
235 
 

 

              International Journal of Organizational Leadership 11(2022) 235-252 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

The Conceptual Review on the Impact 

of Organizational Justice on Workplace 

Deviance and the Mediating Role of 

Psychological Contract Breach 
 

 

 

, Ali Haider 3Cipran eyin, Hus2, Omar Khalid Bhatti1*Shuja Ilyas Chaudhary
4Bajwa 

  

AAUR, UIMS Rawalpindi, Pakistan-PMAS1 

Istanbul Medipol University, Turkey 2 

Istanbul Medipol University, Turkey3 
4Faculty of Management Sciences, AIOU, Pakistan 

 ABSTRACT 

Keywords:  

Workplace deviance, 

Organizational justice, 

Psychological contract breach 

 

The prevalence of deviant behavior such as fraud, robbery, withholding effort, hostile acts, 

and sexual harassment in the workplace is a major problem for organizations. For good 

reasons, it is highly significant for executives and researchers to avoid deviant activity in 

the workplace. A recent report revealed that employees are found to be more involved 

than customers in deviant activities at the workplace. One in every fifteen employees 

steals from their employer.” The study finds that 33 to 75% of all workers have participated 

in deviant behaviors, and as many as 42% of women have been sexually abused at work. 

This article aims to analyze the phenomena of workplace deviance and destruction caused 

by workplace deviance in the form of huge psychological and financial losses to 

organizations. First, we discuss the need for research on workplace deviance, especially in 

the collectivistic culture, by reviewing previous studies from deviance literature. Next, we 

present the role of organizational justice in triggering workplace deviance. Then we also 

propose a new mediating variable in the form of a Psychological Contract Breach between 

Organizational justice and Workplace deviance. This paper also contributes significantly to 

the dimensions/facets of Organizational Justice. The presented theoretical framework can 

be useful for conducting future empirical research. Finally, we present the conclusion and 

future research in conducting cross-national research with respect to workplace deviance. 
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Background  
The identities of an individual are derived from their workplace, and these identities play a key 

role in building and shaping the behaviors of an individual (Caza et al., 2018). Vandalism and 

theft are frequent in corporations, and it is believed that workplace deviance causes 20% of 

corporate failures each year (Sustiyatik et al., 2019) . The negative behavior brings up a 

significant financial burden because of absenteeism, misuse of time and resources, destruction 

of property, theft of property, inadequate quality of work, withholding effort, turnover, 

harassment against others, favoritism, and unethical verbal and physical actions (Baharom et 

al., 2017). As organizations try to compensate for lost resources, they often raise prices, cut 

incentives, or file for bankruptcy. Thus, these factors negatively affect the organization and the 

economy of the country (Gawke et al., 2018). These factors also pressure the employee to work 

harder for their employers. Such pressures from the employer provoke the employee to be 

involved in negative activities at the workplace.  Such pressures shape the behaviors of an 

employee. Due to more pressure on the employees, their psychological and physical health is 

compromised, which also draws the employee to act negatively in the workplace. Theoretically, 

the researchers have identified this negative behavior as workplace deviance.  Workplace 

deviance causes huge financial losses and has negative psychological and social implications 

within the organization (Zhu et al., 2019). Organizations in the United States have suffered a 

loss from workplace deviance between $6 to $200 billion annually (Narayanan, 2018). 

     Besides financial losses, workplace deviance also causes negative psychological 

implications among employees. The employees who are the target of deviant behaviors or who 

witness deviant acts may experience mental and emotional stress, frustration, confusion, anger, 

fear, or alienation. These negative outcomes reduce employee satisfaction, self-esteem, 

performance, and relationships, which are factors that subsequently affect the organizational 

environment, effectiveness, and long-term success (Omotayo et al., 2015; Robinson & Bennett, 

1995). 

     It has also been reported that 33-75 percent of employees engage in deviant behaviors of 

various shapes and forms, such as absenteeism, embezzlement, production deviance, and 

coworker harassment. However, most research has only concentrated on western countries 

(Narayanan, 2018). 

     Competition, cutting costs, and modern technology have raised more difficulties for 

companies from developed countries. This has also resulted in more complications for 

organizations, such as financial cuts, downsizing, and flat organizational structures (Malik & 

Lenka, 2019). This unnecessary financial burden has pressured businesses to outsource their 

operations.  

     To overcome such issues as cost cutting and competition, most companies have outsourced 

their operations to Asian countries for the last two decades. The prime objective of outsourcing 

is to produce at a low cost, a common practice among multinational corporations to improve 

their profit (Malik & Lenka, 2019). But as reported by  Kroll’s global fraud survey 2014, the 

Asian countries also face losses amounting to $20 billion next to USA and Africa (Korsell, 

2020). The phenomena of workplace deviance as theft, asset embezzlement, and financial 

corruption, is a main reason for this loss (Korsell, 2020).  

     Though it is widely assumed that workplace deviance is uncommon in collectivistic cultures 

due to increased pressure to comply with social standards, this is not the case (Triandis et al., 
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1988). While the research shows us a different story, explaining that workplace deviance is also 

found in collectivistic countries leading to economic loss.  

     As reported earlier, workplace deviance is one of the main reasons for causing huge financial 

losses. As organizations try to compensate for lost resources, they often raise prices, cut 

incentives, or file for bankruptcy. Thus, these factors negatively affect the organization and the 

economy of the country (Bennett et al., 2018). These factors also pressure the employee to work 

harder for their employers. Such pressures from the employer provoke the employee to be 

involved in negative workplace activities. Such a damaging impact draws serious attention from 

researchers and practitioners to identify the antecedents or reasons underlying workplace 

deviance (Načinović Braje et al., 2020). 

     Empirical research has affirmed that employees' behavior relies on the organization's 

treatment; if workers are viewed with prejudice, they may engage in deviant behavior (Hackney 

& Perrewé, 2018). Once employees have established a psychological contract with the firm, the 

employee-employer relationship becomes mutually beneficial. The employees and their 

organization develop a set of reciprocal expectations. These standards, if breached, can lead 

employees to engage in activities such as deviance (Akella & Lewis, 2019). Employees do not 

execute their duties in a stand-alone environment, rather are motivated and impacted by their 

working surroundings (Michel et al., 2016). The relationship between the employee and 

employer is based on a simple understanding of mutual exchange. Theoretically, the mutual 

exchange among employees and employers is based on social exchange theory.  Apart from 

social exchange theory, the equity theory and reciprocity theory also play a pivotal role while 

establishing the relationship between employee and employer. In the following sections, all 

these three theories are discussed and their linkages with employee and employer.  

Social Exchange Theory and Workplace Deviance 
The social exchange theory states that employees and employers establish a relationship where 

one party’s conduct affects the other (Blau, 1964; Guay et al., 2016). When an employee feels 

that the employer does not properly recognize their efforts, they may act rudely and can indulge 

in deviant behaviors (Loi et al., 2020). The current research is primarily grounded on social 

exchange theory. Social exchange theory is a multidisciplinary paradigm describing how 

several types of resources can be exchanged and how this exchange plays a role in making 

certain relationships (Colquitt et al., 2015). The social exchange theory states that employees 

and employers establish an interdependent relationship where both parties influence each other 

(Guay et al., 2016). When an employee feels that the employer does not properly recognize 

their efforts, they may act rudely and can indulge in deviant behaviors (Loi et al., 2020).  

Workplace Deviance  
According to literature, workplace deviance is the major cause of dereliction in various 

organizations and a matter of apprehension among researchers (Akella & Lewis, 2019; Chin et 

al., 2019; Gökoğlu & Öztürk, 2020). Workplace deviance is defined as professional dishonesty 

found at work in numerous forms ranging from minor acts such as taking extended breaks, 

insulting peers, and leaving work early to more serious crimes such as theft and sabotage. The 

associated cost of workplace deviance has unfortunate implications for employees, human 

resource professionals, managers, organizational stakeholders, and society (Baharom et al., 
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2017; Bennett et al., 2018). A growing body of literature includes an exploration of the 

multidimensional nature of workplace deviance and a range of factors (e.g., psychological 

contract breach, emotional intelligence, personality traits, perceptions of organizational 

injustice, organizational control, organizational climate, and inference of goal attainment) that 

can affect both interpersonal deviance (ID) and organizational deviance (OD) in the 

workplace(Michel & Hargis, 2016). However, there is a scarcity of evidence regarding the 

impact that various human resource management (HRM) practices have on workplace deviance 

(Gökoğlu & Öztürk, 2020; Singh, 2020). 

     Table 1 shows how workplace deviance has been developed since its introduction. It also 

shows the contribution of critical scholars who have contributed to developing the concept of 

workplace deviance. Finally, the table also shows the various similar concepts and the scholars 

who played a significant role in developing the concept of workplace deviance. 

Table 1 

Development of Workplace Deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) 

Construct Author Definition 

Organizational delinquency Hogan & Hogan (1989) Not a proper definition but earlier it was said to be a condition, 
resulting because of employee “unreliability." 

Professional deviant–adaptive Raelin (1994) The clash of roles among the employees. 

Deviance Behavior Robinson & Bennett (1995) Intentional behaviors that break significant organizational norms. 

Workplace         aggression Neuman & Baron (1997); 

Folger & Baron (1996) 

Aggressive behavior displayed as an intend to harm the 

organization 

Organization-motivated 

aggression 

O'Leary-Kelly et al. (1996) Attempt at the workplace to physically harm the workers  physical 

health  

Organizational Misbehavior Vardi & Weiner (1996) Acts that disrupt central organizational norms and values. 

Revenge Tripp & Bies (1997) Deliberate, decided retribution within the workplace. 

Antisocial Behavior Giacalone & Greenberg  (1997) Actions to harm the organization and its stakeholders. 

Organizational vice Uvnäs-Moberg (1997) Betraying the trust of colleagues at workplace 

Retaliation Skarlicki & Folger (1997) Hostile reactions by the dissatisfied employees 

Dysfunctional Behavior Griffin et al. (1998) Actions by employees or groups of employees that have negative 

consequence for an individual, a group, and/or the organization 
itself. 

Workplace 

Incivility 

Andersson & Pearson (1999) The deviant Behavior with intent to harm the organizational culture 

by behaving rudely with coworkers. 

 

     Organizational financial losses have been the major reason for studying workplace deviance 

(Harder, 2019). Low productivity and wastage of resources by the employees are major 

outcomes of employee deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 2000). It has been found that three out 

of every four employees are reported to have stolen at least once from their employers, and 95 

percent of companies have reported some kind of deviance-related experience within their 

respective organization. The estimated amount of employee theft has been reported as $50 

billion annually on US economy (Appelbaum et al., 2007).  

Social Exchange Theory and Organizational Justice 
Based on the concept of reciprocity, organizational justice is a major determinant of deviant 

behavior (Holtz & Harold, 2013; Spector, 2011). Past studies have presented significant 

findings on the implications of social exchange relationships for workplace justice, drawing on 

support from the reciprocity norms (Cropanzano et al., 2001; Holtz & Harold, 2013). Social 

Exchange theory also links with the justice perspective. Employees have faith in their 

organization that their employer will keep their promises, and, in exchange, feel grateful to 

reciprocate (Estreder et al., 2020). If employees feel the promise is breached, they act in a 

deviant way to rebalance the scenario.  The employee-employer relationships are complex 

consisting of many aspects (i.e., the severity of the breach, breach spirals) that can contribute 
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to employees' lack of engagement in proactive behaviors, such as taking charge behaviors 

(Atkinson et al., 2018). The workplace relationships are based on subjective cost-benefit 

analysis, and SET plays a significant role while developing relations between employee and 

employer (Chernyak-Hai & Rabenu, 2018). 

Organizational Justice 
The concept of organizational justice was introduced by Greenberg (Greenberg, 1990), 

described as an individual's perspective of fairness within an organization depends on the 

organization's outcomes, processes, and encounters with its employees. At least three types of 

justice have been established by scholars (Cropanzano et al., 2001). Distributive justice means 

the perceived fairness of the outcomes. Procedural justice is the perceived fairness of the 

decision process. Interactional justice refers to the fairness of the interpersonal treatment that 

one receives. Further research by Colquit et al. (2013) revealed that there also exists a fourth 

form of justice, termed informational justice, which emphasizes providing employees with clear 

explanations underlying the procedures implemented and the rewards distributed. All types of 

justice primarily relate to employees’ observations of equality within their organization 

(Hershcovis et al., 2007). The Figure 1 shows the dimensions of organizational justice as 

defined by Greenberg in 1990. Earlier organizational justice consisted of three 

dimensions/facets. Later on the Organzational Justice was splitted unto four facets instead of 

three as presented in Table 2.  

Figure 1 

Dimensions of Organizational Justice (Greenberg, 1990) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Distributive Justice 

Definition: Perceived Farness of outcome 

Example: I got the pay raise I deserved 

 

Procedural Justice 

Definition: perceived fairness of process used to 

determine outcome 

Example: I had input into the process used to give 

raises and was given a good explanation of why I 

received the raise I did 

 

 

 
Interactional Justice 

Dentition: perceived degree to which one is treated 

with dignity and respect 

Example: When telling me about my raise, my 

supervisor was very nice and complimentary 

 

 

 

Organizational Justice 

Definition: overall perception of 

what is fair in the workplace 

Example: I think this is a fair place 

to work 
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Table 2 

Dimensions of Organizational Justice (Bouazzaoui et al., 2020) 
Dimensions of 

Organizational Justice 

Definition Example 

Distributive Perception of Fairness regarding 
distribution of resources 

I made higher sales than my colleagues this year; but my colleagues 
just received a higher bonus. This isn’t fair! 

Procedural Perception of Fairness of the 

processes used to distribute rewards 

The way they make pay raise decisions around here doesn’t seem 

fair. The favorites by authorities always get the largest pay raises. 

Interpersonal Perception of Fairness of the 
treatment received by the employees 

from authorities 

I was amazed that my boss found each of us enough hours to week 
this past month. Business at the hotel has been down and I didn’t 

think I was going to make enough in tips to be able to pay my rent. 

Informational Perception of Fairness of the 
communication provided to 

employees  from authorities 

When I asked my boss about why I only received a 3 percent pay 
raise, she spent an hour with me explaining which areas I need to 

improve so I can earn a higher raise next year. 

 

     Literature depicts that employees' perceptions regarding organizational justice impact their 

organizational behaviors (Colquitt et al., 2001; Yang et al., 2012). Over time, justice-oriented 

research has emphasized the foundations of justice (Ruano‐Chamorro et al., 2021). Years of 

inquiry recommend that individuals evaluate the impartiality of their organization over 

numerous aspects (Whitman et al., 2012), and each aspect transmits a distinctive set of justice 

rules with it. The equality research in psychology starts with Adams’s equity theory research 

(Tseng & Kuo, 2014).   

     The most commonly applied measure for organizational justice was identified by Greenberg, 

who identified the three dimensions of organizational justice: distributive justice, procedural 

and interactional (Greenberg, 1993; Hashish, 2020). However, it was later argued by Greenberg 

(1993) himself that organizational justice should include four dimensions instead of three. 

Furthermore, Greenberg further segmented interactional justice into; interpersonal and 

informational justice (Wolfe & Lawson, 2020). As majority of research have only included 

three facets of the organziational justice, while only 8% of previous researche have taken all 

the four facets of organizational justice as represented in Figure 2.  

Figure 2  

Justice Dimensions (Bouazzaoui et al., 2020) 

 
 

     With developments in improved understandings of justice, a four-dimensional framework 

began to emerge in the mid-2000s, resulting in interactional justice being further divided into 
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two dimensions denoted by informational justice and interpersonal justice (Ellis et al., 2009; 

Samaha et al., 2011). In literature, it was found that only 20 articles have examined interactional 

justice. Furthermore, only six to seven studies, as presented in Table 3, have been done 

considering Informational and interpersonal justice.  

Table 3 

Development of Organizational Justice (Virtanen & Elovainio, 2018) 

Author Definition / Contribution 

Adams (1965) According to the Adam’s theory, that people retain an unbiased association amongst the 

performance and rewards. The employees are demoralized if the employer fails to keep a fair 

balance among inputs and outputs.  

Thibaut et al. (1974) The conflict among the employee and employer can be resolved via involving third-party, and by 

using the dispute resolution procedures such as mediation and arbitration.  

Leventhal (1976) The people occasionally proactively try to create unbiased distributions of rewards to those, in 

which the rewards received are proportional to the efforts made, because these will be the most 

valuable to all concerned parties in the long run. 

Bies & Moag (1986) They presented the advance form in the justice literature by drawing attention on the significance 

of the quality of the interpersonal treatment people receive when procedures are executed. 

GreenBerg (1987) It refers to an employee’s perception about the behavior of their organization regarding the 

decisions taken by the employer and its impact on them 

GreenBerg (1990) The framework consisting of four facets began to develop in the mid-2000s, proposing interactional 

justice to be further separated into two separate dimensions. 

Colquitt et al. (2001) Developed measures of distributive, procedural, informational, and interpersonal justice based on 

the seminal introductions of each construct (Bies & Moag, 1986; Leventhal, 1976) 

Loi et al. (2009) Justice is a response and reaction by the employees. They also stated that distributive and 

procedural facets are related to stable organizational events, such as predetermined management 

practices. 

Social Exchange Theory and Psychological Contract Breach  
The present social exchange models of organizational justice also argue that the foundation of 

social exchange can be operationalized through a few carefully selected criteria that have shown 

evidence of reducing the effects of injustice perceptions on employee outcomes (Cropanzano 

& Mitchell, 2005). One such construct is a psychological contract, the infraction of which can 

lead to negative behaviors. This leads to the introduction of psychological contract breach 

(PCB) as a mediating variable between organizational justice and deviant behavior, keeping in 

mind the gaps and developments in extant literature (Chin et al., 2019; Kutaula et al., 2020). 

The need for such a study can be easily determined by notable assertions for future research 

(Michel & Hargis, 2017).  It is also suggested to explore the further forms of inequality and 

associated paradigms working within the context of SET and PCB for a better understanding of 

this relationship (Bies, 2001; Estreder et al., 2020; Taylor, 2007).  

Psychological Contract Breach 
Psychological Contract Breach (PCB) is the employee's perception that their organization has 

been unable to uphold promises and agreements (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003). In the employee’s 

understanding, any act that is done against their expectancy may result in the formation of a 

contract breach (Rousseau, 2001). A psychological contract is a silent contract that refers to the 

shared prospects between the employer and employee (Rousseau et al., 2018). Table 4 is a snap 

shot explaining the brief timeline of the development of psychological contract breach. 
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Table 4 

Development of Psychological Contract (Robinson & Wolfe Morrison, 2000) 

Author Definition / Contribution 

Blau (1964) Social exchange (Blau, 1964) and the reciprocity norm (Gouldner, 1960) deliver the conceptual 

basis for explaining the consequences of an individual’s assessment of their psychological 

contract. 

Rousseau (1989) Employees' beliefs about the promises involving the social exchange between them and 

employer. 

Sparrow & Hiltrop 

(1997) 

The psychological contract helps employees expect the reward they receive for investing their 

time. 

Rousseau (1990) PC is shaped when one party have faith in that their future rewards will be equally distributed 

as promised by the employer. 

Rousseau and Mclean 

(1993) 

The role of  Psychological Contract plays is crucial in forming social units and partnerships 

amongst employee and employer. 

Hui et al. (2004) The transitional arrangements reveal an employment relationship or the lack of a solid 

agreement among the parties; such arrangements often occur for a very short time periods. 

Janssens et al. (2003) Employees and employers effort to keep a impartial balance in terms of the mutual inducements 

(Rousseau, 2001; Taylor & Tekleab, 2004). 

Roe & Shalk (1996) PCs offer structure regarding the expectations of both the parties by minimizing the ambiguities 

and uncertainty among them (Schalk & Roe, 2007). 

Claes (2005) PC ‘‘as including perceptions of all parties and all aspects constituting the reciprocal promises 

(entitlements and obligations) implied in the employment relationship’’ (Claes, 2005, p. 132). 

Haggard & Turban 

(2012) 

PC contributors include all the stakeholders (Scandura & Williams, 2002). PCs do not develop 

in a vacuum (Haggard &Turban, 2012) 

 

     The past research has examined the outcomes of employees’ perceptions in terms of 

psychological contract breach. Psychological contract fulfillment is defined as “the extent to 

which one party to the contract deems the other has met its obligations” (Lee et al., 2015, p.74). 

In contrast, a psychological contract breach is defined as “the cognition that one’s organization 

has failed to meet one or more obligations within one’s psychological contract in a manner 

commensurate with one’s contributions” (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). Psychological contract 

violation is “an intense reaction of outrage, shock, resentment, and anger”  (Rousseau, 2001, p. 

109). 

Equity Theory: Workplace Deviance, Organizational Justice 
Adams emphasized a crucial point in those perceptions of unfairness may be influenced not just 

when employees observe that they are relatively impoverished but even when their status is 

relatively high. As a result, employees will feel unjust when their contributions are poor, but 

their rewards are great (Adams, 1965). 

     The Justice perceptions have always been linked and associated with Adams' (1965) equity 

theory. Based on the comparisons of resources (input & output), it was debated by Adams that 

employees evaluate their fairness in terms of their efforts, i.e., inputs  (e.g., education and work 

experiences) and outputs (e.g., promotion and pay increase), and thus, the employees make 

comparison. If these input-outcome ratios do not complement each other and fail to create a 

balance, inequity comes into play generating feelings of discomfort. According to theory and 

research, people frequently utilize procedural justice views as empirical judgments for 

determining outcome fairness (McLean, 2019). 

SET, Reciprocity Theory: Psychological Contract Breach 
The social exchange theory shapes the link between psychological contracts and employee 

engagement. Essential to social exchange is the norm of reciprocity (Cropanzano et al., 2017), 
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and the psychological contract is based on the notion that the employee and the organization 

share a sense of commitment (Soares & Mosquera, 2019). 

     Social exchange theory advocates that the good behavior of employees is based on positive 

reciprocity behavior; whenever employees see their financial benefits, their level of 

commitment is evaluated by them, and they show good behaviors (Guay et al., 2016). The 

concept of reciprocity is central to social exchange theory because it drives exchange relations 

between trade partners and argues that advantageous inducements from one party generate a 

responsibility to return helpful behavior (Meira & Hancer, 2021). 

Method: Propositions and Theorem Development 

Organizational Justice and Workplace Deviance 
Employees’ fair treatment from their supervisor positively affects employees’ behaviors and 

actions and promotes a sense of trust within them towards the management. Such treatment 

creates a cordial working relationship; however, perceptions of biased treatment from 

employers can cause mistrust and adversity among employees (Al-A’wasa, 2018). Based on 

this fact, justice is regarded as a main contributing factor toward the onset of deviant behaviors 

because employee perception is strongly based on equal treatment from the employer and when 

an employee perceives unequal treatment and biased behavior, they tend to react in a negative 

way (Kalemci & Tuzun, 2019). 

     Prior research has emphasized the connection between low organizational justice and 

deviant workplace behaviors (DWB) by drawing support from the social exchange theory 

(SET), which postulates that employees respond to the perceived lack of justice in the shape of 

negative work behaviors (Andrews & Kacmar, 2001).  More specifically,  Liang (2017) has 

also found that perceived injustice possibly will result in workplace deviance behaviors such as 

negative gossip about the organization, making racial slurs, insulting co-workers, cursing at a 

coworker, denying to chat to a colleague, gossiping about a superior, making an indecent 

remark to a coworker, and mocking a colleague in the presence of other employees.  Generally, 

when employees notice organizational processes unfair, they castigate those answerable for the 

inequality to reinstate justice (Folger, 1998; Goodstein & Aquino, 2010). 

     These findings also extend to different types of justice as findings reveal that acts of deviance 

are associated with inequitable rewards (i.e., low distributive justice) (Greenberg, 1990). 

Further research also indicates that perceptions of procedural and interactional justice also 

contribute to workplace deviance (Barclay et al., 2014). Similarly, some forms of retaliatory 

behavior have also been empirically linked with informational justice (Folger & Cropanzano, 

1998; Skarlicki et al., 2008). Consequently, the following can be postulated through the above 

argument: 

Proposition 1. There is a negative relationship between organizational justice and Workplace 

Deviance  

Organizational Justice and Psychological Contract Breach 
When an employee joins an organization, the employee is automatically involved in an 

employment relationship. This relationship can be understood as an exchange relationship 

between the worker and the supervisor (Griep & Vantilborgh, 2018). The social exchange 



244                                                                             Chaudhary et al.                                                    

 

244 
 

theory is fundamental in this relationship because it justifies the terms of the exchange 

relationship from the employee's perspective (López Bohle et al., 2017). For example, it 

describes the perception of the employees, how they should serve their organization, and what 

they expect to receive in exchange for their contributions. The theory also explains how 

employees perceive their obligations and the employer's obligations (Ekmekcioglu & Aydogan, 

2019).  

     Organizational justice is regarded to have a direct link to psychological contracts as it also 

relates to an exchange connection between the employer and employee. Accordingly, a lack of 

fairness in the workplace is regarded as an infringement of the psychological contract, as 

empirical evidence also indicates that organizational injustice is one of the prime antecedents 

of psychological contract breach (Rodwell & Gulyas, 2015). Such infractions can occur as 

biased procedures, inequitable rewards, mistreatment as well as lack of information provided, 

given that the perception of being not treated fairly or as initially expected at the onset of the 

psychological contract can strongly shape an employee’s interpretation of their working 

environment (Morrison & Robinson, 1997) Hence, it is stated: 

Proposition 2. There is a negative relationship between organizational justice and Psychological 

Contract Breach 

Psychological Contract Breach and Workplace Deviance 
Researchers have agreed that behavioral deviations in response to PCB are built on Social 

Exchange Theory and its reciprocity (Cropanzano et al., 2017) . This way of exchange shapes 

the behavioral outcomes of both parties (Heider, 1982) and results in positive or negative 

behaviors (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). 

     Deviant work behavior is “voluntary behavior that violates significant organizational norms 

and in doing so threatens the well-being of the organization or its members, or both” (Robinson 

& Morrison, 1995, pp. 555-572). Following these lines, the deterioration of the reciprocity norm 

posits that when employees observe unfulfilled obligations from their employer and, as a proxy, 

their organization (i.e., PCB), they will counteract by engaging in deviant behaviors 

(Vogelgesang et al., 2021). Furthermore, extant literature also reveals that when employees 

experience a psychological contract breach, they are more vulnerable to negative experiences 

such as disloyalty, frustration, and hatred and, thus, are involved in workplace deviance. 

Therefore, this study proposes: 

Proposition 3. There is a positive relationship between Psychological Contract breach and 

Workplace Deviance 

Psychological Contract Breach as a Mediator between Organizational 

Justice and Workplace Deviance 
The logic of why the psychological contract is proposed to mediate the relation between 

organizational justice and workplace deviance is two-fold. Firstly, psychological contracts act 

as a framework, explaining relationships between employee and employer and then explaining 

the fulfillment or breach of the contracts between employee and employer (Robinson & 

Rousseau, 1994; Shore & Tetrick, 1994). Secondly, the contemporary social exchange theory 

emphasizes the operationalization of social exchange as a form of interpersonal relationship by 
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postulating a valid mediator to explain the relationship between justice and employee outcomes 

(Colquitt et al., 2015; Liu et al., 2020). Psychological contracts are critical to this relationship 

because they rationalize the terms of the exchange relationship from the employee's point of 

view (López Bohle et al., 2017). 

     More specifically, the inclusion of PCB as an intervening variable aids in describing the 

construction of employees' beliefs of how they should contribute to the organization and what 

they anticipate receiving in return for their contributions, as well as how they act in reaction to 

those perceptions. Therefore, it is proposed: 

Proposition 4. Psychological contract breach mediates the relationship between organizational 

justice and workplace deviance.  

P4a. Psychological Contract Breach mediates the relationship between distributive justice and 

Workplace Deviance  

P4b. Psychological Contract Breach mediates the relationship between procedural justice and 

Workplace Deviance  

P4c. Psychological Contract Breach mediates the relationship between interpersonal justice 

and Workplace Deviance  

P4d. Psychological Contract Breach mediates the relationship between informational justice 

and Workplace Deviance  

Discussion and Future Research Direction 
The deficiencies in current literature inspire scholars to investigate further and explore the 

influence of organizational justice on workplace deviance. Similarly, proposing a new 

mediating variable is much needed for a better understanding of this relationship (Chin et al., 

2019) The literature has raised serious questions to be investigated regarding the breach of the 

psychological contract.  How does a psychological contract breach impacts the employee? How 

is the relationship between employee-employer does are affected by the psychological breach? 

(Coyle-Shapiro et al., 2019). From the PC perspective, this is not only what employees “get” in 

the form of inducements from their employers, generating a healthy environment at a 

workplace; apart from this, how employees contribute in the form of their skills also generates 

a positive working culture. It is important to contribute to this in future research to understand 

better the circumstances under which the employer makes certain biased decisions to frustrate 

employee contributions (Bankins et al., 2020).  

     Studying the antecedents of deviant behavior is important (Bennett et al., 2018). 

Organizational justice is the most studied and researched criterion variable of workplace 

deviance (Cole et al., 2008; Lin et al., 2016), where the lack of justice is a major cause of deviant 

behavior (Götz et al., 2019). However, the major social psychological theories explaining 

workplace deviance in the literature have suggested that previous research lacks the required 

integration, making it difficult to establish deviance as a product of injustice in a broader scope 

(Mackey et al., 2019). One main reason for employee’s disturbing states is psychological 

contract violation which has not been comprehensively inspected in the framework of negative 

workplace behavior or workplace deviance (Parzefall & Salin, 2010) .To address these issues, 

we propose using the psychological contract as a mediator to better understand workplace 

deviance (Rai & Agarwal, 2018). Past studies have also not been able to present the 
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psychological contract via different scopes (Kutaula et al., 2020). Apart from using social 

exchange theory, the psychological contract should likewise be analyzed from the justice 

perspective. Hence it is strongly argued that new theories and the role of organizational justice 

for a nuanced view of the psychological contract may further be studied (Kutaula et al., 2020; 

Načinović Braje et al., 2020). Recent changes in the modern era call for new frameworks and 

relational schemas among employees and employers to handle the problem of workplace 

deviance (Akella & Lewis, 2019). 

Conclusion and Directions for Future Research 
This effort sheds light on the displeasing problem of workplace deviance within organizations 

and their stakeholders. This is unquestionable that researchers have increasingly paid attention 

to the workplace deviance problem. It is one of the significant subjects in HR research.  

Overcoming the issue requires a huge amount of research work. This is why workplace 

deviance has gained importance in the research paradigm. It is significant to point out that 

numerous experiments provide sufficient reliability and validity of statistical effects. Data 

provided evidence that only a very limited number of research works have included all the 

dimensions of organizational justice. Therefore, exploring workplace deviance by including all 

four dimensions of organizational justice would be interesting. Consistent with preceding 

results, the causes and impact of workplace deviance have been an important factor in the 

investigations (DeCamp et al., 2020). 

     It is also important to mention that workplace deviance has been tested as the outcome 

without looking into the relationship between employee and employer. This introduces the 

mediating role of psychological contract breach between Organizational justice and workplace 

deviance.  

     This study also holds further value, as workplace deviance is costly for an organization. 

Companies have to pay the financial cost of workplace deviance. Therefore, by highlighting the 

role of justice perceptions in triggering and/or mitigating employee deviance, the current 

research will offer guidelines for managers and HR professionals concerning certain 

management practices and interventions that may be implemented to foster fairness in the 

workplace. From a practical perspective, by studying the consequences of organizational justice 

through psychological contract breaches, organizations and policy-makers can better learn how 

to manage workplace mistreatments and unfair practices to counter employee deviance.  
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