonymous and confidential 
with regard to your identity. Note: if you have observed or experienced a very upsetting event on 
the job, this survey may remind you of that situation. Thank you in advance for your time and 
effort in this project. 

Your signature on this form indicates that you have understood your satisfaction the information 
regarding participation in the research project and agree to participate. In no way does this waive 
your legal rights nor release the investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal 
and professional responsibilities. You are free to not answer specific items or questions in 
interviews or on questionnaires. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time without 
penalty. Your continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you should 
feel free to ask for clarification or new information throughout your participation. If you have 
further questions concerning matters related to this research, ptease contact: 

Sandra Rever-Moriyama at the University of Calgary: 220-5229 or email (sdrever@ucal~arv.ca). 
Dr. Cam Teskey (supervisor) at the University of Calgary: 220-4962 or email 
(gteskey @ucalgary.ca). 

If you have any questions concerning your participation in this project, you may also contact the 
Psychology Department Ethics Committee q . B .  Rogers; Adrnin 2558; 220-6378; email 
throners@ucalgaw.ca). 

In signing this form, I fully understand that I am participating in this study as part of my 
educational experience in the Psychology Department. In exchange for my time I expect to gain 
some understanding of research and some of the ideas currently being explored in psychology. If, 
after the study, I feel I have not gained sufficient benefit, or have other concerns regarding this 
experience, I may register my concerns with Dr. T. B. Rogers, Chair: Psychology Department 
Ethics Cornmittee (Human Participants). He will ensure that my comments are acted upon with 
no fear that I will be identified personally. 

Participant Date 
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Investigator Date 

A copy of this consent form has been given to you to keep for your records and reference. This 
research has the ethical approval of the Psychology Department Ethics Committee (Human 
Participants). 

If you wish a copy of the results of this study, please indicate this by providing us with your name 
and address or fax number below: 
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Appendix C: Phase One Questionnaire 

Phase I Questionnaire - Page f 

PIease complete the following: 

Age: 

Sex: Female Male 

Experience in the service sector: Years Months 

Number of empIoyers in the service sector: 

Number of jobs held in the service sector: 

PIease circIe the following categories of service sector organizations you have work 

experience in: 

Grocery Department Stores Restaurant Health 
Pharmacy Entertzinment Tourism Education 
Retail Service Station Fast Food Financial 
Child Care Transportation Communication Other: 

Negative organizational behaviour is work behaviour that is: 

1. intentional 

2. harmful to the organization and/or organizational members 

Examples of such behaviour would include taking merchandise or calling in sick when 

not (intentional, harmful to organization). Accidentally dipping and dropping a stack of 

dishes would not be considered negative organizational behaviour (not intentional, 

hannful to organization). 

Please think back the last 6-12 months and list as many examples as you can of these 

types of behaviour that you have observed on the job. 
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Phase I Quest io~aire - Page 2 

Research suggests that when people perceive that they have been treated unfairly at work, 

they tend to find ways to "strike back" and somehow even the score. This retaliation 

may be direct or indirect and may be directed at the organization or someone within the 

organization. (e.g., an employee got three weeks of terrible shifts at a restaurant so she  

decided to take long coffee breaks and give hisher friends free food to strike back at the 

restaurant). In order for a behaviour to be deemed retaliatory, you must know that the 

reason for the behaviour is that the person wanted to strike back at the organization (or its 

members). 

Note: Retaliation behaviours may be completely different from the negative 

organizational behaviours you have listed on the previous page or they may be very 

similar. Piease think back the last 6-12 months and List as many examples as you can of 

retaliatory behaviour that you have observed on the job. 
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Please describe how you are able to tell the difference between negative organizational 

behaviour and retdiation behaviour. 
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Appendix D: Phase Two Consent Form 

Research Project Title: Do Unto Others: The Role of Psychological Contract Breach, 
Justice, and Trust on Service-Sector Retaliation Behaviours 

Investigator: Sandra Rever-Moriyama 

This consent form, a copy of which has been given to you, i s  only part of the process of informed 
consent. It should give you the basic idea of what the reseuch is about and what your 
participation will involve. If you would like more detail about something mentioned here, or 
information not included here, please ask. Please take the time to read this form carefully and to 
understand any accompanying information. 

This study examines the effect of broken promises on subsequent employee behaviour and 
attitudes. Your participation in this study will involve you recalling and writing down the most 
recent broken promise you have experienced on the job. You will then be asked to complete a 
survey which will ask you questions about personality, previous levels of organizational trust, 
perceptions of justice regarding the promise, and your actions following the broken promise. You 
will also be asked to provide some demographic information, It is expected that the questionnaire 
will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. The data and answers obtained for this research 
project will remain anonymous and confidential with regard to your identity. Note: if you have 
observed or experienced a very upsetting event on the job, this survey may remind you of that 
situation. Thank you for your time in this project. 

Your signature on this form indicates that you have understood your satisfaction the information 
regarding participation in the research project and agree to participate. In no way does this waive 
your legaI rights nor release the investigators, sponsors, or involved institutions from their legal 
and professional responsibilities. You are free to not answer specific items or questions in 
interviews or on questionnaires. You are free to withdraw from the study at any time without 
penalty. Your continued participation should be as informed as your initial consent, so you should 
feel free to ask for clarification or new information throughout your participation. If you have 
further questions concerning matters related to this research, please contact: 

Sandra Rever-Moriyama at the University of Calgary: 220-5229 or ernail (sdrever@ucdzarv.ca). 
Dr. Cam Teskey (supervisor) at the University of Calgary: 220-4962 or ernail 
(geskey @ucalgary.ca). 

Lf you have any questions concerning your participation in t h i s  project, you may also contact the 
Psychology Department Ethics Committee (T.B. Rogers; Admin 255B; 220-6378; email 
throgers @ucalgary.ca). 

In signing this form, I fully understand that I am participating in this study as part of my 
educational experience in the Psychology Department. In exchange for my time I expect to gain 
some understanding of research and some of the ideas currently being explored in psychology. If, 
after the study, I feel I have not gained sufficient benefit, or have other concerns regarding this 
experience, I may register my concerns with Dr. T. B . Rogers, Chair: Psychology Department 
Ethics Committee (Human Participants). He will ensure that my comments are acted upon with 
no fear that I will be identified personally. 

Participant Date 
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Investigator Date 

A copy of this consent form has been given to you to keep for your records and reference. This 
research has the ethical approval of the Psycholoey Department Ethics Committee (Human 
Participants). 

If you wish a copy of the resuIts of this study, please indicate this by providing us with your 
name and address or fax number below: 
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Appendix E: Phase Two Questionnaire 

Worker Responses Survey Phase II 

Have you participated in phase I of this study? (circle one): Yes No 

Sex (circle one): M F 

Age: 

Number of years experience in the senice sector 

Number of months at your present job: 

Total number of companies/employers worked for 

Average number of hours worked per week: 

Are you (circle one): Full-time Part-time 

Current or most recent hourly wage: S /hour or monthly salary: S /month 

Approximate total number of employees in organization as a whole: 

Total number of employees at location worked at: 

Please circle the appropriate number: 

12. It takes a lot to get me m?ld. 1 2 3 4 5 

13. I often get disgusted with people I have to deal 1 2 3 4 5 
with- 

16. Even minor annoyances can be f h a d n g  to me. I 2 3 4 5 

I 8. I'm an even-tempered persoa 1 2 3 4 5 

20. At times, I have felt bitter and resentrl. 1 2 3 4 5 

22. The failure of my supcrvisor/organilllti~~~ to 1 2 3 4 5 
appreciate my contributions should not affect how 
hard I work- 

24.1 am known to be hot-blooded and quick-tempered. I 2 



Retaliation 166 

Employers make promises to give employees c d  things in exchange for their contn'butions to the 
organization. These promises can be stated directly or implied Broken promises occur when the 
kployees  perceive that there is a mismatch between w h i  was promised to them (in exchange for certain 
services and concessions), and what was delivered by the organization- Xn other words, broken promises 
occur when someone (e.g., employer, supervisor) fails to meet the obligations that were promised to the 
other party (e-g., employee). 

Example: Sue is promised job security fiom layof& and wage cuts if she works long hours and remains 
loyal to the company. Sue has kept her end of the bargain, but after one year, the organization starts to 
cut her benefits and wages, and she learns she is next to be laid o E  

Example: At Bob's company, it is widely known that each time someone gets three consecutive excellent 
performance reviews, she or he is given a new office, a parking space, and other various perks. When 
Bob achieves his third excellent p e r f o ~ c c  review, he does not get any of these perks. 

25. How often has your present or most cunent employer failed to meet the obligation(s) that were 
promised to you after you did your part of the bargain? (NOW If you feel that this has not occurred with 
your current or most recent employer, please think back to the most recent situation where this has 
occurred): (please circle one): 

Never Only once OccasionaLly Frequently Very Frequently 

26. Think about the last six months of employment and recall the most reccn t broken promise you 
have experienced with your present or most currmt employer. (Note: tf you fwl that this is not 
occurred with your current or most recent employer, please tbiak back to the most recent situation 
where this has occurred). Please describe the events in derail in the space provided below. 

Sector in which this broken promise occuned (e.g., retail): 

27. At the time, how important was this promise to you? @lease circle one) 

Not at all Not Neither Important Somewhat Important Very Important 
Important Important Nor Unimportant 
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28. .At the time. how serious was this particular (most recent) broken promise to you? (please circle one) 

Not at all Not really Neither Serious Somewhat serious Very serious 
Serious Serious Nor not serious 

29. Please indicate the frequency with which that particular broken promise (the one you wrote about) 
occurred with your present or most current employer (please circle one): 

Never Only once Occasionally Frequently Very Frequently 

Please think back and respond to the following questions in a manner that reflected how you felt about the 
company before this broken promise occurred: 

30. I believed my employer had high integrity. 1 2 3 4 5 

32. My employer was always honest and truthfid, 1 2 3 4 

34. My employer was open and up-fiont with me. 1 2 3 4 5 

36. Please identify who was responsible for the broken promise (please circle): 

Your supervisor/manager The organization Other (please specify): 

37. Behaved in ways that I consider to be ethical, 1 2 3 4 5 

39. Provided me with timely feedback about issues 1 2 3 4 5 
that concerned me. 

4 1. Treated me with dignity and respect 1 2 3 4 5 

43. Dealt with me in a truM manner. 1 2 3 4 

45. Listened to my personal needs and concerns. 1 2 3 4 5 
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52. Please think back about the most recent broken promise and write down what you did h response 
to this event: 



Retaliation 169 

Please report the f?equency with which you engaged in each of the following bebaviours in response 

83. Took merchandise I 2 3 4 5 

S 5 .Passed off duties to coworkerdtook advantage of coworkers I 2 3 4 5 

87. Showed up for work under the influence of alcohol or drugs - ---\Ap- 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 ,-4 ; FFl -3 -;d-*,<-A -+-- 88, ~ h ~ g e d - ~ ~ 2 4 & & $ 2  ?:$- , - . ,:-- , '_, - , , ,, ,,iiL_.,,-. -.L -2 GL_w -@&?<5-2 

89. Intentionally made errors 1 2 3 4 5 

9 1. Took possessions fiom a coworker 1 2 3 4 5 



Retaliation 1 70 

93. Gave wrong changdstoIe h m  customers 1 2 3 4 5 




