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ABSTRACT 

The psychological contract of workers has been a subject of recent interest, in both 

academic and practitioner organizational literature. While this attention has developed 

across fields, and several typologies of contracts have been developed, there are many parts 

of this construct that are not well understood. Among these are the predictors of the 

p.sychological contract, the outcomes of the psychological contract, the violation or 

fulfillment of the psychological contract, and the generalizability of the psychological 

contract to volunteer organizational members. 

In this dissertation, I look specifically at the motives of volunteer workers, the 

consequences of organizational justice and organization commitment, violation of the 

contract by the organization and by the worker, and the generalizability of the psychological 

contract to volunteer workers in an organization. Two studies, one field and one lab, are 

used to assess these relationships. 

Results indicate that volunteers and paid employees, regardless of motives, do not 

differ in their psychological contracts when they are in the same organization performing 

significantly similar work. In terms of consequences, relationships were found between the 

p.sychological contract and its fulfillment or violation with organizational commitment and 

organizational justice. Specifically, relations were found between: transactional 

psychological contracts and both distributive justice and continuance commitment; benefits 

psychological contracts and continuance commitment; good faith and fair dealings 

psychological contracts and distributive, interactional, and procedural justice as well as 

affective commitment; and intrinsic job characteristics psychological contracts and 

distributive, interactional, and procedural justice. Not all findings are consistent across both 

studies. 



The resuhs have two implications. The first, that volunteers and paid employees do 

not differ in their psychological contracts, points to the importance of the work 

environment in determining psychological contracts. The second issue, the relationships 

between specific aspects of the psychological contract, organizational justice, and 

organization commitment, establishes the separateness and relatedness of these constructs. 

Future research will address other predictors of psychological contracts, the 

fulfillment or violation of specific contracts, and their effect upon job attitudes that impact 

worker productivity. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Since the identification of the informal aspects of the work environment as an 

important issue in the understanding of organization effectiveness and efficiency 

(Roethlisberger & Dickson, 1939), various constructs have been researched in the area of 

organization behavior. Among the issues that have been presented as novel and of 

consequence in recent years is the psychological contract. 

The psychological contract is defined by Rousseau (1995) as a construct that 

captures the informal reciprocal agreements of a work environment, from the perspective of 

the individual. This contract addresses what employees feel they owe the organization and 

what they feel the organization owes them, beyond issues that have been agreed to in the 

forma! employment contract. 

Most of Rousseau's work has addressed the kinds of psychological contracts that 

exist (Rousseau 1990 and 1995; Rousseau & Tjoriwala 1996a and 1996b) or isolated 

behavioral consequences of psychological contracts (Rousseau & Anton, 1988 and 1991; 

Rousseau & Aquino, 1993). Others have tried to develop a fuller model of the 

psychological contract in relation to violations of these contracts (Morrison & Robinson, 

1997). However, work to date has missed three important issues: the predictors of 

individual p.sychological contracts, the application of the psychological contract to 

organizational affiliation in general, and the relationships between the psychological 

contract and other existing constructs. 

Surprisingly, no work has been done on how psychological contracts form. This 

seems odd, as the prediction of an employee's psychological contract would be quite useful 

for the practitioner. The prediction of an employee's psychological contract would assist a 

manager in rewarding an employee appropriately (per their psychological contract) to keep 
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them working effectively and committed to the organization. 

When looking at the predictors of individual psychological contracts, a few 

individual-oriented issues have been addressed: Rousseau (1995) identifies "internal 

interpretations, predispositions, and constructions" (p. 34) but only elaborates on 

"cognitive biases" and "motives" (pp. 43-44). While individuals can have many cognitive 

biases, if one were able to discover an individual's motives one could make some 

prediction about the psychological contract that may be pursued. 

A second and related limitation in previous work on the psychological contract has 

been the restriction of subjects to paid employees or MBA students reflecting upon a paid 

job. The psychological contract should be applicable in any organizational affiliation. A 

prime application, and support of the generalizability of the psychological contract, would 

be the study of volunteer workers. 

More than half of all Americans volunteer every year (Hodgkinson, Weitzman, 

Toppe, and Noga, 1992). Some volunteer in their church, at their child's school, or in their 

child's little league. Some volunteer in their parents' or grandparents' nursing home. Some 

volunteer in their own neighborhood and some travel to the latest international disaster. The 

monetary value assigned to all of this volunteer labor is estimated to be in the hundreds of 

billions of dollars (Hodgkinson, et al., 1992). Volunteer labor is not only found in 

nonprofit organizations; government organizations and private enterprise use volunteers as 

well. 

One important issue in the management of volunteers is what volunteers agree to do 

for the organization. Rarely do volunteers have an employment contract stating what is 

expected of them and what they can expect in return. Volunteers rarely receive monetary 

rewards, but they do get other things out of volunteering: a chance to enact change, job 
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skill training for a paid job in the future, or access to the facilities of the organization. They 

can also commit to the organization for some length of time, and develop some degree of 

allegiance to the organization in terms of loyalty. The psychological contract should be of 

paramount importance in studying volunteer workers since it is often the only contract that 

exists. In addition, using such subjects would address an issue raised in the first point: it 

would allow a greater dispersion of motives for an individual to contract with an 

organization and create a better understanding of this issue. 

The third issue addressed grows from the impression that some work on the 

psychological contract is re-inventing the wheel. For instance, Rousseau and Anton (1988 

and 1991) found that the psychological contract had an effect on perceptions of fairness, 

but they did not establish a theoretical relationship between the psychological contract and 

organizational justice. As organizational justice is an existing construct that addresses 

perceptions of fairness with a wealth of literature and research, this lack of theoretical 

relation hinders the building of a more complete organizational behavior model. Likewise, 

Barksdale and Shore (1995) mention "commitment" and the psychological contract, but 

they actually are addressing affective commitment; they do not elaborate on the theoretical 

relationship with organizational commitment. 

In this paper I present a model of the psychological contract in which individuals 

form contractual expectations based on interactions with a representative of an organization. 

These expectations are in the form of unwritten contracts about specific exchanges between 

the individual and the organization (through its representatives). The violation or fulfillment 

of these contracts have consequences upon other organizational behavior constructs that 

affect individual behavior (eg. organizational justice and organizational commitment). It is 

different from existing models of the psychological contract in what is established as 
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antecedents of the psychological contract: individual-oriented issues, organizational-

oriented issues, and their interaction. It is also different from existing models in what is 

established as consequences of the psychological contract: theoretical links to existing 

constructs. 

This dissertation will address the kinds of psychological contracts that volunteers 

and employees in similar jobs hold. In addition, this dissertation will look at the 

consequences of psychological contracts in terms of organizational justice and 

organizational commitment. Two studies were designed to assess these organizational 

behavior constructs and their relationship with each other. The first to be presented is a 

field study of volunteers and paid employees in four different organizations. The second 

study is a lab study designed to control for the timing of the contract and organizational 

variance. Finally, a discussion of the overall findings is presented. 
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ANTECEDENTS AND CONSEQUENCES OF THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACT 

The Psychological Contract 

The theory of modern contracts (enforceable promises) has it origins in the common 

law of England long before the colonization of the Americas (Rousseau, 1995). These 

agreements are binding on all parties involved and can be found among the earliest of 

human social groups. As cultures have evolved, people have begun studying the 

agreements and contracts that individuals make. In modem times, contracts have been 

studied almost exclusively by legal theorists (as precedence for legal decision making), or 

by professional negotiators (to better understand how to reach an agreement). 

The psychological contract is a contract created in the mind of an employee, based 

on her or his perceptions of what employment issues have been agreed upon, beyond those 

of any formal contract. Some have identified a "new psychological contract" {Fortune, June 

1 3, 1994; Cavanaugh and Noe, 1996), which should not be confused with the commonly 

used term. The "new psychological contract" is in actuality a redefinition of the normative 

contract (the social norms or expectations across society) after the mass layoffs of middle 

managers in the early 1990s. The authors are referring to the "new norms" of 

employer/employee relations. The psychological contract is also different from an implied 

contract (a legal term); though it is true that both the psychological contract and the implied 

contract are entirely subjective, the difference is whose perception is being addressed. In an 

implied contract, the contract exists through the eyes of a third party (in legal terminology, 

a "reasonable third party" such as a judge or a jury); in the psychological contract, the 

contract only needs to exist in the eyes of the employee. 

The concept of a psychologically based relationship between an employer and an 

employee was first presented by Levinson, Price, Munden, Mandl, and Solley (1962), 
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though Argyris (1960) discussed some of the concepts earlier. Both describe this 

relationship in terms of the felt obligations an employee has for her or his employer, and 

the felt obligations that are owed in return; the term was used purely for descriptive 

purposes of psychological well-being. Kotter (1973) was the first to conduct research in 

the name of the construct, but he was actually studying the imponance of the socialization 

of new hires in terms of organizational commitment. As recently as 1980 the psychological 

construct was still being defined (Schein, 1980) rather than studied. Schein defined it in 

terms of the perceived obligations an organization owes its employees and vice versa, but 

the term was used for both the employer's perception as well as the employee's. 

In 1985, MacNeil published a theory piece on the difference between relational and 

transactional contracts in the Wisconsin Law Journal. This was the spark that ignited 

studies of the psychological contract, as the relationship metaphor was a way to tie legal 

contract theory and psychological theory together to explain the psychological contract. 

With the intersection of these two literatures, Rousseau began her research into relational 

obligations and contracts. Initially addressing implied contracts in general, her studies 

began focusing exclusively on the psychological contract by 1990. Beyond the addition of 

the theory of relational contracts to the psychological contract construct, Rousseau's 

restriction of Schein's construct is that the importance of this construct is its perception 

from the employee's point of view only—a sentiment shared by later researchers on this 

subject (cf. Guzzo, Noonan, and Elron, 1994). 

Relational versus Transactional Contracts 

Rousseau (1990) talks of the psychological contract as falling into two broad 

categories; transactional, where high pay and advancement are given for hard work, and 

relational, where job security is given by the organization for loyalty and a minimum stay 
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by the employee. In her 1990 study, Rousseau found support for these two types of 

psychological contracts through a canonical correlation analysis of the attitudes of 224 

MBA students going through the job search process. As the subjects were interviewed and 

subsequently joined organizations, they perceived promises that created their psychological 

contracts. 

An issue that Rousseau did not address in her 1990 study was how the motives of 

the subjects would affect these perceptions. She did express concern in her discussion 

section that a sample group composed of MBA students would overly emphasize 

transactional contracts compared with relational contracts. However, both kinds of 

contracts were found in her sample (though transactional contracts strongly dominated). An 

explanation for such a finding would be the variety of motives driving the sample: not all 

the MBAs wanted a high salary in exchange for hard work (transactional psychological 

contract). Some of the sample wanted a much more relational psychological contract with 

their employer and found it. Rousseau's study did not measure the motives of her sample. 

Such a measure might have explained the concern she raised in her discussion. 

Relational and transactional contracts were originally used to describe two broad 

categories of psychological contracts. However in subsequent work Rousseau and 

Tijoriwala (1996a and 1996b) categorized four different types of promises an organization 

might specifically give to an individual. These relate to good faith and fair dealings, 

working conditions, benefits provided, and intrinsic job characteristics. These obligations 

of the organization are specific to each psychological contract and are not necessarily related 

to the two categories of psychological contracts (relational and transactional). 

Good faith and fair dealings is concerned with the interpersonal interactions 

between the individual and the organization (through its representatives). Working 
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conditions deals with the safety, resources, and intangible aspects of a specific work 

situation. Benefits provided are the financial and nonfinancial compensatory aspects of the 

work. Intrinsic job characteristics are the significance and worthiness of the particular job. 

These are specific promises by the organization that fit within the relational and 

transactional framework: they can be found in either form of contract. These four forms of 

organizational promises are important for subsequent issues, and will be revisited later to 

explain the relationship of the psychological contract with the outcomes of the 

psychological contract. 

The psychological contract is labile. Robinson, Kraatz and Rousseau (1994) 

showed that the psychological contract can change after hiring, much as it has been shown 

that organizational commitment can change over time (Vandenberg and Self, 1993). 

Robinson et al. (1994) did find that transactional items and relational items of a 

psychological contract were fairly consistent over a two-year period: neither one changed at 

a faster rate. They point out that change is usually the result of situations when the 

employee feels like they owe less to the organization and the employer owes more to the 

employee, or the employee fails to fulfill duties owed when they perceive that the 

organization has not fulfilled its owed duties. The importance of this failure of fulfillment is 

discussed in detail as the violation of a psychological contract. 

Status of the Psychological Contract 

The perception of contract fulfillment is a separate attribute from the perception of 

the strength of the psychological contract. At any given time the status of a psychological 

contract can be fulfilled, violated, or in some ambiguous state where the psychological 

contract has yet to be definitively fulfilled or violated (eg. a promise about how vacation 

scheduling would occur was made but cannot be evaluated as vacation scheduling has not 



yet taken place). 

Robinson and Rousseau (1994) found that violations occurred in one of ten ways. 

Their categories included: (a) absence of training, or training experience not as promised; 

(b) discrepancies between promised and realized pay, benefits, bonuses; (c) promotion or 

advancement schedule not as promised; (d) employer perceived as having misrepresented 

the nature of the department or the job; (e) promises regarding degree of job security one 

could expect were not met; (0 feedback and review inadequate compared to what was 

promised; (g) employees not asked for input or given notice of changes as they were 

promised; (h) employees given less responsibility and/or challenge than promised; (i) 

employer perceived as having misrepresented the type of people at the firm, in terms of 

things such as their expertise, work style or reputation; (j) perceived promises not fulfilled 

by the employer not fit into the previous categories. 

Empirical support of the separateness of psychological contract violation from the 

psychological contract itself is found in Barksdale and Shore (1995). In a cluster analysis 

of obligations among 327 working MBA students, they categorized three types of contracts 

(relational, weak, and disgruntled) from their cluster analysis and mapped specific 

attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of each category of contract holders. They placed their 

relational and weak categories on a continuum of the strength of the perceived 

psychological contract (i.e. they called their strong contract grouping "relational"). The 

disgruntled group had low perceived obligations to the organization, but high perceived 

obligations from the organization—the authors postulated that these employees might have 

had their psychological contracts violated and did not include them in their continuum. 

Among all respondents the relational model was most pervasive (n=201), followed by 

respondents in the weak cluster (n=94) and the respondents in the disgruntled cluster 
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(n=30). Relational psychological contract holders (i.e. fulfilled strong contracts) had 

greater "commitment," stronger perceptions of organizational support, lower turnover 

intentions, and a stronger sense of career future than weak psychological contract holders. 

Both groups rated themselves similarly on self-reported job performance. 

Most recently, Morrison and Robinson (1997) have identified a model of the 

decision process that goes along with determining if a psychological contract has been 

violated or fulfilled. They postulate that a violation is a greater emotional response than just 

the recognition that a contract has not been fulfilled. Violation occurs when the person is 

overcome with emotive response to the unfulfillment—as opposed to not having a severe 

emotional response to the awareness. While they postulate that a violated contract has a 

greater effect on behavioral intentions than a fulfilled contract, at this point there is no 

support for this assumption. Among the papers that address the violation of a psychological 

contract, no studies have actually dealt with the influence of violation of a psychological 

contract on behavioral consequences. Theorists (Rousseau, 1995; Morrison and Robinson, 

1997) have indicated it .should have an effect but have yet to present empirical work. 

In the empirical work mentioned, two consequences of the psychological contract 

are addressed. Organizational commitment and organizational justice are mentioned directly 

(such as in Barksdale & Shore, 1995, mentioning commitment) and indirectly (such as in 

Morrison and Robinson, 1997, mentioning equity and process fairness). These two 

constructs have been extensively addressed in the psychological contract literature 

(Barksdale and Shore, 1995, and Rousseau and Tijoriwala, 1996a and 1996b for 

organizational commitment; Morrison and Robinson, 1997 and Rousseau and Anton, 1988 

and 1990, for organizational justice). However, these studies do not actually present 

models of how these constructs are related. Barksdale and Shore (1995) are really referring 
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to affective commitment, and Morrison and Robinson (1997) are really referring to 

distributive and procedural justice. A robust model of these three constructs would identify 

specifically how these issues are related. 

Antecedents of Psychological Contracts: A Model (Part 1) 

My model of the psychological contract (see Figure 1) addresses two issues: 

antecedents of a psychological contract and consequences of the psychological contract. In 

terms of antecedents, there are individual antecedents, organizational antecedents, and 

individual-organization interaction antecedents. Individually, characteristics such as 

motivation, personality, attitudes, beliefs, and schemata will affect what an individual is 

willing to make contracts about, and what types of contracts they are searching for when 

joining organizations. Rousseau (1995) specifically identifies cognitive biases 

("generalizable information processing styles") and motives ("what people are looking for 

in a job") as the two individual predispositions in psychological contracting (pp. 43-44). 

Organizationally, the psychological contract is indirectly limited by what the organization 

and its representatives can provide and is willing to make agreements about. It is indirectly 

limited because the psychological contract is the perception of the agreement by the 

individual. An individual can believe a psychological contract exists even when the 

organization would not be able to fulfill such a contract. The organization's resources affect 

the individual-organization interaction (see Figure 2). Individual-organization interaction 

will also affect the creation of a psychological contract. The experiences of the individual 

and the organization and its representatives will create a psychological contract both by the 

sharing of information and negotiation of the contract, but also by the individual's 

perceptions of these interactions. Rousseau (1995) does not address the issue of 

organization-based antecedents, and only briefly touches on individual-organization 
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interaction by discussing the methods that organizations use to communication 

psychological contracts between the organization and the individual: messages (overt 

statements, observation, expression of organizational policy, and social construction) and 

social cues from coworkers or work groups (p. 36). 

To begin analyzing my expanded model of the psychological contract, I chose to 

look at the issues of individual motivation; as Rousseau elaborates "what people are 

looking for in a job," (p. 44). To address the issue of generalizability beyond paid workers 

and employees to individuals and organizations, I chose to look at volunteer as well as paid 

workers. This had the additional benefit of being able to draw from the literature addressing 

the motives of volunteers. 

Antecedent: Volunteer Workers and Their Motives 

The private nonprofit sector accounted for $315.9 billion of the U. S. Economy in 

1990 (Hodgkinson, Weitzman, Toppe, and Noga, 1992), which was made up of $193.7 

billion in financial wealth and $122.2 billion of assigned value of volunteer work. For 

comparison, the private for-profit sector accounted for $3,623.2 billion, comprised of 

$3,606.2 billion of wealth and $17 billion of assigned value of volunteer work (including 

family workers); the public sector accounted for $692.5 billion, comprised of $645.9 

billion in wealth and $46.6 billion in assigned volunteer work (Hodgkinson et al.). 

Further, 6.8% of the total U. S. workforce is full-time volunteers (Hodgkinson et al.), 

with 4.6% in private nonprofits, 0.4% in business (not including family members working 

for free), and 1.8% in the public sector (Hodgkinson et al.). 

Managers in organizations rarely understand how to manage all of these volunteers. 

MB As and MPAs rarely have classes in volunteer management (Wish & Mirabella, 1997). 

Actual managers rarely have any training in volunteer management. By default, these 
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managers learn how to direct volunteers on the job, with a hit or miss approach. 

Some research has examined the issues of volunteer management. Most look at the 

social movement of volunteerism in the tradition of de Tocqueville's (1835/1969) 

observations of American society in the early nineteen-century, not the practical issue of 

how to manage volunteers. However, studying the management of volunteer workers 

needs to be done because research with paid employees may not necessarily apply to 

volunteer workers: there is little if any work that supports the generalization of paid worker 

behavior to unpaid worker behavior. Some organizations rely solely on the work of 

volunteers, therefore these organizations need to understand how to manage volunteers in a 

manner that is efficient and effective. 

Volunteer workers hold jobs in the public, non-profit, and private sector in a variety 

of positions. Some of these jobs have no similar parallel with paid positions (i.e. Girl 

Scout Leader). Other volunteer jobs are very similar to paid positions in organizations, 

(such as a board of directors or a tour guide). Pearce (1993) studied paid and volunteer 

workers in seven similar organizations (local newspaper, day care, poverty relief agency, 

symphonic orchestra, family planning clinic, hospital gift shops and fire departments) and 

found a variety of behavioral and attitudinal differences between individuals in different 

organizations. Her main finding was that job attitudes were more similar within type of 

employee (paid versus volunteer) across organizations (eg. day care versus newspaper) 

than within the organization across paid and volunteer workers. These differences 

essentially were related to the purpose of doing the job, i.e. the worker's motivations. 

Pearce (1993) also points out that there are differences among volunteers in terms of their 

motivation and purposes in volunteering. 
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Motives and Compensation of Volunteers 

Importance has been drawn to the motives of the volunteers, in terms of what they 

hope to get out of their volunteer experience. Anderson and Moore (1978) identified 10 

reasons why individuals volunteer. They are to: (a) help others, (b) improve the 

community, (c) companionship, (d) feel useful and needed, (e) friends who volunteer in 

agency, (0 gain work-related experience, (g) meet people, (h) occupy spare time, (i) 

personal development, (j) self-fulfillment. Gidron (1978) addresses the same issue and 

reduces the ten items to three general rewards for volunteering: social, personal, and 

indirect economic. Gidron explains that several people find their primary social network 

through their volunteer activities, and this social contact is their primary reward for helping 

out. Others have a self-concept that includes altruism or doing good—that is a personal 

reason for volunteering, as is helping out an organization that achieves something the 

individual cares about (such as helping the Sierra Club if you are concerned for the natural 

environment). The indirect economic reason for volunteering is not commonly thought of 

when describing volunteering motives. An example of indirect economic could be a college 

student who volunteers in a business as an intern to gain work-related experience to better 

secure a job after graduation. Another example is a person convicted of a crime sentenced 

to do several hours of community service. This person is not doing the work altruistically 

or for some social activity or personal beliefs—they are doing it for the indirect economic 

benefit of not going to jail. 

Pearce (1993) found three general reasons that people volunteered: the attraction of 

the social community found among volunteers, a general service and prosocial orientation 

of the volunteer, and the attraction of the goals of the organization to the volunteer. She 

cites other studies to show that these are rather stable across other researchers' work 
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(Schram, 1985; Gallop. 1987). The three general reasons identified by Pearce are quite 

similar to the first two categories presented by Gidron: social community and personal. The 

personal category of Gidron has been split by Pearce into personal and organizational 

goals. Troth and Griffin (1995) found support for such a split in a factor analysis of 

reasons computer programmers volunteer their skills. Pearce did not address the indirect 

economic motive that Gidron identifies as she did not find it in her study of nonprofit 

organizations. However, her study was limited to seven small nonprofits and seven for-

profits that by coincidence did not take advantage of volunteers working for indirect 

economic gains. The indirect economic motive should not be so easily dismissed. 

One group of contrarians in the study of volunteer motivation are Cleary, Snyder, 

and Ridge (1992) who argue that every individual's motives are different and people 

should not be grouped into larger "motive" groups. They support this opinion with work 

showing that for greatest predictive accuracy of job success, individual's motives must be 

assessed and matched with what the organization provides. This ties nicely into the line of 

reasoning that motives predict psychological contracts, with one caveat—their supposition 

that all individual motives are different. Their criticism of categorization is not applicable to 

this current study: their concern was in predicting the greatest productivity match of a 

volunteer and an organization—matching volunteer motive to organizational culture (though 

they do not identified this as such). This dissertation addresses what promises by an 

organization would be most salient in a volunteer's mind, based on their motive to 

volunteer. While recognizing that no two people are identical, people may volunteer for 

similar reasons. Values, desires, and preferences are shared across people. These are 

labile—even Pearce addresses the issue that people's motives change over time—but 

people's motives at any point in time can be categorized. Thus a categorization of volunteer 



29 

motives for tiiis research is justified. From Gidron and from Pearce four discrete motives 

for volunteering have been identified: (a) general service and personal prosocial goals (i.e. 

do good), (b) fulfilling the goals of the organization (e.g. help achieve social change), (c) 

to interact with a particular social community (i.e. socialize), and (d) indirect economic 

aims (i.e. get something for volunteering). 

These differences in motives of volunteers can have a tremendous impact on the 

behavior of volunteers, and can determine the appropriate method of managing these 

volunteers. Determining the motives of volunteers is a common issue in volunteer research, 

but understanding the importance of these motives on the appropriate management of these 

volunteers is lacking; There are many popular books on the management of volunteers (cf. 

Drucker, 1990, Fisher and Cole, 1993, Gelatt, 1992, or Lynch, 1993), but very few take 

into consideration the motives of the volunteers. 

The motives of volunteers can have other repercussions as well. As an individual 

begins to volunteer for an organization, their motives to volunteer will affect what issues 

they perceive are the important ones in building their psychological contract. These 

potential volunteers will form perceptions of what they commit to an organization, and 

what they expect the organization to provide them. As the motives change, other promises 

by the organization will become more important. Motives affect the importance of 

organizational promises and the psychological contract. 

For example: "I will volunteer here and work very hard and in return gain as many 

office skills as I can while I am here" would be a transactional contract, because of its 

transactional exchange nature. While a transactional contract is pervasive among paid 

employees (they are getting a salary in exchange for work), this form of contract would 

probably not be universally applicable to volunteers; some people are not volunteering to 
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gain through this classic exchange. 

The other primary form of contract that explains what the individual owes the 

organization is a relational contract. Instead of some exchange expectation, a relational 

contract is built upon a long term commitment to a relationship. For volunteers, such a 

contract would include: "I was a Boy Scout, and after I finished in the youth program I 

continued to volunteer with the organization because I believe in the goals of the 

organization; I defend the organization when it is challenged and I plan to continue to 

support it." Loyalty and a long term view are keys to relational contracts. This form of 

contract can be found among some paid employees (not everyone works solely for the 

paycheck, there is also the issue of choosing one's employer for those individuals with 

multiple options), but it should dominate among volunteers who are not volunteering for 

some transactional purpose. 

Organizational promises should also be related to volunteers, though not necessary 

in terms of their motives. The organizational promises that would be most salient in a 

volunteer's mind would depend on other issues in the volunteer's life. For instance, good 

faith and fair dealings could be quite important to some volunteers. An individual who is 

not being treated well in a work (career) situation may seek out a volunteer experience 

where they are treated with respect, good faith and fair dealings. Crosby (1993) identifies 

this as buffering; the protection of oneself from failure in one role by having success in 

another roIe.This would be a secondary desire to their motive to volunteer. They could gain 

this through other outlets; some other primary motive drove them to volunteer their time. 

Applying the four categories of volunteer motives (personal, organizational, social, 

and indirect economic), the difference between relational and transactional psychological 

contracts might be explained. The first three motives (fulfilling personal goals. 
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motive (indirect economic) appears to be transactional in nature. In comparison to volunteer 

employees, the motive of paid employees will be more transactional in nature. Volunteers 

motivated by personal goals will want to spend their time doing good. To do this they will 

want a long term relationship with an organization, and not a short term transaction. 

Volunteers motivated by organizational goals will ahso want a long term relationship with 

the organization; the goals of this organization are the reason they are volunteering here. 

Volunteers motivated by social goals will want a stable environment to socialize. To do this 

they will want a long term relationship with an organization. Such perceptional cues will 

focus volunteers motivated by personal, organizational and social reasons on psychological 

contracts that are relational in nature. Those who are volunteering for indirect economic 

reasons will be much more similar to those who are paid. Like the MBAs in Rousseau's 

(1990) study, their motives would cue them to perceive organizational promises that relate 

to transactional psychological contracts. Thus the first two hypotheses of this dissertation 

are; 

Hypothesis One: Stronger transactional contracts will be found among volunteers 

motivated by indirect economic rewards and among paid employees than volunteers 

motivated by personal, social, or organization concerns. 

Hypothesis Two". Stronger relational psychological contracts will be found among 

volunteers motivated by personal, organizational, and social concerns than by paid 

employees and volunteers motivated by indirect economic rewards. 

No hypotheses are made regarding the four organizational promise issues (benefits, good 

faith and fair dealings, intrinsic job characteristics, and working conditions) as these issues 

are found in both forms of the psychological contract (relational versus transactional). 
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A diagram of the entire model was previously presented in Figure 1. The 

relationship of worker motives and forms of psychological contracts is found in Figure 3. 

Consequences of Psychological Contracts: A Model (Part 2) 

As research has progressed on the psychological contract, a driving question is the 

consequences of this construct. Recent work has begun to address the relationships 

between the psychological contract and related organizational behavior constructs such as 

organizational commitment and organizational justice. My model of the affect of the 

psychological contract and its violation can be found in Figure 4. 

The breaking of a psychological contract (a contract violation) by an organization 

can have severe attitudinal and behavioral consequences on an employee. The belief that the 

organization has violated the psychological contract could lead the employee to believe that 

their manager is unfair and has broken their promises. It could even lead the employee to 

believe that the rules of the organization are unfair, or that the people in it are uncaring and 

self-centered. If volunteers feel that agreements have been violated, they might stop 

volunteering. A paid employee in a similar situation might begin a search for an alternative 

job. The volunteer might continue to work within the organization, but work to get things 

done the way that they think things should be done, rather than the way that the 

organization specifies. The paid employee might focus on their personal projects rather than 

issues that are of paramount importance to the employer. This may make the organization 

less efficient and effective and possibly undermine the work of the organization if a 

majority of the volunteer workers and management of an organization are actively working 

against each other, even if towards the same goal. 

Both Rousseau (1995) and Robinson and Morrison (1997) have delineated the 

violation of the psychological contract as separate from the psychological contract itself, a 
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separation that has been supported empirically by Barksdale and Shore (1995). They have 

not specifically addressed the difference between a violation by the organization and by an 

individual. I postulate that violation by the organization will affect both individual-based 

contract forms (relational and transactional) and organization-based promises (benefits, 

good faith and fair dealings, intrinsic job characteristics, and working conditions). Such a 

violation on organization-based issues should be obvious: if the organization promises a 

specific issue and does not deliver, there is a violation. Such a violation on the contract 

forms would also have an effect: if an individual thinks that there is a relationship-based 

contract, and all of a sudden the organization implements actions that are more transactional 

in nature, the individual will feel a sense of violation. 

Violations by the individual will only have an effect on the individual-based 

contracts. The individual-based contracts require the individual's participation, whereas the 

organizational promises do not: the organization's ability to make promises regarding 

benefits, good faith and fair dealings, intrinsic job characteristics, and working conditions 

is not impeded by the individual's violation. 

Psychological contract violations do not have a direct effect upon the consequences 

of the psychological contract (as a brief read of Robinson and Morrison, 1997, might 

imply). Instead, a violation can only have an effect if there is an existing psychological 

contract (either strong or weak). As such, a violation's effect would be interactional rather 

than direct. 

Both types of psychological contracts (relational and transactional), as well as all 

forms of organizational promises (benefits, good faith and fair dealings, intrinsic job 

characteristics, and working conditions) have direct effects upon the consequences of the 

psychological contract. In addition, they have interaction effects with the violation of these 
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psychological contracts, as described above. 

Consequences of the Psychological Contract 

From the violation and sense of unfairness, the workers' commitment to the 

organization can suffer. This could affect their attendance for volunteer duty and their 

intentions to look for another organization. It could prevent them from going the extra mile 

for the organization. It could radically undermine the usefulness of the worker to the 

organization. In addition, the workers' perception of fair treatment by their organization 

could be affected, leading the individual to search for an organization that treats their 

workers better. 

Rousseau and Anton (1988, 1991) discuss contract violation in terms of "fairness," 

without looking at the justice literature. They established a link to "faimess" but did not 

fully carry their work into the field of justice. At that point they were looking at implied 

contracts, but their work can logically be seen as the precursor to psychological contract 

work. In addition, Rousseau and Tijoriwala's (1996a and 1996b) redefinition of relational 

contracts as agreements about attachment should properly be addressed in terms of the 

relationship of the psychological contract to organizational commitment. Their work 

touches on issues of attachment and liking, without taking the step into the field of 

organizational commitment through affective commitment. 

Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice addresses perceptions of fairness in the workplace and has 

been delineated into two major components: distributive justice and procedural justice. 

Distributive justice addresses the justice or appropriateness of outcomes, whereas 

procedural justice addressed the justice of the process. This process aspect of justice is 

further differentiated as formal characteristics of the process, information offered to the 
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employee, and interpersonal treatment by some (Greenberg, 1990; Gilliland, 1993). Others 

define the process aspect as two separate justice concepts: formal procedural justice and 

interactional justice (Bies and Moag, 1986; Moorman, 1991). In this study I will use the 

distinction between procedural and interactional, as well as distributive, justice. 

Organizational Justice and the Psychological Contract 

Little work has been done in the justice literature to tie it to the psychological 

contract, but work has been done on psychological contracts that considers fairness. 

Morrison and Robinson (1997) recently tied organizational justice into a decision making 

model of psychological contract violation. One of the steps of their model is a comparison 

process whereby what was promised is compared with what was given by the organization 

to the individual; the individual then determines a sense of equity. Though not identifying it 

as such, they have introduced distributive justice into their model. The procedures used 

(procedural justice) and interactional justice are also considered in an interpretation process 

of determining if the perceived breach of the contract is actually so horrific that it is indeed a 

violation of the psychological contract. Thus, they have successfully tied all three forms of 

organizational justice into the decision process of violation of a psychological contract. 

While Morrison and Robinson's (1997) model postulates that organizational justice 

impacts the feeling of violation of a psychological contract, I feel that the reverse is true; the 

fulfillment or violation of a psychological contract impacts an individual's perception of 

organizational justice. Like the psychological contract, cognitive perceptions of justice are 

born of the environment within which the individual exists. Psychological contracts and 

other expectations are bom out of this individual-environment interaction, as well as 

perceptions of distributive, procedural, and interactional justice. Perceptions of justice 

exists separately from the psychological contracts people form because these perceptions 
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are developed from norms of treatment the individual has developed over their lifetime, 

separate from the individual psychological contracts that people form. It makes more logical 

sense that the violation of a psychological contract would lead an individual to feel that the 

organization has treated them unfairly, rather than an unfair dealing causing the violation: 

one must have a violation to have a perception of unfairness. It would then be the strength 

of a particular contract that would determine how unfair a violation appears. As Barksdale 

and Shore (1995) found a variance between strong and weak contracts, I would expect that 

it is a violation of a strong contract that creates a sense of unfairness. It is also possible to 

link different aspects of psychological contracts with different dimensions of organizational 

justice. 

Distributive justice, with the emphasis on the fairness of an exchange (judged either 

through equity, equality, or needs), should be related to the transactional psychological 

contract, with its emphasis on obligations for a balanced exchange between the organization 

and the employee. This is supported by several studies by Rousseau and various co

authors that looked at transactional psychological contracts and fairness (Rousseau and 

Anton, 1988, 1991; Rousseau and Aquino, 1993). 

In their 1988 study, Rousseau and Anton found that time on the job and formal 

commitments were important to both perceptions of fairness and the obligations of an 

employer to an employee via an implied contract to a third party (time on the job was more 

strongly related to obligation). In addition, severance and reasons for termination were also 

important for the perception of fairness. In their 1991 follow-up, Rousseau and Anton 

found that time on the job (called seniority in the second study) was statistically related only 

to obligations. Formal commitments on the part of the organization were important to 

perceptions of fairness and the obligations of a transactional psychological contract (and 
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statistically more for obligations than fairness). In addition, present performance was also 

important (and statistically more so for fairness). An issued raised in this study was that 

time on the job and formal commitments might only be important when present 

performance is satisfactory (as it was controlled as being so in the previous study). 

Rousseau and Aquino in 1993 found that formal commitments were important to both 

perceptions of fairness and obligations of an implied contract, and statistically more so for 

obligations than for perceptions of fairness. Seniority was important for perceptions of 

obligation but not for perceptions of fairness. 

While Rousseau and Anton (1988 and 1991) and Rousseau and Aquino (1993) 

found a correlation of implied contracts with perceptions of fairness, I believe that 

perceptions of fairness are a consequence of the psychological contract. While there may be 

a direct link between the events that form a psychological contract to perceptions of fairness 

(as may be allowed by the correlation of these two constructs), I believe that this link is 

predominantly indirect via the psychological contract. In other words, the transactional 

psychological contract has a direct effect on perceived distributive justice. This would be 

most manifest when the psychological contract is violated—a strong sense of injustice 

would be perceived. 

My third hypothesis is: 

Hypothesis Three A: Violations of transactional psychological contracts lead to 

perceived distributive injustice. 

This should be found for both violations by the organization ("they did not follow 

through") and for violations by the individual ("I didn't do my part"), though it may not be 

as strong for the latter; previous studies have shown that violation by the individual is 

usually a weaker effect in equity situations (Greenberg, 1982). 
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The strength of a psychological contract itself should also influence perceived 

organizational justice. I believe that the strength of a psychological contract should 

moderate the impact of a violation of that contract on organizational justice. If the contract is 

very important to the individual, then the violation of it will be quite disturbing. But if the 

psychological contract is not an important one to the individual—it is a weak contract in 

terms of importance to the individual—then the violation of such a contract will not create 

such great negative consequences. 

Hypothesis Three B: The influence of the violation of a transactional psychological 

contract on perceived distributive justice is moderated by the contract strength. A 

violated weak transactional psychological contract will have less effect on perceived 

distributive justice than a violated strong transactional psychological contract. 

Again, this should be found if the organization caused the violation ("they harmed me"), or 

if the individual caused the violadon ("I didn't follow through"). 

Relational psychological contracts, with their emphasis on length of interaction, 

should have greater relevance with interactional justice and procedural justice. This is based 

on the similarity between the interpersonal nature of these justices, and the interpersonal 

nature of relational psychological contracts. The group values model of justice by Lind and 

Tyler (1988) also comes into play. The group value model postulates that people desire 

affiliation with social groups for self-identity reasons. This affiliation in turn affects 

perceptions of justice. If a social group has an established procedure or norm of interaction, 

an individual is even more upset by unfairness in these domains because such an unfair act 

would also threaten one's self-worth. Brockner and Wiesenfeld (1996) have tied this 

theory into the psychological contract. They argue that such an unfair act would destroy a 

relational psychological contract and force it to be replaced with a transactional one. With 
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their common interest on the development of long-term personal relations, interactional 

justice and procedural justice are natural extensions of relational contracts. 

While Brockner and Weisenfeld (1996) may be correct about the recursive nature of 

a psychological contract, such an issue will not be addressed here. Rather, I will continue 

to focus on the effect of the psychological contract and its violation upon organizational 

justice. The group values model can be seen as taking the form of a relational contract. 

Though originally intended for more informal groups, the underlying theory of it can apply 

to organizational forms. If you have established a relational psychological contract with an 

organization, the violation or fulfillment of this p.sychological contract will affect your self-

worth, and your perception of interactional and procedural justice because these are 

dependent on your valued relationship. My fourth hypothesis is: 

Hypothesis Four A: Violations of relational psychological contracts lead to 

perceived procedural and interactional injustice. 

Similar to the impact of transactional psychological contracts, the violation of a relational 

psychological contract moderates the effect of the strength of the contract on interactional 

justice and procedural justice. If the underlying relationship is strong, then the effect of the 

violation is strong. If the underlying relationship is a weak one, then violation may have no 

effect at all. 

Hypothesis Four B: The influence of the violation of a relational psychological 

contract on perceived procedural and interactional justice is moderated by the 

strength of the contract. A violated weak relational psychological contract will have 

less effect on perceived interactional and procedural justice than a violated strong 

relational contract. 

For both Hypothesis Four A and Hypothesis Four B, violations can be caused by both the 
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individual or the organization. 

A final issue should be addressed before continuing on with organizational 

commitment. Aside from the forms of psychological contracts, there should also be an 

effect by the types of organizational promises on organizational justice. Returning to the 

issues about which organizations may make promises (benefits, good faith and fair 

dealings, intrinsic job characteristics, and working conditions), all can be seen as goods 

that may be exchanged (as in distributive justice) with one exception. Good faith and fair 

dealings appears to be much more related to interactional justice and procedural justice, as it 

is a promise to treat an employee fairly (consistent procedurals) and kindly (nice 

interactions). I would expect there to be a relationship between benefits, intrinsic job 

characteristics, and working conditions with perceptions of distributive justice. I would 

also expect there to be a relationship between good faith and fair dealings with perceived 

interactional justice and procedural justice. Like hypothesis three and four, the influence of 

a violation of such a contract would be moderated by the strength of the contract. In these 

cases however, the violation could only be caused by the organization. If the contracts were 

weak, then their violation would have little effect. If the contracts were strong, then their 

violation should create extremely low perceived justice. 

Hypothesis Five A\ The influence of the violation of psychological contracts 

concerned with organizational promises on distributive justice is moderated by the 

strength of the contract. A violated weak contract concerning benefits, intrinsic job 

characteristics, or working conditions will have less effect on perceived distributive 

justice than a violated strong contract concerning benefits, intrinsic job 

characteristics or working conditions. 

and 
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Hypothesis Five B: The influence of the violation of a psychological contract 

concerned with organizational promises on interactional and procedural justice is 

moderated by the strength of the contract. A violated weak contract concerning 

good faith and fair dealings will have less effect on perceived interactional or 

procedural justice than a violated strong contract concerning good faith and fair 

dealings. 

Organizational Commitment Research 

Organizational commitment is defined as the degree to which an employee feels 

"attached" to an employer. This is most frequently addressed in terms of the "attachment" 

an employee might feel for their employer, but the construct has come to represent 

additional meaning. . 

Allen and Meyer's (1990) literature review of studies in organizational commitment 

led to an identification of three forms of organizational commitment. Affective commitment 

is described as emotional attachment and involvement with the organization by an 

employee. Continuance commitment is described as the intention of an employee to remain 

with an employer based on the cost of leaving the employer. Normative commitment is 

described as the general feeling of obligation by an employee to remain with their employer 

(a personal norm). Dunham, Grube and Castafieda (1994) found that a decrease in any of 

the three forms of commitment led to increased intentions to leave the organization. 

Organizational Committnent and Psychological Contracts 

No one has looked specifically at the relationship between psychological contracts 

and organizational commitment. Guzzo, Noonan, and Elron (1994) claimed that the 

psychological contract can mediate the effects of organizational practices on affective 

commitment. Unfortunately, their measure of the psychological contract was written in 
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terms of how supportive the organization was to them (perceived organizational support) 

which is not a commonly used definition of the psychological contract. The relationship of 

psychological contracts with organizational commitment is something that must be defined. 

Organizational commitment has been found to correlate with several behaviors in the job 

environment, such as intentions of turnover (Angle and Perry, 1981), theft (Shore and 

Martin, 1989), and organizational-level performance (Ostroff, J 992). If the psychological 

contract were found to have an effect on organizational commitment, then by extension the 

psychological contract's relation with job behaviors could be assessed. 

Several researchers have shown that organizational justice is related to 

organizational commitment. Konovsky and Cropanzano (1991) correlated the perceptions 

of drug testing policy procedural and distributive justice to affective organizational 

commitment. Robertson, lies, Gratton, and Sharpley (1991) found that organizational 

commitment was related to beliefs about the adequacy of the assessment procedures. Folger 

and Konovsky (1989) found feedback to be a procedural justice dimension that 

significantly predicted organizational commitment. Gilliland and Liao-Troth (under review) 

found formal, informational, and interpersonal communication aspects of procedural justice 

predict organizational commitment. 

If hypotheses three, four, and five about the relationship between the psychological 

contracts and organizational justice are supported, there should be an indirect effect on 

organizational commitment from the psychological contract through organizational justice. 

There may also be a direct effect of the psychological contract on organizational 

commitment. 

The relational contract is an agreement that promises long term employment for 

loyalty to the organization. Affective commitment is emotional attachment and involvement 



with the organization. A relational psychological contract should have some effect on 

affective commitment, and it should be moderated by the fulfillment or violation of such a 

relational contract. The moderation is expected in line with the previous discussion on the 

strength and weakness of contracts. The primary relationship is expected because both 

relational contracts and affective commitment address issues of liking and defending an 

organization. 

Robinson, Kraatz, and Rousseau (1994) postulated that organizational citizenship 

behavior and organizational commitment may result from the psychological contract, 

however no follow-up work has been done on organizational commitment. Looking at 

organizational citizenship behavior. Parks and Van Dyne (1995) followed up the 

suggestion with a preliminary network study of employees and found support for a positive 

association between relational psychological contracts and organizational citizenship 

behaviors of compliance, helping, stewardship, and voice and negatively related to the 

behavior of whistle-blowing (which is to be expected if one's commitment is to the 

organization). All of these behaviors can be seen as outcomes of affective commitment, 

though they were not specifically researched as such. Thus, my sixth hypothesis is: 

Hypothesis Six A: Violations of relational psychological contracts lead to negative 

affective commitment. 

And: 

Hypothesis Six B: The influence of the violation of a relational psychological 

contract on affective commitment is moderated by the strength of the contract. A 

violated weak relational psychological contract will have less effect on affective 

commitment than a violated strong relational psychological contract. 

For both Hypothesis Six A and Hypothesis Six B, violations can be caused by both the 
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individual or the organization as this deals the form of a psychological contract. 

Continuance commitment is the intention of an employee to remain with an 

employer based on the cost of leaving the employer. As continuance commitment considers 

the cost of changing employers, it should be most strongly related to transactional 

psychological contracts. If you are working hard for specific rewards, the fulfillment of 

this exchange would greatly affect your likelihood to continue with the organization, and 

your perception of the cost of leaving (in this scenario, giving up a working exchange). 

Likewise, the violation of such an exchange would affect your perceptions of the costs of 

leaving (other issues, but not the cost of a working exchange). 

Hypothesis Seven A: Violations of transactional psychological contracts lead to 

negative continuance commitment. 

And: 

Hypothesis Seven B: The influence of the violation of a transactional psychological 

contract on continuance commitment is moderated by the strength of the contract. A 

violated weak transactional psychological contract will have less effect on 

continuance commitment than a violated strong transactional psychological contract. 

For both Hypothesis Seven A and Hypothesis Seven B, violations can be caused by both 

the individual or the organization. 

As with organizational justice, organizational commitment should also be looked at 

as an outcome of the promises made by the organization about specific issues. If an 

organization promises that benefits will be provided, and they are not, then there would be 

a reduction in continuance commitment. If an individual perceived that the organization 

promised certain working conditions, and there were not provided, then again there would 

be a decrease in continuance commitment. In both of these cases, the individual's desire to 



45 

stay with the organization would be reduced. 

If an organization promises that good faith and fair dealings would be used with an 

employee, and they are not, then there would be a reduction in affective commitment. 

Finally, if an organization promised that there are desirable intrinsic job characteristics to a 

particular position, and there are not, then there would be a reduction of affective 

commitment. In both of these cases, their liking relationship with the organization would be 

affected. 

Like hypotheses six and seven, the influence of a violation of such a contract would 

be moderated by the strength of the contract. In these cases however, the violation could 

only be caused by the organization, because these are promises by the organization. 

Hypothesis Eight A: The influence of the violation of a psychological contract 

concerned with organizational promises for benefits or working conditions on 

continuance commitment is moderated by the strength of the contract. A violated 

weak contract concerning benefits or working conditions will have less effect on 

continuance commitment than a violated strong contract concerning benefits or 

working conditions. 

and 

Hypothesis Eight B: The influence of the violation of a psychological contract 

concerned with organizational promises for good faith and fair dealings or intrinsic 

job characteristics on affective commitment is moderated by the strength of the 

contract. A violated weak psychological contract concerning good faith and fair 

dealings or intrinsic job characteristics will have less effect on affective commitment 

than a violated strong psychological contract concerning good faith and fair dealings 

or intrinsic job characteristics. 
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STUDY ONE 

To test the hypotheses presented in this work, two studies were conducted. The 

first was a field study of workers at several medical organizations in Arizona designed to 

study the issue of volunteer and paid worker motivation, their psychological contracts, and 

the consequences of these contracts in terms of organizational justice and organizational 

commitment. Study One addressed all eight hypotheses. 

The purpose of this study was to capture attitudes of actual volunteers and paid 

employees doing substantially similar work. Attitudes addressed included psychological 

contracts, violation of psychological contracts, organizational commitment, and 

organizational justice. 

Method 

Study One consisted of a survey of employees at four large ho.spital medical 

centers: two in the metropolitan Tucson area, and two in the metropolitan Phoenix area. 

Subjects were a total of 178 volunteer workers (133) and paid workers (45) doing similar 

job tasks as administrative or health care support staff. At Site One, 108 people participated 

(67 volunteers and 41 paid employees) out of a potential 300 for a response rate of 36%. 

At Site Two, 6 people participated (two volunteers and four paid employees) out of a 

potential of 6 for a response rate of 100%. At Site Three, 41 people participated (all 

volunteer) out of a potential 325 for a response rate of 13%. At Site Four, 23 people 

participated (all volunteer) out of a potential 125 for a response rate of 18%. On average, 

the subjects were 56.83 years old (standard deviation of 20.02 years), 78% female (22% 

male), with an inner-quartile income range of $20,000 to $60,000 ($20,000 to $30,000 

was mode with 20.7%) and the scale's full range of incomes represented ($0 to greater than 

375,000). A total of 95.8% respondents were U. S. Citizens, and 89.7% were white. 
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4.2% were Hispanic, 1.8% were Asian American, 1.8% were other, 1.2% were Middle 

Eastern American, 0.6% were African American, and 0.6% were Native American. 

Procedures 

At Site One, surveys were distributed to volunteer employees at their semi-monthly 

staff meetings, with instructions to complete the survey and give a survey to a "comparison 

other" paid employee. All volunteer staff at this medical center are organized into teams by 

job tasks that are also used for paid staff teams. The positions in general were all nurses' 

assistant, but some teams were specialized by ward or task area. Both volunteer and paid 

employees were rewarded with a cookie for their participation when they returned the 

survey. 

At Site Two, surveys were distributed to employees when they checked in for their 

assigned shift as Listening Friends. Listening Friends were trained, but not licensed, 

counselors who visited with patients in long term care. The staff of this program was both 

volunteer and paid, though the rosters of both were pared down between the time of initial 

contact with this medical center and the participation of the subjects. 

At Site Three, surveys were mailed with the monthly newsletter packet to all 

volunteers. Respondents were asked to return the completed survey to the volunteer office 

at the hospital. A reminder postcard was sent one month after the initial distribution. 

At Site Four, surveys were mailed directly to all volunteers. Respondents were 

asked to return the completed survey to the volunteer office. A reminder postcard was sent 

one month after the initial distribution. 

Measures 

A survey was used to capture job attitudes of the respondents (see Appendix A). 

Unless otherwise noted, all measures used five item Likert Scales. 
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Volunteer and paid employee. The subjects self-reported their status as a volunteer 

or paid employee with their respective medical center. 

The psychological contract. For this study, a modified version of Rousseau and 

Tijoriwala's (1996a and 1996b) measure of the p.sychological contract was used. 

The original number of items in the instrument (46) were reduced by this author in 

an effort to achieve parsimony in the number of items (see Table 1). Three-hundred and 

thirty-nine upper-division business students in a southwestern public university were asked 

to retrospectively consider a job held either as a volunteer or a paid employee. They were 

then asked to evaluate that job along the Rousseau and Tijoriwala dimensions. Results were 

evaluated using two exploratory factor analysis with a principle components method of 

extraction and varimax (orthogonal) rotation of factors. One exploratory factor analysis was 

used for the types of psychological contracts (relational and transactional), and one 

exploratory factor analysis was used for the issues promised to the individual by the 

organization (benefits, good faith and fair dealings, intrinsic job characteristics, and 

working conditions). 

The number of factors were pre-specified for both the types of psychological 

contracts and obligations of the organization. If the number of items is not pre-specified, 

then the number of psychological contracts concerned with organizational promises is 

three, not four using both the Eigenvalue approach or the Skree test: working conditions 

does not emerge as an independent factor. The elimination of items was based on two rules: 

factor loads greater than 0.3 on two or more factors were removed, and primary factor 

loads less than 0.5 were removed. Restricting the items in this manner reduces the 

instrument from fourteen to twelve items addressing the types of psychological contracts, 

and from thirty-two to nineteen items addressing the promises of the organization to the 
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individual. 

The instrument used assessed relational contracts (five items, alpha = 0.73), 

transactional contracts (seven items, alpha = 0.84), benefits provided (four items, alpha = 

0.83), good faith and fair dealings (four items, alpha = 0.89) intrinsic job characteristics 

(four items, alpha =0.86), and working conditions (seven items, alpha = 0.89). 

Psychological contract violation. As a psychological contract can be broken both by 

the individual and by the organization, two measures were used. For organizational 

promises to the individual the following was used (alpha was 0.93): 

To what degree are the following statements accurate? 

• The medical center has kept the promises made to you. 

• You feel that the medical center has fulfilled its obligations to you. 

For individual promises to the organization, the following was used (alpha was 0.94): 

To what degree are the following statements accurate? 

You have kept the promises you made to the medical center. 

You have fulfilled the obligations you have made to the medical center. 

Both were reverse coded for violation. 

Justice. Moorman (1991) designed an 18-item measure of the three aspects of 

organizational justice based on Price and Mueller (1986). Formal procedures has a seven 

item measure for which I measured an alpha of 0.95. For interactional justice, a six item 

measure demonstrated an alpha of 0.93. For distributive justice, five items demonstrated an 

alpha of 0.96. 

Organizational commitment. Allen and Meyer's (1990) 24 item measure of all three 

forms (affective, continuance, normative) of commitment was used. Each form is an eight 

item measure. For affective commitment I recorded an alpha of 0.81 and for continuance 
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commitment I recorded an alpha of 0.69. Dunham, Grube and Castaneda (1994) recorded 

alphas ranging from 0.74 to 0.87 for affective commitment and from 0.73 to 0.81 for 

continuance commitment across the nine samples they report. 

Motives. This section addressed the perceived benefits the individual receives from 

working. This was developed to capture the motives of the volunteer and categorize them 

into the four areas identified; personal goals, organizational goals, socialization, and 

indirect economic. These were open-ended questions that were then coded by myself and 

two others who were not affiliated with this study but are trained social scientists. Our 

inter-rater reliability for personal motives was 0.90; for organizational motives was 0.75; 

for social motives was 0.88; for indirect economic was 0.92. Three questions were used to 

measure this; 

• What do you consider the important benefits of your position (i.e. paid 

vacation, instant gratification from customers, etc.)? 

• What benefits would you like to have that you do not have now? 

• What do you feel are your primary motives to work at this job (i.e. financial 

compensation, social group, personal convictions, indirect economic gain, 

etc.)? 

For coding purposes, I and the two other coders read all three answers and 

identified the motivation of the respondent. When two or more motives were present, the 

dominant motive (derived from content of answers) was selected. If an individual listed 

more than one category, the dominant category was identified by repetition (i.e. a 

respondent listing friends, social group, a place to hang out, and leaning computer skills 

would be categorized in social) or context (several respondents wrote elaborate stories of 

personal history giving their reasons to give back, usually for a personal conviction reason. 
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but sometimes in regards to the particular institution). In cases of conflicting evaluations, 

the dominant coding of two out of the three coders was used. 

Control Variable Measures 

The demographic variables that were controlled were age, gender, ethnicity, and 

income. In addition, the hospitals were controlled to account for between-organization 

variance. 

Results 

The means, standard deviations, number of responses for each variable, and 

coiTelations between the motivation categories and the types of psychological contracts 

variables can be found in Table 2. The means, standard deviations, number of responses 

for each variable, and correlations between the types of psychological contracts, violations, 

organizational commitment and organizational justice can be found in Table 3. 

The motives of pay {n = 45) and personal (« = 45) reasons were negatively 

correlated with all other motives (with correlations ranging from -0.021 to -0.50, p < 0.05 

to 0.01). The motive of organization {n= 11) and social (n = 21) did not correlate with 

each other or with the indirect motive (« = 14). The relational and transactional 

psychological contracts did not correlate with any motive with one exception; relational 

psychological contract had a highly significant and negative relationship (r = -0.25, p < 

0.01) with the personal motive. The average strength of a relational psychological contract 

was 2.82 (s.d. = 1.13, « = 166) and the average strength of a transactional contracts was 

4.54 {s.d. = 0.49, n = 172). 

The average strength of the organizational promise of benefits {n = 154) was 1.95 

(s.d. = 1.14), for good faith and fair dealings (n = 166) was 3.99 (s.d. = 0.88), for 

intrinsic job characteristics (n = 167) was 3.96 (s.d. = 0.84), and for working conditions 
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(n = 166) was 3.99 (s.d. = 0.78). The average strength of contract violation by the 

organization (n = 162) was 2.22 (s.d = 1.05) and for violation by the individual (n = 170) 

was 1.45 (s.d. = 0.56). The average strength of affective commitment (ri = 176) was 3.50 

(.s-.d = 0.78) and for continuance commitment (n = 168) was 2.48 (s.d = 0.84). The 

average strength of distributive justice (n = 172) was 3.59 (s.d. = 1.04), for procedural 

justice (/! = 163) was 3.43 (s.d. = 0.91). and for interactional justice (« = 166) was 4.19 

(s.d = 0.77). 

Relational psychological contracts were correlated with the organizational promise 

of intrinsic job characteristics (r = 0.21,p < 0.01) and continuance commitment (r = 0.15, 

p < 0.05). Transactional contracts were correlated with the organizational promise of good 

faith and fair dealings (r = 0.38, p < 0.01), intrinsic job characteristics (r = 0.40, p < 

0.01), working conditions (;* = 0.45,p < 0.01), violation by the organization (r = -0.3l,p 

< 0.01), violation by the individual (r = -0.7\,p < 0.01), affective commitment (r = 0.30, 

p < 0.01), distributive justice (r = 0.27, p < 0.01), procedural justice (r = 0.27, p < 0.01), 

and interactional justice (r = 0.38,p < 0.01). 

Psychological contracts concerned with organizational promises regarding benefits 

were correlated with working conditions (r = 0.21, p < 0.01) and continuance commitment 

(r = 0.23, p < 0.01). Psychological contracts concerned with organizational promises 

regarding good faith and fair dealings were correlated with intrinsic job characteristics (r = 

0.53, p < 0.01), working conditions (r = 0.79, p < 0.01), violations by the organization (r 

= -0.58, p < 0.01), violations by the individual (r = -0.21,p < 0.01), affective 

commitment (r = 0.49, p < 0.01), distributive justice (r = 0.59, p < 0.01), procedural 

justice (/• = 0.56, p < 0.01), and interactional justice (r = 0.55, p < 0.01). Psychological 

contracts concemed with organizational promises regarding intrinsic job characteristics 
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were correlated with working conditions (r = 0.69, p < 0.01), violations by the 

organization (r= -0.39, p < 0.01), violations by the individual (r = -0.26, p < 0.01). 

affective commitment (r = 0.37, p < 0.01), distributive justice (/• = 0.51, p < 0.01), 

procedural justice {r = O.A\,p < 0.01), and interactional justice (/- = 0.38, p < 0.01). 

Psychological contracts concerned with organizational promises regarding working 

conditions were conelated with violations by the organization {r = -0.50, p < 0.01), 

violations by the individual (r = -0.31, p < 0.01), affective commitment (/- = 0.37, p < 

0.01), distributive justice (r = 0.50, p < 0.01), procedural justice (/• = 0.58, p < 0.01), and 

interactional justice (r = 0.57, p < 0.01). Violations by the organization were correlated 

with all dependent variables (rs ranging from -0.66 to 0.25, p < 0.05 to p < 0.01), and 

violations by the individual was correlated with procedural justice (/• = -0.19, /? < 0.05) and 

interactional justice {r= -0.25, p <0.01). 

Hypothesis One and Two 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that stronger transactional contracts would be found among 

volunteers motivated by indirect economic rewards and paid employees than among 

volunteers motivated by personal, social, and organizational concerns. Hypothesis 2 

predicted that stronger relational psychological contracts would be found among volunteers 

motivated by personal, organizational, and social concerns than among paid employees and 

volunteers motivated by indirect economic rewards. Table 4 presents the means of the 

motivation type, by relational and transactional contract. 

For Hypothesis 1, no mean is significantly different from another in predicting the 

strength of a transactional psychological contract using a one-way ANOVA (df= 4, 127, F 

= 1.15, ns). The means of the strength of transactional contracts (SD = 0.49) for indirect 

economic rewards (4.66) and paid employees (4.48) were not the strongest across all 
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motives. Botii personal motives (4.61) and organizational motives (4.73) exceeded paid 

employees. In addition, no motivation category had a significant correlation (see Table 2) 

with transactional psychological contracts. The lack of a relationship of any variable may be 

an artifact of a ceiling effect on the measure of transactional psychological contracts and 

will be discussed later. In a hierarchical regression (Table 5), demographic control 

variables {R~ = 0.06, us), hospital control variables (A/?^ = 0.04, ns) and motive (A^* = 

0.00, ns) were not significant predictors of stronger transactional psychological contracts. 

For Hypothesis 2, no mean is significantly different from the others in predicting 

the strength of a relational psychological contract using a one-way ANOVA {df= 4, 125, F 

= 2.09, ns). The means of the strength of relational contracts {SD = 1.13) for personal 

motives (2.39), organizational motives (2.97), and social motives (2.98) were not the 

strongest across all motives. Indirect economic motives (3.18) exceeded all other motives, 

and paid employees (2.89) exceeded personal motives. Additionally, in the hierarchical 

regression (Table 6) motives of the volunteers (AT?" = 0.01, m) were not significant after 

demographic control variables {R = 0.03, ns) and hospital control variables {Mi = 0.06, 

ns) were entered. For hypothesis 2, stronger relational contracts were not found among 

volunteers motivated by personal, organizational and social concerns. 

Hypothesis Three 

Hypothesis 3 had two parts. The first part predicted that violations of transactional 

psychological contracts would have a negative effect upon distributive justice. The second 

part predicted that there was an interactional effect, such that violation of a weak 

transactional contract would have less effect on perceived distributive justice than violation 

of a strong transactional contract. Table 3 presents the relationships of key variables in 

Hypotheses 3 through 8. Results of the hierarchical regression for Hypothesis 3 are found 
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in Table 7. 

Variables were entered in five steps for this hierarchical regression. Among control 

variables (the first step), no demographic variables had an effect on distributive justice. 

There was an effect (A/?" = 0.12, p < 0.01) for the different hospitals for which the 

respondents worked. In the third hierarchical step, transactional contracts had no 

relationship with distributive justice (A/?" = 0.01, ns). 

Hypothesis 3A was tested in the fourth step. Violations of psychological contracts 

were related to distributive justice (AR^ = 0.26, p < 0.01). The beta for violation by the 

organization was -0.61 (p < 0.01) and the beta for violation by the individual was not 

significant (beta = 0.04, ns), indicating that hypothesis 3A was partially supported: 

violation by the organization has a negative effect upon distributive justice. 

Hypothesis 3B was tested in the final step. The interaction of transactional contracts 

with contract violations had a significant relationship with distributive justice {AR~ = 0.03, 

p < 0.05). Breaking down this interaction, the interaction between the strength of the 

transactional contract and violation by the organization had a significant inverse relationship 

with perceptions of distributive justice {beta = -1.64, p < 0.05), and the interaction between 

the strength of the transactional contract and violation by the individual was not significant 

(beta = 1.06, ns). The betas indicate that the interaction is driven by the organization's 

violation, not the individual's violation. 

To further look at the interactions, median-split plots were used (the median for 

transactional psychological contracts was 4.71, and the median for organizational violation 

was 2.00). Figure 5 shows that when violated, both strong and weak transactional 

contracts are indistinguishable. It is when they are fulfilled that strong transactional 
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contracts give a slightly greater perception of distributive justice than weak transactional 

contracts. 

Hypothesis 3 was partially supported. The first part of this hypothesis, that 

violations of p.sychological contracts influence perceived distributive justice negatively was 

partially supported in that it was found true for violation by the organization. The second 

part of hypothesis three was supported; there was a greater effect of violation on a strong 

transactional psychological contract than on a weak transactional psychological contract on 

distributive justice. 

Hypothesis Four 

Hypothesis 4 had two parts. The first part predicted that violations of relational 

psychological contracts would have a negative effect upon interactional and procedural 

justice. The second part predicted that there was an interactional effect, such that a violated 

weak relational psychological contract would have less effect on perceived interactional and 

procedural justice than a violated strong relational psychological contract. Results of the 

hierarchical regression for Hypothesis 4 are found in Table 8 and 9. 

There were no significant effects for the demographic control variables = 0.03, 

ns) for both interactional and procedural justice. Among the control variable of hospitals, 

significant differences between the four hospitals were found indicating that the 

organization matters for both interactional (A/?" = 0.07, p < 0.05) and procedural (A/?* = 

0.18, p < 0.01) justice. No effect was found for the relational psychological contract on 

interactional justice {Mi' = 0.01, ns), nor for procedural justice (A/?^ = 0.00, ns). 

For Hypothesis 4 A, violations were related to interactional (A/?" = 0.17, p < 0.01) 

and procedural (A/?' = 0.22, p < 0.01) justice. Looking at the betas in the final step of the 
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model, none were significant. However, as the final step of the model was an interaction 

temi that was a product of the third and fourth steps of the hierarchical regression, the betas 

at the step of entry were analyzed and are presented in Tables 7 through 23. As the 

inclusion of an interaction terms affects the beta weights of its components (Cohen and 

Cohen, p. 324), this approach was taken for all regression models with interaction terms. 

For interactional justice both betas were significant for violation by the organization 

{beta = -0.37, p < 0.01) and by the individual (beta = -0.20, p < 0.05). For procedural 

justice, violations by the organization were negatively related and significant (beta = -0.54, 

p < 0.01), and violations by the individual not significant {beta = -0.02, ns). This latter 

relationship is the only one that does not support Hypothesis 4 A. 

For Hypothesis 4 B, no interaction effects of relational psychological contracts with 

violations by the organization or the individual were found for interactional justice or for 

procedural justice (A^" = 0.02, ns, AR' = 0.02, ns, respectively). 

Part A of Hypothesis 4 was partially supported: violation of relational psychological 

contracts by the organization influence perceived procedural and interactional justice 

negatively, but violations of psychological contracts by the individual influenced perceived 

interactional justice only. Hypothesis 4 B was not supported. 

Hypothesis Five 

Hypothesis 5 had two parts. Hypothesis 5 A predicted that the effect of the 

violation of a psychological contract by the organization on distributive justice is moderated 

by the strength of benefits, intrinsic job characteristics and working conditions 

psychological contracts. Hypothesis 5 B predicted that the violation of a psychological 

contract by the organization on interactional and procedural justice is moderated by the 

strength of good faith and fair dealings psychological contracts. Results of the hierarchical 
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regression for Hypothesis 5 are found in Tables 10 (distributive justice), 11 (interactional 

justice), and 12 (procedural justice). 

There were no significant effects of the demographic control variables on 

distributive justice {R~ = 0.07, ns), interactional justice {R' = 0.04, ns), or procedural 

justice {R- = 0.03, ns). Hospitals were significantly related to distributive justice (A/?~ = 

0.13,p < 0.01) and procedural justice (A/?" = 0.18,p < 0.01), but not interactional justice 

(AT?" = 0.06, ns), indicating that these organizations are different along the lines of some 

forms of justice measures. 

The third step for both 5 A and 5 B were the psychological contracts: benefits, good 

faith and fair dealings, intrinsic job characteristics, and working conditions were entered on 

distributive justice, interactional justice, and procedural justice. The organizational 

promises psychological contracts were significant for distributive justice (A/?" = 0.26, p < 

0.01), interactional justice {AR^ = 0.25, p < 0.01), and procedural justice (A/?^ = 0.26, p < 

0.01). Looking at the beta weights, the effect on distributive justice was from good faith 

{beta = 0.49, p < 0.01) and intrinsic job characteristics {beta = 0.38, p < 0.01). For 

interactional justice and procedural justice, good faith and fair dealings had the only 

significant effect {beta = 0.34, p < 0.05 and beta = 0.34, p < 0.05, respectively). 

For distributive, interactional, and procedural justice, the violation of the 

psychological contract by the organization had a significant relationship (A/?" = 0.11, p < 

0.01, A/?^ = 0.03, p < 0.05, and AR^ = 0.05, p < 0.01 for distributive, interactional, and 

procedural respectively). 

As the final step entered in the hierarchical regressions, the interaction terms were 
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not significant predictors of the different fomis of perceived justices. 

The beta weights of the different violation variables indicate that violation by the 

organization had a consistently negative effect upon perceived distributive, interactional, 

and procedural justice {beta = -0.45, p < 0.01, beta = -0.23, p < 0.05, and beta = -0.33, p 

< 0.01 for distributive, interactional and procedural, respectively). 

Hypothesis Five was partially supported. In Hypothesis 5 A, the expected 

relationship was not found for psychological contracts concerning benefits or working 

conditions. It was found for intrinsic job characteristics and the interaction for intrinsic job 

characteristics was significant {beta = 0.88, p < 0.05). In addition, an unanticipated effect 

of good faith and fair dealings was found. In Hypothesis 5 B good faith and fair dealings 

was found to be a significant effect, but no interaction was found between psychological 

contracts concerning good faith and fair dealings with the violation of the psychological 

contracts. 

Hypothesis Six 

Hypothesis Six stated that the violation of a relational psychological contract would 

have a negative effect upon affective commitment, and that this would moderate the 

strength of a relational psychological contract's affect on affected commitment. Regression 

results for Hypothesis 6 can be found in Table 13. 

The demographic control variables did have a significant effect (/?" = 0.11, p < 

0.01) in this model: the year of birth had a significant, negative effect upon affective 

commitment {beta = -0.34, p < 0.01), meaning that older subjects liked their organization 

more than younger subjects. This could be reflecting a self-selection issue: longer term 

employees that like the organization more have stayed with it while others have left, and 

younger employees that do not like it have not yet self-selected out of the organization. 
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There was an effect for the different hospitals (A/?^ = 0.07, p < 0.05). The relational 

psychological contract (Step 3) was not significantly related to affective commitment. 

For Hypothesis 6 A, there was indeed a significant relationship between the 

violation of psychological contracts and affective commitment (A/?^ = 0.06, p < 0.05), and 

it was in the predicted direction. The violation of a psychological contract by the 

organization (beta = -0.27, p < 0.05) led to decreased affective commitment. Violation of a 

psychological contract by the individual was not significant. 

For Hypothesis 6 B, there was no significant effect of the interaction of strength of 

the relational contract and the violation of the psychological contract by either the 

organization or the individual {AR~= 0.00, ns). 

Hypothesis 6 was partially supported; the violation of a psychological contract by 

an organization has a negative effect upon affective commitment but the violation of a 

p.sychological contract by an individual did not have an effect; there is no interaction such 

that the effect of violation upon affective commitment is different for weak or strong 

psychological contracts. 

Hypothesis Seven 

Hypothesis 7 states that the violation of a transactional psychological contract 

would have a negative effect on continuance commitment, and that there would be an 

interaction of violation of the psychological contract and the strength of the transactional 

contract. Regression results for Hypothesis 7 can be found in Table 14. 

Among the demographic control variables, there was a significant effect {R~ = 

0.07, p < 0.05), driven by sex {beta = -0.21, p < 0.05). From the coding of these 

variables, this would indicate that women have stronger continuance commitment than 
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men. There was no effect for hospitals on continuance commitment, and there was no 

effect for the transactional psychological contract on continuance commitment. 

For Hypothesis 7 A, the violation of a psychological contract did not have a 

significant effect on continuance commitment (A/?" = 0.02, ns). For Hypothesis 7 B. the 

interaction of the strength of transactional contract and the violation of a psychological 

contract was significant (Ai?" = 0.06, p < 0.05). This appears to be driven by the 

interaction with violation by the organization {beta = 2.59, p < 0.01) and not by violation 

by the individual {beta = -0.49, ns). 

To better identify the cause of this effect, a median-split plot was done (the median 

for relational psychological contracts was 2.80, and the median for organizational violation 

was 2.00). For violations by the organization there is a radical difference between strong 

and weak transactional contracts (Figure 6). In the case of weak contracts, continuance 

commitment is slightly less when a psychological contract is violated. When there is a 

strong transactional psychological contract however, continuance commitment is greater 

when a contract is violated. 

Hypothesis Seven A was not supported: there was a no effect of violation on 

continuance commitment. Hypothesis Seven B was supported: it was anticipated that there 

would be less effect of violation on a weak contract than on a strong contract which was 

supported. The interesting aspect was that continuance commitment was greater when there 

was a violation of a strong contract. The relationship of "more broken promises" with 

"more likely to stay" is not intuitive. 

Hypothesis Eight 

Hypothesis Eight had two parts. Hypothesis 8 A predicted that the effect of the 

strength of benefits, and working conditions psychological contracts is moderated by the 
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organization on continuance commitment. Hypothesis 8 B predicted that the strength of 

good faith and fair dealings and intrinsic job characteristics psychological contracts is 

moderated by the effect of the violation of a psychological contract concerned with 

organizational promises by the organization on affective commitment. Results of the 

hierarchical regression for Hypothesis Eight are found in Tables 15 (continuance 

commitment) and 16 (affective commitment). 

For Hypothesis 8 A, neither the demographic (R~ = 0.07, ns) nor the hospital (AR 

= 0.03, ns) control variables had a significant effect on continuance commitment. The 

strength of organizational promises was not a significant predictor of continuance 

commitment {AR~ = 0.06, ns), though a look at the betas of the variables show that 

psychological contracts concerned with benefits is a significant predictor {beta = 0.23, p < 

0.05). 

The violation of the psychological contract by the organization was also not 

significant (zlT?^ = 0.03, ns) on continuance commitment. On the fifth step, there was a 

significant effect for the interaction of violation and the psychological contracts concerned 

with organizational promises (A/?^ = 0.09, p < 0.05). The betas for the final step indicate 

that this is a result of the interaction of violation and the strength of the benefits 

psychological contract was {beta = 0.96, p < 0.05). 

A median-split plot was used to explore this interaction (the median for benefits 

psychological contracts was 1.75, and the median for organizational violation was 2.00). 

For benefits contracts, there is a radical difference between strong and weak contracts 

(Figure 7). There was little or no effect of a violated weak contract on continuance 
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commitment. Continuance commitment was greater when a strong contract was violated 

compared to when a strong contract was fulfilled. 

For Hypothesis 8 B, the demographic control variables were significantly related to 

affective commitment {R~ = 0A2, p < 0.01), and this appears to be driven by the age of the 

subject (beta -0.21, p < 05): the older the subject, the greater the affective commitment. As 

mentioned before, this might reflect a self-selection issue of longer term workers. Hospitals 

also had a significant effect {AR~ = 0.07, p < 0.05), as did the strength of the 

psychological contracts concerned with organizational promises (A/?" = 0.19, /? < 0.01). 

This was driven by the strength of the good faith and fair dealings psychological contract 

{beta = 0.44, p < 0.01). 

The organization's violation of a psychological contract did not have a significant 

effect on affective commitment (A/?^ = 0.00, ns). The interaction of strength of contracts 

and the violation of the psychological contract by the organization was also not significant 

(A/?- = 0.01, n5). 

Hypothesis 8 A was partially supported: the interaction of the strength of benefits 

psychological contracts and its violation did had the predicted effect upon continuance 

commitment, but only for benefits psychological contracts. Psychological contracts 

concerned with working conditions did not have an interaction effect as predicted. 

Hypothesis 8 B was not supported. No effect was found for the interaction of the strength 

of good faith and fair dealings psychological contracts with its violation, and no effect was 

found for the interaction of the strength of intrinsic psychological contracts with its 

violation. 
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Discussion 

This study addresses the antecedents and the consequences of the psychological 

contract in a field setting, using both paid and volunteer workers in four hospitals. 

Antecedents were addressed in terms of individual motives to be a part of an organization; 

consequences were addressed in terms of organizational commitment and organizational 

justice. This discussion is divided into three sections. First, I will address the findings and 

their implications. Second, I will address the limitations of this study. Finally, I will 

discuss my directions for future research and the purpose of Study Two. 

Findings and Implications 

Motives and the psychological contract. None of the motives of volunteers 

(personal, organizational, social, or indirect economic) or of paid employees had a 

significant effect upon the strength of a psychological contract (relational and transactional). 

The difference between volunteers and paid employees doing similar work in the 

same organizations may not be as great as thought. Pearce's work (1993) looked at all 

volunteer organizations and all paid employee organizations, and found the greatest 

difference between volunteer and paid organizations when compared with different 

organizational purposes (newspaper, day care, et al.). What she may have been picking up 

however, was a difference in organizational forms' effects on employee attitudes, not in 

volunteers versus paid employee attitudes. Her organizations were either all paid or all 

volunteer workers. It could be that volunteers and paid employees are not different in terms 

of Job attitudes within the same organization, and research on paid employees could be 

generalized to volunteers. 

Another way of looking at this issue may be that the organizations studied were not 

reflective of other organizations that use volunteer labor in general. As these were medical 
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facilities where life and death decisions are commonly made, there is a strong concern 

about liability of the organization. To that end, all of these hospitals had highly developed 

training programs for paid employees and volunteers, contracts for paid employees and 

volunteers, and similar jobs held by both paid employees and volunteers. In other words, 

the findings from this study may not be generalizable to volunteers outside of a medical 

facility. The norm is not to have vigorous training for volunteers, contracts for volunteers, 

or paid employees as equal-level co-workers. It may be that the volunteers in this study 

identified as being hospital workers first, and volunteers second. 

Another concern is the generalizability to other hospitals and medical facilities. The 

sites used here were nonprofit (sites one, three, and four) and public (site two). No for-

profit medical facilities were studied, despite my best efforts to include such a site: three 

for-profit hospitals were very excited about the study until it came time to implement the 

questionnaire. Concerns were raised by senior hospital administrations about union 

relations and the possibility of fostering employee disgruntlement through this study. All 

three had strict union contracts that forbade the replacement of paid employees with 

volunteer workers; the contracts outlined that volunteers could not do any work that a paid 

employee could do. As it could be argued that any volunteer work could be done by paid 

employees, the hospitals decided that they were not interested in participation. 

Study sites three and four only allowed surveys of volunteers for similar 

reasons—concern for labor relations with paid employees. Study site two was a step ahead 

of the other sites; this site eliminated all paid employees doing the comparable work of 

volunteers during the implementation of the study, drastically reducing the number of 

subjects able to participate. The original plan for this study was to be conducted entirely at 

study site two with over 300 volunteers and 300 paid employees. The study at site two 
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eventually took place in a work group unaffected by these lay-offs. Unfortunately for this 

study, there was only one work group of six people (four volunteers and two paid 

employees) who were not directly affected by these staff changes. 

These issues of volunteer use across for-profit, nonprofit, and public hospitals has 

led to a follow up study addressing the public policy of volunteer use by hospitals in all 

three sectors (Liao-Troth. 1998). This study looks to identify the volunteer use policies at 

nonprofit, public, and for-profit healthcare organizations. An initial study was conducted in 

the fall of 1997 in San Diego County. At issue is whether for-profit healthcare uses 

volunteers as a cost-cutting measure, or in some form of mimicking. As for-profits are the 

late entry to this market, they may be imitating nonprofit or public healthcare organizations 

to gain institutional legitimacy in this sector. The pilot study found no significant 

differences between hospitals in these three sectors in terms of what volunteers were used 

for; a relationship was found for the number of volunteers a hospital had with certain jobs 

volunteers were used to staff, such as gift shop. Further study will look more at the 

decision making policy involved. 

Organizational justice and the psychological contract. As predicted, violations of the 

psychological contract by the organization had negative effects on distributive, procedural, 

and interactional justice. Unfortunately, the effect of violations by the individual was not as 

robust; violations by the individual had a negative effect only on interactional justice. The 

interaction of transactional psychological contracts and organizational violations did affect 

distributive justice in the predicted way: violation had a small effect on weak contracts and 

significant decreases for strong contracts. No interaction effect was found for relational 

psychological contracts and violations on interactional justice or procedural justice. 

On the whole these findings were not as strong as I hoped. A theoretical link was 
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developed with organizational justice as a possible intermediary on some of the effects of 

the psychological contract on organizational commitment (see Table 5). It may be that 

organizational justice and the psychological contract are separate constructs affected by 

similar issues and having similar consequences, but not relating to each other. On the other 

hand, these constructs may be intimately intertwined in that the psychological contract 

issues are the issues people are concerned about in terms of fairness. What may really be 

occurring is that employees do not know how good things are until they don't have them. It 

may be that people recognize injustice (violations) much easier than they recognize fairness 

(fulfillment). Weick (1979) would say that people are only cognitively engaging when 

events go against expectations; if events go as anticipated, one does not cognitively engage 

with one's surroundings and reformulate one's views. 

Psychological contracts relating to intrinsic job characteristics had a direct and 

positive affect on distributive justice (see Table 10) as did contracts associated with good 

faith and fair dealings. The positive relationship between intrinsic job characteristics and 

distributive justice makes intuitive sense: a high value of work and position leads to a high 

sense of fairness of outcomes, generally when compared with others. The lack of findings 

for benefits and working conditions is disappointing. These may be another issue of 

selective recognition (seeing the bad, and not seeing the good). The lack of findings for 

interactions was also unexpected. However, what may be occurring is that the measure for 

violation is capturing the interaction with the strength of the contract being violated. It may 

be that individuals don't recognize a violation occurring for weak contracts (internalizing a 

"misunderstanding of the contract"), and that only the violation of stronger contracts is 

being represented. This issue of timing will be discussed in detail shortly. The effect of 

good faith and fair dealings on distributive justice was not anticipated. 



In addition, there was a direct and positive association of the strength of good faith 

and fair deahngs with interactional justice and with procedural justice as one would expect: 

strong goodwill on the part of the organization would be associated in a person's mind as 

having feedback, rules, and communication that would be the hallmarks of interactional 

justice and procedural justice. On the other hand, there was no interaction between violation 

and the good faith contract on these forms of justice. This could be an artifact that the 

violation measure is global, or it could indicate that even if good faith and fair dealings are 

violated, the effect is the same for both those with a strong sense of good faith and fair 

dealings and those with a weak sense of good faith and fair dealings. At this point there is 

no supporting evidence for any implication beyond continued research. 

Organizational commitment and the psychological contract. A direct and negative 

relationship between contract violation by the organization and affective commitment, as 

well as a direct and positive relationship for good faith and fair dealings and intrinsic job 

characteristics with affective commitment, were found as predicted. The issue of violation's 

effect will be discussed in detail in the next section. No interactions were significant with 

affective commitment. One interesting note here was the lack of relationship of individual 

psychological contract violation with affective commitment. It may be that people do not 

see themselves violating the psychological contract as actually affecting the psychological 

contract—they may see it as cheating and getting away with it (i.e. the organization didn't 

notice, so the psychological contract is still in place). Another issue at work may be that the 

reason an individual likes the organization (i.e. affective commitment) is because they don't 

have to hold up their end of the bargain. 

Continuance commitment was not directly affected by violation of the psychological 

contract, but the interaction of organizational violation with transactional psychological 
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contracts was significant in a way to suggest "more broicen promises" is related to "more 

likely to stay." A similar relationship was found for the interaction of organizational 

violation with benefits psychological contracts on continuance commitment. 

It is fascinating that only a strong contract interacting with an organizational 

violation leads to increased continuance commitment, and amazing that this effect is found 

for two different contracts. One explanation is that they were not really strong and weak 

contracts. For transactional psychological contracts, the argument can be made that strong 

contracts are being compared with not-as-strong or medium contracts: the mean strength 

was 4.54 out of five, and a standard deviation of 0.49. For benefits contracts, the argument 

is harder to make that weak contracts are being compared with not as weak contracts: the 

mean is 1.95 out of five, and the standard deviation is 1.14. 

It could be that when a strong transactional, or benefits, contract is violated the 

individual takes stock of their present working conditions. Even though their contract has 

been violated they may use this opportunity to re-evaluate their position and decide that this 

is still the best position for them. An indication of this might be the effect of demographic 

variables. There was an effect of sex and income, indicating women and those with lower 

income were more likely to stay no matter what, when measuring the effect of the 

transactional psychological contract, and an effect of sex (again, indicating women) when 

measuring the effect of the benefits psychological contract. This would lead to the 

conclusion that a workers' need to keep the job may outweigh bad experiences in assessing 

continuance commitment. This would be an interesting exception to Brockner, Tyler, and 

Cooper-Smith (1992), who propose that people with high commitment have greater pain 

when violated. In terms of continuance commitment, the individual in question may have a 

greater intent to leave as with their model, but the need for the job (e.g. motives) may 
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outweigh bad experiences (i.e. violated psychological contracts). 

Another plausible explanation would be an escalation of commitment. An individual 

feels that a contract has not yet been honored, so they have to stay with the organization 

until it is honored. Work on the e.scalation of commitment (cf. Brockner, 1992; Staw, 

1981), show that people will continue to pursue a course of action, even when presented 

with information showing that it is the incorrect step to take. Likewise, people could realize 

that their contracts have been broken, but they continue their commitment to the 

organization because that is the only way they see that they can realize the fulfillment of 

their contract (Ross and Staw, 1993). 

Limitations 

Motives. All motives are labile—they change from month to month or hour to hour 

(Pearce, 1993). The motives captured in this study for volunteers were hopefully the ones 

that most related to the individual's psychological contractual assumptions—but they may 

not have been. Their original motives to begin with this organization may have shaped their 

psychological contracts, but the motives may have changed while the contracts remained 

the same. There is also a social desirability confound in expressing volunteer motives 

(Smith, 1981): people like to attribute their volunteer work to socially assumed reasons of 

prosocial orientation (personal reasons in this study). The answers given may not have 

been the individual's actual motives. In addition, paid employees have motives other than 

strictly financial in doing the work they do. In a hospital setting, many paid employees 

have chosen health care professions because they want to make a difference in the quality 

of other people's lives: they want to heal other people. 

There are also other ways of measuring motives. Cleary, Snyder, and Stukas 

(1996) have formulated a theory of volunteer motives that is based on the "personality 
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function" that volunteering fulfills. While their Volunteer Functional Inventory (VFI) 

measurement instrument is a bit tedious, their theory is quite well developed. They have 

identified six "personality functions" that volunteering fulfills: values (acting on important 

personal convictions), understanding (skill practice), enhancement (esteem), career (work 

experience), social (interpersonal interaction), and protective (ego protection). These six are 

similar to the four I used in this study, but they break down categories that I have held 

together (notably the understanding and career functions, that I measured as indirect 

economic gain), and do not recognize personal attachment to an organization. This 

instrument has quite a degree of psychometric development that would address validity or 

reliability concerns with the categorization method I cho.se. 

Finally, there are different ways of conceptualizing motives. Motives can be looked 

at as a set of continuums on which an individual can be high, low, or somewhere in 

between. The motives used here for analysis essentially identified a dominant motive as 

"present" and all others as not present. In addition, multiple mixed motives are likely. In 

my analysis I only looked at dominant motives. This ignores the likelihood that people have 

multiple motives at play fordoing anything. These multiple motives in turn vary in strength 

and may interact with one another. 

While there may be ways of assessing motives that relate to the psychological 

contract, I am quite surprised that no motives were related to relational or transactional 

psychological contracts after controlling for demographics and the hospital differences. 

Timing of Violation. One issue that this study does not address is the timing of the 

formulation of the psychological contract. Once a contract is formed, it is not a permanent 

agreement—if it is violated, then theoretically the individual can reform a new contract on 

what is expected. On the other hand, it may be a valid contract, but its terms are less 
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reliable. This re-writing of the contract could have interfered with the measures taken. Was 

I collecting original contracts? Reformulated contracts? A contract being reformulated? 

When a contract is initially created, there is an ambiguous state for the individual 

that Rousseau (1995) does not address, when the contract is neither fulfilled nor violated. I 

may have been measuring subjects in just such a situation. Individuals later have an 

experience that either fulfills or violates the contract—this will have an effect on the 

individual's interpretation of whether or not the contract exists and the strength of that 

contract. If it is fulfilled, then there is reinforcement of the contract. If it is violated, then 

the contract may be rewritten without any confrontations because the individual ascribes the 

violation to a misunderstanding (weak contracts), or the violation may be challenged 

(strong contracts). However, the individuals were not necessarily new so this would not be 

occurring; their average job tenure was 6.87 years {s.d. = 7.43). It could be that my design 

for Study One may have resulted in picking up only the violation of strong contracts, as 

violations of weak contracts might be interpreted as an ambiguous contract situation instead 

of a contract violation. This could explain my compressed measure of transactional 

psychological contracts: people had established contracts that were strongly in their minds 

because they had years to reinforce them. This would imply a correlation between contract 

strength and violation—something that I found to a high degree (see Table 3): strong 

contracts were inversely related to violations. In other words, weak contracts were highly 

related to contract violation by the organization. I may have been capturing measures of 

everything after the violation has occurred when contracts were weak. Organizational and 

individual violations were strongly related to transactional psychological contracts, good 

faith and fair dealings contracts, intrinsic job characteristics contracts, and working 

conditions contracts, but not to benefits contracts and relational contracts. 



Violation. Another issue is the way I assessed violation. Adapted from Rousseau 

and Tijoriwala (1996a & b), I used two statements that assess violations globally for 

organizational violation, and two that assess violations globally for individual violation. 

There is no telling which psychological contract violation I was measuring. An instrument 

should be developed for assessing the violation of both forms and all organizational 

promise issues of psychological contracts. 

In addition, the issue of the separation of the violation of a psychological contract 

from other issues affecting organizational commitment and organizational justice is not 

clearly defined. My global assessments of violation may also pick up instances of 

organizational injustice, or organizational actions that decrease commitment, outside of the 

psychological contract. While it may sound counter-intuitive, I should have controlled for 

other effects on organizational justice and organizational commitment. 



STUDY TWO 

A second study was designed to control some of the issues presented in the 

discussion of Study One. A single psychological contract and its violation are addressed. 

Subjects were randomly assigned to conditions to control for demographic variables, as 

well as personal motives, personality, attitudes and beliefs, or cognitive biases. 

Demographic variables as well as individual issues of motivation, personality, attitudes and 

beliefs, and cognitive biases were be addressed through randomization. 

Manipulated variables included contract violation, as well as affective commitment, 

continuance commitment, and organizational justice. The latter three were manipulated to 

insure that the violation of the psychological contract is indeed a separate construct from 

injustice or issues that would affect commitment as discussed in study one. The dependent 

variables of organizational justice and organizational commitment were manipulated to 

separate the effect of violation from these other effects. By controlling for the manipulation 

of the dependent variable, the actual effect of the psychological contract violation on these 

constructs could be measured. 

The second study was scenario-based. To attempt a cleaner capture of the measures 

of interest, the scenario was written with only some psychological contract forms evident 

(transactional, good faith and fair dealings, and intrinsic job characteristic). As a result, 

only Hypotheses 3 and 7, and part of Hypotheses 5 and 8, were addressed. Subjects read a 

scenario which placed them as a nurses' aid in a large local hospital, then answered a series 

of questions regarding their reactions to the scenario. 

Method 

Sample 

Two hundred and fifty-six college students in a required business college 
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management class participated in the study as a part of their education about research 

methods and as extra credit towards an examination grade. The course was offered in a 

large public university in the southwestern United States. The average age of the subjects 

was 24.11 years (standard deviation of 4.17). 44.9% of the subjects were female (55.1% 

male), and 98.4% had upperclass standing (1.2% were graduate students and .4% had 

lowerclass standing). 88.2% of the respondents were U. S. citizens, and 67.8% were 

white, 13.3% were Hispanic, 9% were Asian American, 6.3% were other, 2.4% were 

African American, and 1.2% were Native American. 13.8% of the subjects had volunteered 

or were currently volunteering in a hospital, and 6.7% had been employed or were 

currently employed by a hospital. 

Procedures 

Subjects were given a scenario (see Appendix B) with a questionnaire about their 

reactions to the information presented in the scenario. In all versions of the scenario, the 

subject was placed as a nurses' assistant working in a hospital with a specific goal: 

Your job as a nurses' assistant is to help nurses and provide comfort to patients. 

You have been doing this for six months. You need to have one year's worth of 

hospital experience to apply to the nursing program you want to be admitted to. 

An explicit psychological contract regarding the scheduling of hours was given to all 

subjects: 

When you first started, you were under the impression that the scheduling of hours 

for nurses' assistants was done by tenure—that is, the longer a nurses' assistant 

has been with the hospital, the higher the priority they have in scheduling their 

hours. The ability to get good hours is important to you. 

The subject was informed that s/he had worked at this facility for six months, and needed 



to complete six more months of time on the job for their career aspirations (i.e. an indirect 

economic motive). 

Four manipulations were employed to elicit different emotive responses to the 

scenario. Continuance commitment was manipulated by informing the subject that they had 

no alternative or many alternative hospitals to meet their needs: "The hospital you are 

working at is the only hospital where you can meet the requirements for the nursing 

program" or "The hospital you are working at is one of many hospitals in the area at which 

you can meet the requirements for the nursing program." Affective commitment was 

manipulated by informing the subject that they had high personal attachment to the hospital 

or low personal attachment to the hospital: "By chance, this is also the hospital that saved 

your life when you where in an automobile accident when you were 15 years old. Since 

then you've always wanted to work for this hospital. It is also the hospital that delivered 

you when you were bom" or no additional information was given. Psychological contract 

status in terms of violation or fulfillment was manipulated in relation to the issue of 

scheduling presented earlier: "Recently, it has appeared that the supervisor is allowing 

newer people to schedule before you" or "This system appears to still be in place." Finally, 

fairness in terms of overall justice was manipulated with either the unfair statement "Two 

weeks ago, your supervisor posted a notice on the worker's bulletin board that a new 

award for outstanding performance is being instituted, and that it will be awarded to the 

person the supervisor thinks is most outstanding, though it seems like it has become a 

popularity contest. This week the award went to a new worker who regularly has lunch 

with the supervisor" or the fair statement "Two weeks ago, your supervisor posted a notice 

on the worker's bulletin board that a new award for outstanding performance is being 

instituted, and that a committee is being formed to determine the criteria so that it won't just 
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be a popularity contest. This week the award went to a long time worker who has 

demonstrated consistently good quality work." Four dichotomous variations of the scenario 

created 16 different versions (2'^ = 16). 

Measures 

A questionnaire was used to capture job attitudes in response to the scenario (see 

Appendix C). Measures are identical to those found in Study One, with the exception of the 

psychological contract. Unless otherwise noted, all measures used a five point Likert 

Scales. 

The psychological contract. While an explicit psychological contract was given in 

the scenario regarding the scheduling of hours, it is the perception of the subject as to 

whether or not a psychological contract exists. As not all of the items used in Study One 

were relevant to Study Two (not enough information was provided for many of these, 

which would generate a considerable amount of variance into the measures), only items 

relevant to the scenario were retained. Thus, in organizational promises to the individual I 

had four intrinsic job characteristics items (alpha = 0.86), four good faith and fair dealing 

items (alpha = 0.82), and no work conditions or benefits items. In individual promises to 

the organization, I had seven transactional items (alpha = 0.80). 

Justice. Moorman's (1991) 18-item measure was used again in this study. Formal 

procedures has a seven item measure for which I measured an alpha of 0.87. For 

interactional justice (a six item measure) I recorded an alpha of 0.91. Distributive justice 

was assessed with five items for which I recorded an alpha of 0.88. 

Organizational commitment. Meyers and Allen's (1990) eight item measures of 

affective commitment and of continuance commitment was used. For affective commitment 

I recorded an alpha of 0.75. For continuance commitment I recorded an alpha of 0.76. 
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Both alphas were within the ranges found by Dunham et al. (1994). 

Results 

Study Two was effective in collecting data for hypotheses three and seven. In 

addition, some material was collected with respect to hypotheses five and eight. 

Hypotheses one and two are not addressed in this study as artificial motives for 

volunteering would not have given useful data. Likewise, for hypotheses five and eight, 

not all organizational promises were included in this study to completely address all the 

issues on those hypotheses. 

Demographic control variables were not used for this study, as all subjects were 

randomly assigned. In addition, the scenario only addressed the issue of violation of the 

psychological contract by the organization, not by the individual, because no information 

was provided regarding an individual violation. 

Manipulation Checks 

Attitudinal manipulations were checked to see if they were effective in eliciting a 

perceptional shift. 

For psychological contract violation the manipulation was effective. There was a 

significant difference (F| = 26.31, p < 0.01) of the means between the manipulated 

groups of violation and fulfillment. The means were 2.70 for the fulfilled group and 3.27 

for the violation group, on a five point scale of the combined two item measure. 

For affective commitment, there was a significant difference (Fj = 60.17, p < 

0.01) of the means between the manipulated groups on Meyer and Allen's measure of 

affective commitment; means were 2.57 for the no affective commitment group and 3.17 

for the affective commitment group. 

For continuance commitment, there was a significant difference (Fj = 48.90, p 
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< 0.01) of the means between the manipulated groups on Meyer and Allen's measure of 

continuance commitment; means were 2.99 for the no continuance commitment group and 

3.58 for the continuance commitment group. 

For justice, there were a significant differences between the manipulated fairness 

groups on Moorman's measure of distributive justice (Fj = 46.20, p < 0.01; means 

were 3.26 for fair and 2.56 for unfair), interactional justice (Fj = 60.65, p < 0.01; 

means were 2.95 for fair and 2.17 for unfair), and procedural justice (Fj = 65.99, p < 

0.01; means were 2.88 for fair and 2.10 for unfair). 

Hypothesis Three 

Hypothesis 3 had two parts. Three A predicted that violations of transactional 

psychological contracts would have a negative effect upon distributive justice. Three B 

predicted that there was an interactional effect, such that the violation of a weak 

transactional contract would have less effect on perceived distributive justice than the 

violation of a strong transactional contract. Table 17 presents the correlations of key 

variables for Study Two in hypotheses three through eight. Results of the hierarchical 

regression for hypothesis 3 are found in Table 18. 

In the first step of the hierarchical regression, the manipulated organizational justice 

was entered and was significantly related to perceptions of distributive justice as expected 

{R~ = 0A5,p < 0.01). The measured perception of transactional psychological contract 

was entered next, and it did not have a significant effect (R^ = 0.01, ns). The manipulated 

violation of the psychological contract was entered in the third step, and it had a significant 

effect on distributive justice {R' = OAO,p <0.01). The interaction term of the measured 

transactional psychological contract and the manipulated contract violation was entered as 



the last step, and it had no effect on distributive justice. All betas are reported at the step of 

entry. 

For Hypothesis 3 A, violations of psychological contracts were related to 

distributive justice {beta = -0.3 p <0.0l). Violation was coded positively indicating that 

violations by the organization would lead to a decreased distributive justice. For a simple 

means comparison (disregarding the fact that this was the third step entered), the violated 

manipulation group had an average measured distributive justice of 2.63, and the fulfilled 

group had an average measured distributive justice of 3.19. 

For Hypothesis 3 B, the interaction of perceived transactional contracts with the 

contract violation manipulation had no significant relationship with distributive justice (AR' 

- 0.00, ns). 

The first part of hypothesis three was supported for organizational violation. The 

second part regarding the interaction of violation and transactional psychological contracts 

was not supported. 

Hypothesis Five 

Hypothesis 5 had two parts. Hypothesis 5 A predicted that the effect of the strength 

of benefits, intrinsic job characteristics and working conditions psychological contracts on 

di.stributive justice is moderated by the violation of a psychological contract by the 

organization. In this study only intrinsic job characteristics were addressed. Hypothesis 5 

B predicted that the strength of good faith and fair dealings psychological contracts on 

interactional justice and on procedural justice is moderated by the violation of the 

psychological contract by the organization. Results of the hierarchical regression for 

hypothesis 5 are found in Tables 19 (distributive justice), 20 (interactional justice), and 21 

(procedural justice). 
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For Hypothesis 5 A, the manipulated organizational justice was entered first as the 

control variable on distributive justice, and accounted for a large part of the effect (/?" = 

0.15, /? < 0.01). The measured good faith and fair dealings, and intrinsic job characteristics 

were entered on the second step (AR~ = 0.09, p < 0.01) and the violation manipulation was 

entered on the third step (Ai?" = 0.07, p < 0.01). In the final step the interaction of the 

intrinsic job characteristics and violation manipulation was entered, but did not have a 

significant effect upon distributive justice (A/?^ = 0.00, ns). The effect of the measured 

psychological contracts was due to good faith and fair dealings {beta = 0.28, p < 0.01), 

and not intrinsic job characteristics {beta = 0.08, ns), as hypothesized. 

For Hypothesis Five B regarding interactional justice, manipulated organizational 

justice was entered {R' = 0.19, p < 0.01), followed by the measured good faith and fair 

dealings and intrinsic job characteristics contract (A/?^ = 0.12, p < 0.01). Third the 

manipulated violation was entered (AT?' = 0.08, p < 0.01), followed by the interaction term 

of the measured psychological contract and the manipulated violation (A/?^ = 0.01, ns). In 

this final step, the interaction term of organizational violation and good faith and fair 

dealings had a significant effect on interactional justice {beta = -0.46, p < 0.01). 

To tease out what is happening with this interaction, a median-splits was plotted by 

strength of the good faith and fair dealings psychological contract (median was 2.25) and 

violation manipulation status a median-split plot was used (Figure 8). It shows that 

violation had a greater effect on strong good faith and fair dealings psychological contract 

holders in terms of interactional justice compared with weak contract holders. When 

fulfilled, stronger contract holders have a greater sense of interactional justice. When 
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violated, stronger contract holders are almost indistinguishable from weak contract holders 

in terms of interactional justice. 

For Hypothesis 5 B regarding procedural justice, the manipulation of organizational 

justice was regressed first (/?" = 0.20,/? < 0.01) followed by the strength of the contract 

(A/?" = 0.12, /? < 0.01). In the third step the contract violation manipulation was entered 

{AR~ = 0.02, p < 0.01) followed by the interaction of the good faith and fair dealings 

psychological contract and the manipulation violation (/?" = 0.00, ns). Both good fair and 

fair dealings {beta = 0.29, p < 0.01) and intrinsic job characteristics {beta = 0.14, /? < 0.01) 

were significant, though only good faith and fair dealings was expected to have an effect. 

Hypothesis 5 A—regarding the interaction of intrinsic job characteristics 

psychological contracts with its violation—was not supported, but 5 B—regarding the 

interaction of good faith and fair dealings psychological contracts with its violation—was 

partially supported. Hypothesis 5 B was supported for interactional justice, but it was not 

supported for procedural justice. 

Hypothesis Seven 

Hypothesis 7 states that the violation of a transactional psychological contract 

would have a negative effect on continuance commitment (7 A), and that there would be an 

interaction effect by the strength of the transactional contract and the violation of the 

psychological contract (7 B). Regression results for hypothesis seven can be found in 

Table 22. 

In the first step, the manipulated continuance commitment was entered on the 

measured continuance commitment = 0.16, p < 0.01). In the second step, the 

measured transactional psychological contract was entered = 0.02, p < 0.05)., 
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followed by the manipulated violation in the third step {AR^ = 0.00, ns) and the interaction 

of the contract and the violation in the fourth step (AT?" = 0.00, ns). 

For Hypothesi.s 7 A, the violation of the psychological contract did not have a 

significant effect on continuance commitment (beta = -0.07, ns), after entering the 

manipulation of continuance commitment and measured transactional psychological 

contract. Seven A was not supported. In 7 B, the interaction of the transactional 

psychological contract and its violation did not have a significant effect on continuance 

commitment {beta = 0.08, ns) after entering the manipulated continuance commitment, 

transactional psychological contract, and manipulated violation. Hypothesis 7 B was not 

supported. 

Hypothesis Eight 

Hypothesis 8 B predicted that the effect of the strength of good faith and fair 

dealings and intrinsic job characteristics psychological contracts on affective commitment is 

moderated by the violation of the psychological contract by the organization. Results of the 

hierarchical regression for Hypothesis 8 B are found in Table 23. 

In analyzing the data for Hypothesis 8 B, the manipulation of affective commitment 

was entered first on measured affective commitment {R~ = 0.\9,p< 0.01), followed by 

the psychological contracts of organizational promises regarding good faith and fair 

dealings and intrinsic job characteristics (A/?^ = 0.05, p < 0.01). In the third step the 

manipulated violation of the psychological contract was entered (A/?~ = 0.04, p < 0.01) 

followed by the interactions of the measured contracts with the manipulated violation in the 

final step (AT?" = 0.00, ns). The effect for the psychological contracts regarding 

organizational promises seems to be an effect of good faith and fair dealings {beta = 0.22, p 
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< 0.01) and not intrinsic job characteristics {beta = 0.03, ns). 

Hypothesis 8 B was not supported. An interaction effect was not found for good 

faith and fair dealings psychological contracts with contract violation on affective 

commitment {beta = -0.17, ns), nor was one found for intrinsic job characteristics with 

contract violation on affective commitment {beta = 0.13, ns). 

Discussion 

In this section I will address Study Two in terms of findings, implications, and 

limitations. In the next chapter, I will pre.sent a general discussion of the findings and 

implications of my two studies, limitations of this work, and directions for future research. 

Findings and Implications 

Organizational justice and the psychological contract. All three justices had 

interesting relationships. Distributive justice is affected by violation of transactional 

psychological contracts, but not the transactional contracts themselves or their interactions 

with the violation (Table 18). This is quite odd as this study was addressing the 

transactional contract, and the violation was a measure of the violation of the contract. One 

explanation may be the skew of the strength of transactional contracts—these contracts 

were essentially all strong contracts and not enough weak ones were present to assess a 

measurement. In addition, distributive justice was not affected by the strength of the 

intrinsic job characteristics psychological contract, nor by its interaction with violation of 

the psychological contract (Table 19). 

Interactional justice was affected by psychological contracts concerned with good 

faith and fair dealings {beta = 0.14, p < 0.01) and intrinsic job characteristics (0.14, p < 

0.01), contract violation {beta = -0.28, p < 0.01), and the interaction of good faith and fair 

dealings contract with the manipulated contract violation {beta = -0.46, p < 0.05). The 



relationship with good faith and fair dealings was in the predicted manner (Figure 8), but 

the direct effect of intrinsic job characteristics was not anticipated. This effect would be the 

result of the promise of rewarding work leads to a perception of fair interpersonal 

treatment; an individual may feel more valued if they have received such a promise, and are 

more invested in such a perception, but this contract is not different enough between strong 

and weak contract holders to have an interaction effect with violation. 

Procedural justice is also affected by good faith contracts (beta = 0.30, P < 0.01) 

and contract violations {beta = -QA5, p < 0.01) but not by their interaction. As with others 

above, violation affects both strong and weak contracts equally. This relationship between 

procedural justice and good faith and fair dealings psychological contracts is as expected, 

as is the effect of violation on procedural justice. The lack of an interaction effect indicates 

that there are no differences between violating a strong good faith and fair dealings contract 

and a weak one—in other words, this is a generalizable finding; irrespective of the strength 

of a psychological contract concerned with good faith and fair dealings, it is always 

positively related with procedural justice, and violation of that contract will always have a 

negative effect on procedural justice. 

Organizational commitment and the psychological contract. Affective commitment is 

affected by good faith psychological contracts and violation but not their interaction and it is 

not affected by intrinsic job characteristics or the interaction of intrinsic job characteristics 

with the violation of a psychological contract. For good faith and fair dealings 

psychological contracts, the strength of the contract affects the "liking" of the 

organization—which makes intuitive sense. They treat me with respect and I like the 

organization. They break that contract, and I don't like the organization. The surprise is that 

there is no significant difference between those who have strong good faith and fair 
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dealings contracts and those who have weak contracts. This measure did have a degree of 

variability (the mean was 3.19 out of five, and the standard deviation was 0.89), so this is 

not a case of only have strong or weak contracts represented. For this type of contract it 

means that regardless of how strongly people believe they have a contract regarding good 

faith and fair dealings, the violation of any contract will affect how much they "like" the 

organization. Intrinsic job characteristics contracts, despite predictions otherwise, have not 

relationship with affective commitment. No matter how much the organization promises a 

rewarding job, there is no effect on how much you like the organization. 

Continuance commitment is affected by transactional psychological contracts, but 

not by violation or their interaction. Part of the model is supported by this finding: the 

strength of a transactional contract will effect continuance commitment. The odd part in this 

study is that the express violation of this contract does not affect continuance commitment, 

nor does the interaction of these terms. So why didn't the violation of the transactional 

contract have an effect on continuance commitment? 

The primary reason that the individual was working for the hospital (in the 

scenario) was to gain a minimum amount of time for nursing school. The transactional 

contract only addressed the hours of work. It may be that the reason for working (motive) 

is more important than the psychological contract in affecting continuance commitment. 

While the psychological contract is an important construct affecting job attitudes (such as 

transactional psychological contracts affecting continuance commitment), other antecedents 

of these job attitudes may play as important or more important role in determining the job 

attitudes; in other words, the motive of getting the hours is more important to continuance 

commitment than whether or not a promise about how hours will be allocated. Thus some 

of the antecedents of the psychological contract may also have a direct effect on the 
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consequences of the psychological contract. 

Separateness of constructs. An issue mentioned as a rational for this study design 

of manipulated dependent variables was the concern regarding the separateness of the 

psychological contract from these constructs. Such a separation of constructs is supported 

as issues such as contract strength and violation still had an effect on the dependent 

variables even after organizational commitment and organizational justice were 

manipulated. However, a majority of these relationships are quite weak. A consideration is 

that relationships between the constructs exist, but that they are mis-specified. 

Limitations of Study Two 

I have four main concerns with Study Two. These include the assessment of 

violation, the setting of the study, the instruments used, and the non-standard design. 

Violation. In this study I assessed contract strength after violation or fulfillment was 

known. As mentioned previously, the timing of the violation of the psychological contract 

could affect a retrospective measure of contract strength. As the subjects knew if their 

contract was violated or fulfilled when responding to questions about their contract 

strength, the measure of contract strength is potentially biased with this knowledge. To 

address this, I looked at the strength of the transactional contract measured by violation 

versus fulfillment group: they are not significantly different (for fulfilled, the mean was 

4.43 and the standard deviation was 0.58; for violated, the mean was 4.46 and the standard 

deviation was 0.53). This lends support to the idea that people do keep the constructs of 

contract strength and violation separate in their minds. 

Setting. The study was conducted as an extra-credit assignment regarding research 

methods in an upper-division general management course. While participants were 

encourages to participate in the study with full attention, there is always the risk that some 



did not respond as seriously as others in their desire to get extra credit quickly. These are 

common concerns in lab studies using student subjects. Replication and corroboration from 

field studies reduces these concerns to the extent that the results are consistent across 

settings. 

Instrumentation. This study was designed to address one specific psychological 

contract—one that was transactional in nature. Data were also collected for psychological 

contracts concerned with good faith and fair dealings, and intrinsic job characteristics. The 

measures for transactional psychological contracts, good faith and fair dealings contracts, 

and intrinsic job characteristics contracts are different between Study One and Study Two. 

While the items are essentially the same, and both had high reliabilities, the measures of 

these psychological contracts had less items in Study Two than in Study One. This is one 

possible, though not probable, explanation of the diverging findings on some hypotheses 

that should be kept in mind. 

Design. The use of manipulations directly on dependent variables is not the most 

orthodox of designs, and may not be generally accepted as a correct approach. However, 

this approach was thought necessary to control for one possible conceptual issue; are the 

constructs of the psychological contract really different constructs from organizational 

commitment and organizational justice? Looking to a relationship between relational 

psychological contracts and affective commitment, or good faith and fair dealings contracts 

and interactional justice, one runs the risk that a high degree of relationship is found 

because these are the same issues with only differing names. 

As developed in the hypotheses, specific relations were specified between aspects 

of the psychological contract, organizational justice, and organizational commitment. One 

concern is that these may be too related: they are the same constructs identified differently 



89 

in separate theoretical works. Two approaches to separate out these constructs is to develop 

a structural equations model to ensure separateness of constructs (see Wideman, 1985), or 

to manipulate the dependent variables directly, and assess additional effects from the 

independent variables. The latter approach was taken as there are too many individual 

measured variables to make a very clean and presentable analysis using the structural 

equations modelling approach. While the approach used is not as precise as structural 

equations modelling, is does give a clear picture of the additional affects the independent 

variables of interest provide. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

I will first summarize the findings across both studies, and then discuss the overall 

implications of my work. Next I will discuss the limitations of these two studies, and then I 

will address directions for future research in this field. 

Summary of Findings and Implications 

This study addressed three distinct issues: types of psychological contract and 

psychological contract violation, the relationship of the psychological contract with the 

antecedent of motives and the consequences of organizational commitment and 

organizational justice, and the generalizability of the relationship of these constructs for 

both paid and volunteer workers. 

Psychological Contract 

The relationship between relational and transactional, and psychological contracts 

concerned with organizational promises of benefits, good faith and fair dealings, intrinsic 

job characteristics, and working conditions is not well defined. Indeed, Rousseau and 

Tijoriwala (1996a & 1996b) separate relational and transactional from benefits, good faith 

and fair dealings, intrinsic job characteristics, and working conditions, but do not explain 

how these two groups are related. 

A way of looking at the four latter psychological contracts may be in terms of what 

is being provided by the organization in transactional contracts. Transactional contracts are 

about specific agreed exchanges; benefits, good faith and fair dealings, intrinsic job 

characteristics, and working conditions all appear to be specific issues that an organization 

can agree to provide. They do not appear to be good candidates for what an organization 

would provide in a relational contract—if they were promised, then the contract would be 

more transactional in nature. 
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Such an approach replaces transactional psychological contracts with the four forms 

that address specific issues the organization would provide. Relational psychological 

contracts can also be seen as a form of psychological contract that addresses what the 

organization promises; in this case, a relationship. Thus these five forms of the 

psychological contract could be the way to assess global psychological contracts in the 

future. 

Another issue that seems to be of importance in this dissertation is the relationship 

between the contract strength and the violation of that contract. Where does a violation 

come into the picture? In addition, how could violations occur? Violation by the 

organization and violation by the individual are two sources of violation identified by 

Rousseau. However, another source could be the circumstances within which the 

interaction between the organization and the individual is taking place. What if a violation 

took place that neither the organization nor the individual was responsible for enacting? 

This might make a better way of identifying a psychological contract and separating it out 

from general expectations: the existence of a violation defines the existence of a contract. 

People don't think that they have a psychological contract until something occurs which 

feels like a violation—along the lines of Weick's (1979) engagement with the world only 

when events do not go as expected. If there is no violation, there is no difference between a 

psychological contract and.an expectation. It is only when an individual is upset about how 

events went that a broken psychological contract exists; people may not recognize their 

psychological contracts until they are broken. Unfortunately, this would mean that as a 

prediction of individual behavior the psychological contract is moot: only when the 

psychological contract is violated does one find out that the contract existed at all. 

Violations are not all that are important in terms of psychological contracts. 



Morrison and Robinson (1997) speculated that violations are of paramount importance—to 

the exclusion of the strength of the contract. My findings indicate that the strength of 

contracts has an effect and that the strength of the contract interacts with violations in some 

cases. In addition, in study two I was able to separate out the strength of the contract from 

the violation of the contract: these are separate constructs. These are the major findings of 

this dissertation and need to be addressed in future work by those who are concerned with 

the research or application of the psychological contract. 

Antecedents 

No effects were found for motives of volunteers or paid employees in terms of 

form of the psychological contract. 

It may be that motives in and of themselves are not important to the development of 

a psychological contract. As motives do not consider the organizational side of the contract, 

maybe it is the individual and organizational interaction the drives the psychological 

contract and nothing else. However individual and organizational issues would feed into 

the interaction between these two issues. This change is reflected in a reformulation of 

Figure 1, found in Figure 9. In terms of antecedents, individual issues (motivation, 

personality, attitudes and beliefs, and cognitive biases) and organizational issues 

(resources, existing contracts, and organizational needs) affect the interaction of 

(communication between) the individual and the organization, and the interaction affects the 

formation of the psychological contract. Thus Figure 2 would be inaccurate in its depiction 

of individual issues having a direct effect on psychological contract form and organizational 

promises; the only link between individual issues to these consequences would be through 

the individual and organizational interaction. Figure 3 would likewise be inaccurate in its 

portrayal of a direct link between motives and forms of the psychological contract. 
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If this is a more accurate model, then motives may still play a part, even if it is a 

less significant one. Motives in this revised model would affect the individual in terms of 

how they interact with the organization, but it is what the individual takes away from the 

interaction that would effect their psychological contract. 

Volunteers 

Concerning volunteers' and paid employees' job attitudes in hospitals, it appears 

that they are more similar than different, at least within the same organization. Can this 

mean that the organizational setting is more influential than individual backgrounds in 

predicting job attitudes? Thus, does culture play a greater role than individual differences? 

Neither one of these questions is directly supported by the lack of effect for volunteers 

(irrespective of motives) versus paid employee status, but these are legitimate questions that 

have been asked before in research, and this may be a setting where such studies can be 

conducted. 

The broader statement that can be made from this dissertation is that in hospital 

settings, volunteers and paid employees doing similar work don't see the obligations of the 

organization to them as significantly different. In fact, in an analysis of the data in a slightly 

different manner (Liao-Troth, 1997), differences were not found between the volunteers 

and paid employees for all forms of psychological contracts, organizational justice, and 

organizational commitment. I cannot say if the volunteers are representative of other 

volunteers if the paid employees are representative of other paid employees—I can only 

generalize to jobs where both volunteers and paid employees are both doing similar jobs in 

the same organizations. This does not contradict Pearce (1993) because she did not look at 

volunteers and paid employees working in the same organization, but it does call her 

conclusion (that volunteers and paid employees have different job attitudes because they are 
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volunteers or paid) into question. A legitimate follow-up study would look at the conflict 

between these two views of volunteers and paid employees. 

Consequences 

The psychological contract was found to have some form of relationship with both 

organizational justice and organizational commitment (see Table 24). The fulfillment or 

violation of a psychological contract was found to have a relationship with all of the 

consequences of the psychological contracts, with the exception of continuance 

commitment. Different consequences were found to be related to specific contracts, but 

many of these findings were study specific. The following relationships were found across 

both studies: good faith and fair dealings was related to all three forms of justice, and to 

affective commitment. The violation of a psychological contract by an organization was 

found to have an affect on all forms of justice, and on affective commitment as well. 

Interactions between the strength of the contract and its violation status was found for 

several contracts, but these were not consistent across studies. 

These findings are consistent with my original hypotheses, but I anticipated 

relationships to exist where relationships were not found, especially between the forms of 

relational and transactional psychological contracts and the organizational promise of 

working conditions psychological contracts with the consequences of organizational justice 

and organizational commitment. In addition, I over-anticipated the importance of individual 

violations of psychological contracts, and the effect of interaction between contracts and 

their violation by the individual and by the organization on the consequences. 

The establishment of these relationships between the psychological contract and its 

violation with different forms of justice and commitment justifies a re-evaluation of the 

model presented in Figures 1 and 4. A better model would, instead of having violation 
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moderate the relationship between the strength of a contract and consequences, specify that 

violation or fulfillment both mediates and moderates the relationship (see Figures 9 through 

13). That is, contract strength will affect fulfillment or violation of the contract (along with 

external cues) and the fulfillment or violation will moderate the psychological contract's 

affect on the consequence. 

Organizational Justice. The biggest theoretical contribution of this dissertation is in 

its exploration of the relationship of psychological contracts and consequent organizational 

behavior con.structs. In terms of organizational justice, specific relations were established 

that should be used to connect different theorists between those who focus on the 

p.sychoiogical contract and those who focus on organizational justice. The linking pin is 

violation of the psychological contract, but the good faith and fair dealings contract also 

provides a link. Indeed, good faith and fair dealings appears to be a promise to treat an 

employee with justice. 

This is an important development in that these two constructs can be researched in 

tandem rather than in isolation. Though are still many weak relationships in the model 

developed in this dissertation, future work should be able to better specify the exact links 

between constructs. In the future it should be possible to specifically predict anticipated 

behaviors from a larger model of these and other linked constmcts. 

Organizational Commitment. The anticipated relationship between the psychological 

contract and organizational commitment was not found to be as strong as anticipated. This 

is important for theorists in terms of where not to look, but also in identifying that these 

two constructs both have individual affects on individual behavior. Both must be accounted 

for when trying to explain individual behavior in an organization. 

We already know that there is a direct effect of organizational justice on 
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organizational commitment. From this dissertation we know that there is a direct effect of 

the psychological contract on organization justice. Thus what this dissertation advances 

with the weak relationship findings for the psychological contract and organizational 

commitment is that the effect of the psychological contract on organizational commitment 

may only be through organizational justice. That would give us a chain of related 

constructs: the psychological contract affects organizational justice which affects 

organizational commitment which affects measured behavioral activity. While this now 

model was not tested in this dissertation, this gives us a testable model for future research. 

If this model were supported we could still show behavioral outcomes of the psychological 

contract through organizational commitment; the chain of effects is just more complicated 

than originally envisioned. 

Interactions 

The relationships of all the constructs and sub-constructs, and the interactions of 

psychological contracts and violation, are not all as predicted (i.e. weak contracts not 

having a large reaction with violation in affecting a consequence, strong contracts having a 

large reaction with violation in affecting a consequence). There appears to be three general 

patterns observed: the higher you are, the harder you fall (strong contracts are more 

affected by violation than weak contracts as found in transactional contracts and violation 

on distributive justice, or good faith and fair dealings contracts and violation on 

interactional justice); the protection pattern (strong contracts do not show as large an effect 

as weak contracts or have a reverse effect that may be stronger when moderated by 

violation or fulfillment such as the interaction of transactional contracts and violation on 

continuance commitment, or the interaction of benefits contracts and violation on 

continuance commitment), and the parallel pattern (both strong and weak contracts have 
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similar effects on an outcome variable when moderated by violation or fulfillment as was 

found in other interactions). 

It is interesting that the "higher you are , the harder you fall" pattern was found for 

two forms of justice. It is hard to make a general statement about this when one is 

addressing two separate (though related conceptually) dependent variables. It is much 

easier to make a generalization when dealing with only one dependent variable as in the 

"protection pattern" and the dependent variable of continuance commitment. In this case, 

the importance of keeping ones job can be seen as paramount. Those who have less 

opportunity to switch jobs may be those at the lower ends of the organization's structure 

(such as nurses' aids and volunteers). These individuals may also have less power in the 

organization. As a result, their interactions with the organization are less than satisfactory, 

and they may be those with the most psychological contract violation. Thus, it would be 

their low status in the organization that leads to this relationship between the psychological 

contract, violation, and continuance commitment. 

Limitations 

The weak results of many of my hypotheses may be attributable to one or more of 

the limitations with my studies, included those previously mentioned and these general 

concerns. These concerns include how psychological contracts are measured, how 

violations of p.sychological contracts are assessed, and the causal relationship of the 

constructs addressed. 

Measurement of the Psychological Contract 

As mentioned in Study One, further work needs to be done to create a theoretically 

justified measure of the psychological contract. The current formulation of measures are not 

optimal. When performing the exploratory factor analysis, working conditions did not 
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emerge as an independent psychological contract. When the principle author of the source 

instrument was contacted regarding this measure, she mentioned that the measure was still 

not refined enough for general use: her factors sometimes varied wildly with different 

subject groups. 

The difficulty in developing the measure is that the specifics of a psychological 

contract can vary widely between individuals. Even with categorization, some elements of 

one category may be present with some elements of a different category, but that does not 

make them related items. For example, large organizations may make promises about 

supplemental health care (such as eye exams) and family support (such as on-site day care 

availability for every employee). A category of supplemental health care and family support 

may work for workers at large organizations, but this category may not hold up for 

workers at small organizations. It may also be that people coming from a large organization 

to a small organization would form psychological contracts about all the benefits they had at 

the large organization. When they arrive at the small organization their contracts are 

violated. Thus other considerations need to be addressed in developing an accurate 

psychometric tool to assess the psychological contract. Different instruments may need to 

be developed for different kinds of organizations making a universal tool unattainable. 

The alternative to a general measure of psychological contracts would be the 

completely individual approach. Individuals could write down each and every one of their 

psychological contracts, with a measure of the strength or importance of each contract, and 

the fulfillment or violation status of the contract. The difficulty in this would be getting 

them to think in terms of psychological contracts. If it is true that people are only cognizant 

of their psychological contracts after their contracts have been broken, then it would be 

very difficult to assess any fulfilled psychological contracts. 
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Global Contract Violation 

A question that came to mind several times in the analysis of data for this 

dissertation was the issue of what kind of psychological contract is violated. Does it matter 

if there is a violation by the organization against any aspect of a psychological contract, or 

is it more specific on the type of contract violated (benefits, good faith and fair dealings, 

intrinsic job characteristics, and working conditions)? What should be occurring is the 

measurement of violation of specific psychological contracts. While a specific contract was 

given in the scenario study, what would occur if multiple contracts (as is the reality) were 

given, strengths assessed, and differing ones violated. The psychological contract quickly 

grows to a measurement nightmare if one were to look at just six different psychological 

contracts and their violations, as well as the interactions of each of these different 

combinations (6"^ = 216). 

I would suggest that a scenario-based study would be conducted, looking 

exclusively at several psychological contracts that are fulfilled or violated through 

manipulation. The effect of these various contracts could be assessed in terms of the 

psychological contract and in terms of consequences. The current scenario could be 

rewritten to only assess one transactional psychological contract (such as the need for six 

months worth of hours). A second scenario could be written to only assess one relational 

contract (such as life-long employment). A third scenario could be written to only address 

benefits, a fourth for good faith and fair dealings, a fifth for intrinsic job characteristics, 

and a sixth for working conditions. A control study could be developed to measure 

organizational justice and organizational commitment, and then six additional studies could 

be run to assess the effect of each of these psychological contract forms. Thus the measure 

of violation would only capture the one psychological contract presented, and the possible 
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contamination of the violation of one psychological contract affecting the measure of 

another could be controlled. 

Causality 

One issue that is recurrent in studies such as this is the causal relationship among 

the variables. Essentially a variety of correlations (regressions) have been presented to 

describe the relationship of the variables of interest, but no work was presented regarding 

the direction of these relationships. It is quite possible that causality works in a direction 

not specified in my model: organizational justice may have an effect on the psychological 

contract instead of the other way around. 

In Study Two the design of manipulating dependent variables was used to assess 

the independent effect of the psychological contract on organizational justice and 

organizational commitment, aside from main effects on organizational justice and 

organizational commitment. As this study found independent effects of some forms of the 

psychological contract and violation of contracts, it would be logical to follow-up with a 

more traditional design of manipulating multiple independent variables to assess all of the 

hypotheses presented and tested in Study One. Such a study would have to take multiple 

forms to assess the independent effects of variables psychological contracts, and the 

isolated violation of each contract. 

Directions for Future Research 

There are three general concentrations or areas where work needs to be continued in 

the study of my model of the psychological contract; the relationship with antecedents, the 

relationship with violation, and the relationship with consequences. 

In terms of antecedents, little support was found for motive relationships with the 

psychological contracts. Work continuing in this vein would have to identify different 
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forms of motives (such as intrinsic versus extrinsic), or look at other variables that motives 

may effect that have an effect on psychological contracts down the line. Other individual 

issues should now be looked at as well: personality, attitudes, beliefs, and cognitive biases. 

Organization issues such as resources, other existing contracts, and organizational needs, 

have not been looked at and their effects should be investigated. Finally, the interaction 

between the organization and the individual should be investigated. I have identified 

communication by organizational representatives and communication by co-workers as two 

possible ways for the organization and the individual to interact and allow an individual to 

develop a psychological contract. On this final issue, some work by myself and Stephen 

Gilliland (in process) does show that there are different effects on perceptions of justice 

depending on where the source of information comes from (supervisor or co-workers). 

While this study was not looking specifically at the psychological contract, this finding 

regarding the source of information may be consistent when applied to psychological 

contracts. For all of these issues, research is sorely lacking in developing the antecedents of 

psychological contracts. 

In terms of the relationship between psychological contracts and contract violations, 

a more accurate instrument that assesses psychological contracts (forms and organizational 

promises) needs to be developed for future field research that also addresses the issue of 

violation. This can either be in the form of a general psychometric instrument or an 

individually tailed psychological contract profile. A general instrument would be more 

useful to compare results across studies, but the individual measure may be the most 

accurate measure. 

Finally, the relationships between psychological contracts and their consequences 

needs further study. The theorized relationships between aspects of the psychological 
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contract, organizational commitment, and organizational justice were not found. Some 

probably do not exist (such as several of the interaction effects predicted). Others (such as 

the violation of transactional psychological contracts and continuance commitment) may be 

artifacts of the particular subjects or the study method (in the field, employees with 

financial motives to continue with the job irrespective of their psychological contract 

violation would be an example). Unfortunately no finding was consistent across both 

studies in this dissertation, so it is impossible to separate the wheat from the chaff. Because 

of the unintended double transactional contract in the scenario-based study, I feel study two 

is the more suspect of the two. To validate my findings from study one I plan to implement 

my redesigned scenario-based study as mentioned above. The redesigned scenario-based 

study should allow a capturing of the specific relationships between psychological contracts 

and consequences. Once I have more consistent results I'll be able to make more accurate 

pronouncements about the relationship of the psychological contract, organizational justice, 

and organizational commitment. 

A final issue issue that may be address in future work is the fulfillment and 

violation of undesirable psychological contracts. An assumption of prior work (this 

dissertation being no exception) is that the psychological contracts are desired by the 

individual. But what about undesirable contracts? A case in point occurred to me in my new 

job. The director of my program mentioned that I would get a new computer, and that 

university policy stated that it would be from one of two manufacturers. I prefer computers 

from another company, but accepted the psychological contract that I would get a new 

computer from one of the two specified manufacturers. Other faculty members mentioned 

the same agreement, and all of their computers came from the specified manufacturers. As I 

joined the organization, I began the process of acculturation. During this process I met an 
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employee who had the same computer preference that I did, and found out that the 

psychological contract I formed regarding computers was not consistent with the 

university's true policy. My psychological contract was broken, but I was happy to get the 

computer I wanted. This may not be the way that subjects in Study One or Study Two 

thought about violations of organizational promises, but if some did this could affect all 

findings in those studies. Future work on the psychological contract needs to account for 

the desirability of the contract, as well as its strength or weakness and its fulfillment or 

violation. This issue of positive or negative violations (i.e. desired violations or undesired 

violations) has not been addressed at all in any literature, and may account for 

consequences not presented here. 
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Dear Medical Center Worker (employee or volunteer). 

Thank you for taking the time to fill in this survey. I really appreciate your assistance as 
this is the final study of my dissertation project. Your answers will remain anonymous, and 
the results of this study will only be reported in aggregate. If you have any questions about 
this survey, please do not hesitate to contact me. In addition, if you would like more 
information about the nature of this study, or would like to receive the results of this study, 
please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew A. Troth 
Doctoral Candidate in 
Management and Policy 
(520) 621-7473 
mtroth @ bpa.arizona.edu 

I N S T R U C T I O N S  

The following is a survey about your job here at the medical center. This survey is for 

research in the Department of Management and Policy at the University of Arizona; we will 

insure the anonymity of your answers. There is no right or wrong way to react to this 

survey, so we would like you to be as honest as possible. Please keep in mind the 

following specific instructions when completing this questionnaire; 

A. Take your time when reading the questions. 

B. Try to think of your emotional response to job issues. 

C. Answer all questions. Do not leave any space blank. 

D. Give your first reactions for the questions, as these are often your 

most accurate response. 
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Before you start, please let us know: 

The area in the medical center where you are employed/volunteer 

Are you a: Paid Employee [ ] 

Volunteer Employee [ ] 

PART I: YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT YOUR JOB 

To what degree do you agree with the following statements about the 

fairness of the awards and rewards the medical center provides you? Please 

indicate your responses to each statement by circling your score to the right 

of each statement, using the 1-5 scale below. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1. You are fairly rewarded considering the responsibilities you have. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. You are fairly rewarded in view of the amount of experience you have. 1 2 3 45 

3. You are fairly rewarded for the amount of effort you put in. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. You are fairly rewarded for the work you have done well. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. You are fairly rewarded for the stresses and strains of your job. 1 2 3 4 5 

Based on your experience in the medical center, to what degree do you 
believe that fair procedures are used in the medical center? 
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1. The procedures collect accurate information necessary for making decisions. 1 2 345 

2. The procedures provide opportunities to appeal or challenge the decision. 1 2 3 45 

3. The procedures have all sides affected by the decision represented. 12 3 4 5 

4. The procedures generate standards so that decisions could be make with 1 2 3 45 
consistency. 

5. The procedures hear the concerns of all those affected by the decision. 1 2 3 45 

6. The procedures provide useful feedback regarding the decision and its 12 3 45 
implementation. 

7. The procedures allow for requests for clarification or additional 12 3 4 5 
information about 

the decision. 

Based on your experience in the medical center, to what degree do you 
believe that you would agree with the following statements? 

1.1 would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with the medical center. 1 2 345 

2.1 enjoy discussing the medical center with people outside it. 12 3 4 5 

3.1 really feel as if the medical center's problems are my own. 12 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

4.1 think that I could easily become as attached to another medical center 1 2 3 45 
as I am to this one. 

5.1 do not feel like 'part of the family' at the medical center. 12 3 4 5 

6.1 do not feel 'emotionally attached' to the medical center. 

7. This medical center has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 12 3 4 5 

8.1 do not feel a strong sense of belonging to the medical center. 12 3 4 5 

9.1 am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having 12 3 4 5 
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another one lined 

up. 

10. It would be very hard for me toieave the medical center right now, even 1 2 3 45 
if I wanted to. 

11. Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I wanted to 12 3 4 5 
leave the medical 

center now. 

12. It wouldn't be too costly for me to leave the medical center now. 12 3 4 5 

13. Right now, staying with the medical center is a matter of necessity as 1 2 3 45 

much as desire. 

14. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this medical center. 1 2 3 45 

15. One of the few serious consequences of leaving this medical center would 1 2 345 
be the scarcity of 

available alternatives. 

16. One of the major reasons I continue to work for this medical center is that 1 2 345 

require considerable personal sacrifice—another 
leaving would 

medical center may 

not match the overall benefits I have here. 

17.1 think that people these days move from company to company 12 3 4 5 
too often. 

18.1 do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or 12 3 4 5 
her organization. 

19. Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at 12 3 4 5 
all unethical to me. 

20. One of the major reasons I continue to work for this medical center 12 3 4 5 
is that I believe 

that loyalty is important and therefore feel 
a sense of moral 

obligation to remain. 
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I 2 
Slightly 

3 4 5 
Somewhat To a To a veiy 

great extent great extent 
Not at all 

21. If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel 1 3 4 5 

leave the medical center. 

22.1 was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to 

23. Things were better in the days when people stayed with one 

most of their careers. 

24.1 do not think that wanting to be a 'company man' or 'company 

it was right to 

12 3 4 5 
one organization. 

12 3 4 5 
organization for 

12 3 4 
woman' is 

sensible anymore. 

25.1 am not sure I would fully trust my supervisor. 

26. My supervisor is open and up front with me. 

27.1 believe my supervisor has high integrity. 

28. In general, I believe my supervisor's motives and intentions are good. 1 

29. My supervisor is not always honest and truthful. I 2 

30.1 don't think my supervisor treats me fairly. 1 2 

1 

1 

1 

31.1 can expect my employer to treat me in a consistent and 

fashion. 

1 2 3 
predictable 

Based on your experience in tiie medical center, to what degree are the 
following statements accurate? 

1. Your supervisor considers your viewpoint. 

2. Your supervisor is able to suppress personal biases. 

5 

5 

5 

45 

5 

5 

5 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 



no 

3. Your supervisor provides you with timely feedback about decisions and 1 2 3 45 
the implications of 

those decisions. 

4. Your supervisor treats you with kindness and consideration. 12 3 4 5 

5. Your supervisor shows concern for your rights in the workplace. 12 3 4 5 

6. Your supervisor takes steps to deal with you in a truthful manner. 12 3 4 5 
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PART II: PROMISES IN THE JOB ENVIRONMENT 

Employees and employers develop agreements, promising to provide certain 
things for one another. To what extent does the medical center implicitly or 
explicitly promised to provide each of the following? 

We are not asking what you would like or what you feel the medical center 
should provide. Instead, we are interested in WHAT YOU BELIEVE THE 
MEDICAL CENTER HAS PROMISED TO PROVIDE YOU. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1. Pay tied to your performance 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Fair treatment 1 2 3 4 5 

3. The resources necessary to do your job 1 2 3 4 5 

4. A healthy work environment 1 2 3 4 5 

5. A job that is interesting 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Meaningful work 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Open communication 1 2 3 4 5 

8. The tools to perform your job 1 2 3 4 5 

9. The opportunity to learn 1 2 3 4 5 

10. A job that has high responsibility 1 2 3 4 5 

11. A competitive salary 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Good opportunities for promotion 1 2 3 4 5 

13. A clean work environment 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Skill development 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Cooperative work relationship 1 2 3 4 5 

16. A safe work environment 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Bonuses based on your performance 1 2 3 4 5 
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18. Honest treatment 12 3 4 5 

19. A job that is challenging 12 3 4 5 

Based on your experience in the medical center, to what degree are the 
following statements accurate? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a veiy 

great extent great extent 

1. The medical center has kept the promises made to you. 12 3 4 5 

2. You feel that the medical center has fulfilled its obligations to you. 12 3 4 5 

What did you promise to do for the medical center? 

Now in this section, consider the promises you've made to the medical 
center. In exchange for its commitments to you, you made certain 
promises. To what extent have you promised implicitly or explicitly to 
provide each of the following? 

Keep in mind that we are not asking what you should have provided to the 
medical center or what you believe the medical center preferred. Instead, 
we are interested in WHAT YOU BELIEVE YOU PROMISED TO PROVIDE 
THE MEDICAL CENTER. 

1. Adhere to professional standards 12 3 4 5 

2. Meet minimal acceptable standards for performance 12 3 4 5 

3. Stay with the organization for a minimum of 2 years after accepting a job 1 2 3 45 

4. Protect the organization's image 12 3 4 5 

5. Accept a transfer to another geographical location if necessary 12 3 4 5 

6. Provide the organization with your own unique knowledge and input 12 3 4 5 

7. Provide leadership to others 12 3 4 5 

8. Perform your job in a reliable manner 12 3 4 5 

9. Not look for a job elsewhere 12 3 4 5 

10. Accept an internal transfer if necessary 1 2 3 4 5 
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11. Behave in a professional manner 1 2 3 4 5 

12. Protect confidential information 1 2 3 4 5 

12 3 4 5 
Not a! all Slightly Somewhat To a To a vety 

great extent great extent 

13. Develop new skills, and improve your current skills, as needed 1 2 3 4 5 

14. Dress in a professional manner 1 2 3 4 5 

15. Not support the organization's competitors 1 2 3 4 5 

16. Exceed the performance expectations for your job 1 2 3 4 5 

17. Follow the organization's norms and policies 1 2 3 4 5 

Based on your experience in the medical center, to what degree are the 
following statements accurate? 

1. You have kept the promises you made to the medical center. 12 3 4 5 

2. You have fulfilled the obligations you have made to the medical center. 1 2 3 45 

PART III: PERFORMANCE ON THE JOB 

Based on your experience in the medical center, how would you answer the 
following statements? 

1. How willing are you to share information that helps others but not 12 3 4 5 
yourself? 

2. How willing are you to work overtime? 12 3 4 5 

3. How concerned are you about the quality of your work? 12 3 4 5 

5. To what extent do you plan on leaving this job within the next year? 12 3 4 5 

6. Would you be interested in a comparable job if it had greater rewards? 1 2 3 45 

7. How willing are you to share your expertise and skills with others? 12 3 4 5 

8. How far would you go out of your way to insure perfection in the 1 2 3 4 5 
quality of your 
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work, if it meant a sacrifice on your part? 

Please think about your actions over the last month for the following 
questions. Please write your answer the left of the question. 

1. Number of shifts you worked in the last month: 

2. Number of times you were late to work in the last month: 

3. Number of times you missed a scheduled shift in the last month: 

4. Number of shifts you worked overtime in the last month: 

Based on your job experience, how would you answer the following 
questions? (Please indicate your responses by circling the items below each 
question) 

1. All in all, how satisfied would you say you are with your position? 

1 2 3 
Not at all Somewhat Very 
satisfied satisfied satisfied 

2. If a good friend of yours told you that they were interested in working in a position like 
yours for your employer, what would you tell them? 

1 2 3 
Strongly advise Have doubts Strongly recommend 
against this sort about recommending this position 

of position this position 

3. Knowing what you know now, if you had to decide all over again whether to take the 
position you now have, what would you decide? 

1 2 3 
Definitely not take Have second thoughts about Without hesitation 
take this position taking this position take this position 

4. If you were free to go into any type of position you wanted, what would your choice be? 
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Prefer some other 
position to the position 
you now have 

2 
Indifferent between 

this position and 
another one 

3 
Would want the 

position you have now 

5. In general, how well would you say that your position measures up to the sort of 
position you wanted when you took it? 

What do you consider the important benefits of your position (i.e. paid vacation, instant 
gratification from customers, etc.)? 

[Space Omited] 

What benefits would you like to have that you do not have now? 

[Space Omited] 

Not very much like 
the position I wanted 
when I started 

2 
Somewhat like 

the position I wanted 
when I started 

Very much like 
the position I wanted 

when I started 

3 

PART IV: Benefits (optional section) 

What do you feel are your primary motives to work at this job (i.e. financial compensation, 
social group, personal convictions, indirect economic gain, etc).)? 
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PART IV: YOU 

Because we are interested in seeing how different people feel we'd like a 
few facts about you. 

1. Year you were born: 

2. Sex: Female [ ] 
Male [ ] 

3. What are the number of hours per week you work this job at the medical center? 

4. Are you full-time or part-time employee (paid or volunteer)? Full time [ ] 
Part time [ ] 

5. How long have vou worked here at the medical center? 

6. Have you ever supervised employees, either here or elsewhere? N o  [ ]  
Yes [] 

7. Do you have a paid job (besides this job)? N o  [ ]  
Yes [] 

8. Tf "Yes" to question 7 above, what is it? 

9. Do you have a volunteer job (besides this job)? N o  [ ]  9. Do you have a volunteer job (besides this job)? 
Yes [] 

10. If "Yes" to question 9 above, what is it? 

11. What is the highest educational degree you have attained? 

12. How long have vou lived in Tucson? 

13. Which of the following best represents your household's annual income? 
less than S5,000 [ ] $30,000 to $45,000 [ ] 

$5,000 to $10,000 [] $45,000 to $60,000 [ ] 
$10,000 to $15,000 [] $60,000 to $75,000 [ ] 
$15,000 to $20,000 [] more than $75,000 [ ] 
$20,000 to $30,000 [ ] 

14. Are you a U. S. Citizen? N o [ ]  14. Are you a U. S. Citizen? 
Y e s [ ]  
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15. Which ethnic culture do you identify with? 
African American/Black [ ] Hispanic/Chicano/Latino/Mexican American [ ] 

American Indian/ 
Native American/Inuit [ ] Middle Eastern American [ ] 

Asian American/Pacific Islander [ ] White/Anglo-Saxon/Caucasian/European American [ ] 

Other, please specify [ ] 

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire! 
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[volunteer/paid] 

You are [a volunteer / a paid employee] at a large local hospital. Your job as a nurses' 
assistant is to help nurses and provide comfort to patients. You have been doing this for six 
months. You need to have one year's worth of hospital experience to apply to the nursing 
program you want be admitted to. 

[continuance/no continuance & affective/no affective commitment] 

The hospital you are working at [is the only hospital where you can meet the 
requirements for the nursing program / is one of many hospitals in the area 
at which you can meet the requirements for the nursing program], [By 
chance, this is also the hospital that saved your life when you where in an 
automobile accident when you were 15 years old. Since then you've always 
wanted to work for this hospital. It is also the hospital that delivered you 
when you were born. / ] 

[psychological contract violated/not violated] 

When you first started, you were under the impression that the scheduling of hours for 
nurses' assistants was done by tenure—that is, the longer a nurses' assistant has been with 
the hospital, the higher the priority they have in scheduling their hours. The ability to get 
good hours is important to you. [Recently, it has appeared that the supervisor is 
allowing newer people to schedule before you / This system appears to still 
be in place]. 

[organizational justice] 

Two weeks ago, your supervisor posted a notice on the worker's bulletin board that a new 
award for outstanding performance is being instituted, and that [it will be awarded to 
the person the supervisor thinks is most outstanding, though it seems like 
it has become a popularity contest. This week the award went to a new 
worker who regularly has lunch with the supervisor / a committee is being 
formed to determine the criteria so that it won't just be a popularity 
contest. This week the award went to a long time worker who has 
demonstrated consistently good quality work]. 
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Part I: The Hospital Scenario 

What has the hospital has promised you? 

Employees and employers develop agreements, promising to provide certain things for one 
another. To what extent do you believe the hospital implicitly or explicitly promised to 
provide each of the following, or would have promised, if you were in the described 
situation? (Please indicate your responses to each statement by writing your score to the left 
of each statement, using the 1-5 scale below) 

We are not asking what you would have liked or what you feel the hospital should provide. 
Instead, we are interested in WHAT YOU BELIEVE THE HOSPITAL HAS PROMISED 
TO PROVIDE YOU, OR WOULD HAVE PROMISED YOU IF YOU WERE IN THE 
DESCRIBED SITUATION. 

12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1 . Fair treatment 
2 . A job that is interesting 
3 . Meaningful work 
4 . Open communication 
5. Collaborative work environment 
6 . A job that has high responsibility 
7 . Candid and open feedback 
8 . A job that provides autonomy 
9 . Respect 
10. Cooperative work relationship 
11. Honest treatment 
12. A job that is challenging 
13. Collegiality 

What have you promise to do for the hospital? 

Now in this section, let's consider the promises you have made to the hospital. In exchange 
for its commitments to you, you have made certain promises. To what extent do you 
believe you promised implicitly or explicitly to provide each of the following, or would 
have promised if you were in the described situation? (Please indicate your responses to 
each statement by writing your score to the left of each statement, using the 1-5 scale 
below) 

Keep in mind that we are not asking what you should provide to the hospital or what you 
believe the hospital prefers. Instead, we are interested in WHAT YOU BELIEVE YOU 
HAVE PROMISED TO PROVIDE THE HOSPITAL, OR WOULD HAVE PROMISED IF 
YOU WERE IN THE DESCRIBED SITUATION. 



122 

12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Fairly Very 
Obligated Obligated Obligated Obligated Obligated 

1 . Adhere to professional standards 
2 . Meet minimal acceptable standards for performance 
3 . Stay with the hospital for a minimum of 2 years after accepting a job 
4 . Protect the hospital's image 
5 . Provide the hospital with your own unique knowledge and input 
6 . Perform your job in a reliable manner 
7 . Not look for a job elsewhere 
8 . Accept an internal transfer if necessary 
9 . Participate in ongoing training to enhance your value to the hospital 
10. Assist others with their work 
11. Travel if necessary 
12. Behave in a professional manner 
13. Protect confidential information 
14. Perform socially useful work 
15. Work extra hours if that's what is needed to get the job done 
16. Develop new skills, and improve your current skills, as needed 
17. Accept a job change within your unit 
18. Work well with others 
19. Dress in a professional manner 
20. Not support the hospital's competitors 
21. Exceed the performance expectations for your job 
22. Follow the hospital's norms and policies 
23. Work as a team 

Based on your experience according to the scenario, to what degree do you agree with the 
following statements about the fairness of your awards and rewards the hospital provides 
you? (Please indicate your responses to each statement by writing your score to the left of 
each statement, using the 1-5 scale below) 

12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1 . Fairly rewarded considering the responsibilities. 
2 . Fairly rewarded in view of the amount of experience you have. 
3 . Fairly rewarded for the amount of effort you put in. 
4 . Fairly rewarded for the work you have done well. 
5 . Fairly rewarded for the stresses and strains of your job. 

Based on your experience according to the scenario, to what degree do you believe that fair 
procedures are used in the hospital, as exemplified by the award procedure? (Please 
indicate your responses to each statement by writing your score to the left of each 
statement, using the 1-5 scale below) 
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12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1 . The procedures collect accurate information necessary for making decisions. 
2 . The procedures provide opportunities to appeal or challenge the decision. 
3 . The procedures have all sides affected by the decision represented. 
4 . The procedures generate standards so that decisions could be make with 

consistency. 
5 . The procedures hear the concerns of all those affected by the decision. 
6 . The procedures provide useful feedback regarding the decision and its 

implementation. 
7 . The procedures allow for requests for clarification or additional information 

about the decision. 

Based on your experience according to the scenario, to what degree are the following 
statements accurate? (Please indicate your responses to each statement by writing your 
score to the left of each statement, using the 1 -5 scale below) 

12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1 . Your supervisor considers your viewpoint. 
2 . Your supervisor is able to suppress personal biases. 
3 . Your supervisor provides you with timely feedback about decisions and the 

implications of those decisions. 
4 . Your supervisor treats you with kindness and consideration. 
5 . Your supervisor shows concern for your rights as an employee. 
6 . Your supervisor takes steps to deal with you in a truthful manner. 
7 . The organization has kept the promises made to you. 
8 . You feel that the organization has not fulfilled its obligations to you. 

Based on your experience according to the described situation, to what degree do you 
believe that you would agree with the following statements? (Please indicate your 
responses to each statement by writing your score to the left of each statement, using the 
1-5 scale below) 

12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1 . I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with the hospital. 
2 . I enjoy discussing the hospital with people outside it. 
3 . I really feel as if the hospital's problems are my own. 
4 . I think that I could easily become as attached to another hospital as I am to this 

one. 
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5 . I do not feel like 'part of the family' at the hospital. 
6 . I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to the hospital. 
7 . This hospital has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 
8 . I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to the hospital. 
9 . I am not afraid of what might happen if I quit my job without having another 

one lined up. 
10. It would be very hard for me to leave the hospital right now, even if I wanted 

to. 
11. Too much in my life would be dismpted if I decided I wanted to leave the 

hospital now. 
12. It wouldn't be too costly for me to leave the hospital now. 
13. Right now, staying with the hospital is a matter of necessity as much as desire. 
14. I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving this hospital. 
15. One of the few serious consequences of leaving this hospital would be the 

scarcity of available alternatives. 
16. One of the major reasons I continue to work for this hospital is that leaving 

would require considerable personal sacrifice—another hospital may not match 
the overall benefits I have here. 

17. I think that people these days move from company to company too often. 
18. I do not believe that a person must always be loyal to his or her organization. 
19. Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all unethical to me. 
20. One of the major reasons I continue to work for this hospital is that I believe 

that loyalty is important and therefore feel a sense of moral obligation to remain. 
21. If I got another offer for a better job elsewhere I would not feel it was right to 

leave this hospital. 
22. I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization. 
23. Things were better in the days when people stayed with one organization for 

most of their careers. 
24. I do not think that wanting to be a'company man'or'company woman'is 

sensible anymore. 
25. I am not sure I would fully trust my supervisor. 
26. My supervisor is open and up front with me. 
27. I believe my supervisor has high integrity. 
28. In general, I believe my supervisor's motives and intentions are good. 
29. My supervisor is not always honest and truthful. 
30. I don't think my supervisor treats me fairly. 
31. I can expect my employer to treat me in a consistent and predictable fashion. 

Part II: A Job in the Past 

Now please take a few moments to think back to a [paid / volunteer] job you have had 
in the past. Think about how you felt about the organization when you were working for it. 
Now, think about what the organization had promised you. 

If you have never had a [paid / volunteer] job, think of a [volunteer / paid] job and 
check the box to the right. 

[ ] 
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Employees and employers develop agreements, promising to provide certain things for one 
another. To what extent did the organization implicitly or explicitly promised to provide 
each of the following? (Please indicate your responses to each statement by writing your 
score to the left of each statement, using the 1 -5 scale below) 

We are not asking what you would have liked or what you feel the organization should 
have provided. Instead, we are interested in WHAT YOU BELIEVE THE 
ORGANIZATION PROMISED TO PROVIDE YOU. 

12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat To a To a very 

great extent great extent 

1. An attractive benefits package 
9 Pay tied to your performance 
3. Fair treatment 
4. The resources necessary to do your job 
5. A healthy work environment 
6. A job that is interesting 
7. Support 
8. A flexible benefits package 
9. Meaningful work 
10. Open communication 
11. The tools to perform your job 
12. A relatively secure job 
13. Collaborative work environment 
14. The opportunity to learn 
15. A job that has high responsibility 
16. A competitive salary 
17. Candid and open feedback 
18. Materials and equipment needed to perform your job 
19. Good opportunities for promotion 
20. A job that provides autonomy 
21. A clean work environment 
22. Skill development 
23. Respect 
24. Cooperative work relationship 
25. Attractive vacation benefits 
26. A safe work environment 
27. Bonuses based on your performance 
28. Honest treatment 
29. A job that is challenging 
30. Reasonable job security 
31. Training 
32. Collegiality 

What did you promise to do for your organization? 
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Now in this section, consider the promises you made to the organization you thought of on 
the previous page. In exchange for its commitments to you, you made certain promises. To 
what extent did you promised implicitly or explicitly to provide each of the following? 
(Please indicate your responses to each statement by writing your score to the left of each 
statement, using the 1-5 scale below) 

Keep in mind that we are not asking what you should have provided to the organization or 
what you believe the organization preferred. Instead, we are interested in WHAT YOU 
BELIEVE YOU PROMISED TO PROVIDE THE ORGANIZATION. 

12 3 4 5 
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Fairly Very 
Obligated Obligated Obligated Obligated Obligated 

1 . Be a good team player 
2 . Adhere to professional standards 
3 . Meet minimal acceptable standards for performance 
4 . Stay with the organization for a minimum of 2 years after accepting a job 
5 . Protect the organization's image 
6 . Accept a transfer to another geographical location if necessary 
7 . Provide the organization with your own unique knowledge and input 
8 . Provide leadership to others 
9 . Perform your job in a reliable manner 
10. Not look for a job elsewhere 
11. Accept an internal transfer if necessary 
12. Participate in ongoing training to enhance your value to the organization 
13. Assist others with their work 
14. Travel if necessary 
15. Behave in a professional manner 
16. Protect confidential information 
17. Promote a positive attitude around others 
18. Perform socially useful work 
19. Work extra hours if that's what is needed to get the job done 
20. Develop new skills, and improve your current skills, as needed 
21. Accept a job change within your unit 
22. Work well with others 
23. Dress in a professional manner 
24. Not support the organization's competitors 
25. Exceed the performance expectations for your job 
26. Follow the organization's norms and policies 
27. Work as a team 

Part III: You 
Because we are interested in seeing how dijferent people react to the scenario, 

we 'd like a few facts about you. 



1. Have you ever volunteered in a hospital? 

2. Have you ever been a paid employee in a hospital? 

3. Year you were born: 

4. Sex: 

5. Year in School: 
(Frosh, Sophomore, Junior, Senior, Grad) 

6. Which of the following best represents your annual income? less than $5,000 [ 
$5,000 to 310,000 [ 

$10,000 to $15,000 [ 
$15,000 to $20,000 [• 
$20,000 to $30,000 [ 
$30,000 to $45,000 [ 
$45,000 to $60,000 [ 
$60,000 to $75,000 [ 
more than $75,000 [ 

7. Are you a U. S. Citizen? No [ 
Yes [ 

8. Which ethnic culture do you identify with? African American/Black [ 
American Indian/Native American/Inuit [ 

Asian American/Pacific Islander [ 
Hispanic/Chicano/Latino/Mexican American [ 

Middle Eastern American [ 
White/Anglo-Saxon/Caucasian/European American [ 

Other, please specify [ ] 
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N o [ ]  
Yes[] 

N o [ ]  
Yes I] 

Female [ ] 
Male [ ] 

Thank you for taking the time to fill out this questionnaire. 
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Figure I 

Model of the Psychological Contract, its Antecedents, and its Consequences 
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Figure 2 
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Figure 3 

The Psychological Contract and its Antecedents 
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Figure 4 

The Psychological Contract and its Consequences 
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Figure 5 

Study One: Median-Split of Organizational Violation and Transactional Psychological 

Contract Strength on Distributive Justice 
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Figure 6 

Study One: Median-Split of Organizational Violation and Transactional Psychological 

Contract Strength on Continuance Commitment 
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Figure 7 

Study One: Median-Split of Organizational Violation and Benefits Psychological Contract 
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Figure 8 

Study Two: Median-Split of Organizational Violation and Good Faith and Fair Dealings 

Psychological Contract Strength on Interactional Justice 
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Figure 9 

Revised Model of the Psychological Contract, it Antecedents, and its Consequences 
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Figure 10 

Transactional Psychological Contract and its Consequences 
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Figure 11 

Benefits Psychological Contract and its Consequences 
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Figure 12 

Good Faith and Fair Dealings Psychological Contract and its Consequences 
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Figure 13 

The Psychological Contract and its Consequences 
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Table 1 

Psychological Contract Scale Development (n= 339) 

Contract 
Form 

Rousseau & 
Tijoriwala 
number of 

Items 

Rousseau & 
Tijoriwala 

alphas 

My alphas 
for 

Rousseau & 
Tijoriwala 

items 

My 
restricted 

number of 
items 

Alpha for 
restricted 

items 

Transactional 7 0.83 0.85 7 0.85 

Relational 7 0.82 0.77 5 0.80 

Working 
conditions 9 0.92 0.74 7 0.83 

Benefits 9 0.88 0.73 4 0.80 

Intrinsic 
value 5 0.84 0.84 4 0.85 

Good faith 
and fair 
dealings 

9 0.93 0.90 4 0.85 
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Table 2 

Study One: Correlation of Psychological Contract Forms, Violations, and Motivations 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Indirect 
Motive 

(0.92) - - - - - -

2, 
Organizational 
Motive 

-0.10 (0.75) ~ ~ ~ -

3. Paid 
Motive 

-0.24** -0.21* 1.00 - - - -

4. Personal 
Motive 

-0.24** -0.21* -0.50** (0.90) - - -

5. Social 
Motive 

-0.14 -0.13 -0.29** -0.31** (0.88) - -

6. Relational 
Psychological 
Contract 

0.13 . 0.05 0.07 -0:25** 0.08 (0.73) ~ 

7. Transact. 
Psychological 
Contract 

0.07 0.11 -0.12 0.08 -0.09 0.10 (0.84) 

M 0.10 0.08 0.33 0.34 0.15 2.82 4.54 

SD 0.30 0.27 0.47 0.47 0.36 1.13 0.49 

N 14 11 45 46 21 166 172 

Parenthetical diagonals indicate reliability 
The range for all motives is 0 (absent) to 1 (present) 
The range for Relational Psychological Contract and Transactional Psychological Contract 

is 1 (low) to 5 (High) 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 3 

Study One: Correlation of Psychological Contract Forms, Violations, Organizational 

Commitment and Organizational Justice 

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Relational PC (0.73) - - - - - -

2. Transactional 
Psych. Contract 

0.10 (0.84) - - - - -

3. Benefits PC 0.11 0.03 (0.83) - - - -

4. Good Faith PC 0.01 0.38** 0.11 (0.89) - - -

5. Intrinsic Job 
Psych. Contract 

0.21** 0.40** 0.13 0.53** (0.86) - -

6. Working Con. 
Psych. Contract 

0.12 0.45** 0.21** 0.79** 0.69** (0.89) -

7. Violation by 
Organization 

0.08 -0.31** 0.13 -0.58** -0.39** -0.50** (0.93) 

8. Violation by 
Individual 

-0.11 -0.71** -0.04 -0.21** -0.26** -0.31** 0.25** 

9. Affective 
Commitment 

0.15 0.30** 0.04 0.49** 0.37** 0.40** -0.39** 

10. Continuance 
Commitment 

0.15* 0.09 0.23** 0.04 0.10 0.08 0.17* 

11. Distributive 
Justice 

0.05 0.27** -0.04 0.59** 0.51** 0.50** -0.66** 

12. Procedural 
Justice 

0.07 0.27** 0.02 0.56** 0.41** 0.58** -0.57** 

13. Interactional 
Jusdce 

0.00 0.38** -0.03 0.55** 0.38** 0.57** -0.46** 

M 2.82 4.54 1.95 3.99 3.96 3.99 2.22 

SD 1.13 0.49 1.14 0.88 0.84 0.78 1.05 

N 166 172 154 166 167 166 162 

Diagonals indicate reliability 
* indicates P<0.05 
** indicates p<0.01 



Table 3 

(cont.) 

Variables 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 

1. Relational PC - - - - - -

2. Transactional 
Psych. Contract 

- - - - - -

3. Benefits PC - - - - - -

4. Good Faith PC - - - - - -

5. Intrinsic Job 
Psych. Contract 

- - - - - -

6. Working Con. 
Psych. Contract 

- - - - - -

7. Violation by 
Organization 

- - - - - -

8. Violation by 
Individual 

(0.94) - - - - -

9. Affective 
Commitment 

-0.15 (0.81) - - - -

10. Continuance 
Commitment 

-0.02 0.17* (0.69) - - -

11. Distributive 
Justice 

-0.13 0.53** -0.07 (0.96) - -

12. Procedural 
Justice 

-0.19* 0.47** -0.03 0.58** (0.95) -

13. Interactional 
Justice 

-0.25** 0.36** -0.06 0.38** 0.41** (0.93) 

M 1.45 3.50 2.48 3.59 3.43 4.19 

SD 0.56 0.78 0.84 1.04 0.91 0.77 

N 170 176 168 172 163 166 

Diagonals indicate reliability 
* indicates P<0.05 
** indicates p<0.01 
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Table 4 

Study One; Motive by Psychological Contract Type Mean (n = 178) 

Motive N Relational 
Contract Mean 

Transactional 
Contract Mean 

Personal 46 2.36 4.61 

Organizational 11 2.97 4.73 

Social 21 2.98 4.46 

Indirect Economic 14 3.18 4.66 

Direct Economic 45 2.86 4.48 

Note: 41 individuals did not respond to this section 
The range for Relational Psychological Contract and Transactional Psychological Contract 

is 1 (low) to 5 (High) 
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Table 5 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Motivations on Transactional 

Psychological Contract {n = 108) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression 7?2 Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.06 0.06 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.10 0.04 

Step 3: Personal, Organizational, and 0.10 0.00 0.04 
Social Motives v. Indirect & Paid 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is for final model. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 6 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Motivations on Relational Psychological 

Contract {n = 107) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression ^^2 Beta 

Step 1: Demo. Control Variables 0.03 0.03 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.09 0.06 

Step 3: Personal, Organizational, and 0.10 0.01 0.15 
Social Motives v. Indirect & Paid 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is for final model. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
•"* indicates p < O.OI 
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Table 7 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Transactional Psychological Contract and 

Violation on Distributive Justice (n= 121) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression A/?2 Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.07 0.07 

Step 2; Hospital Control Variables 0.19** 0.12** 

Step 3: Transactional PC 0.20** 0.01 0.12 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

0.45** 0.26** -0.61** 

Violation-Individual 0.04 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Transactional PC 

0.48** 0.03* -1.64* 

Violation-Individual 
by Transactional PC 

1.06 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 8 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Relational Psychological Contract and 

Violation on Interactional Justice {n = 125) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression /?2 AR^ Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.03 0.03 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.10 0.07* 

Step 3: Relational PC 0.11 0.01 -0.11 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

Violation-Individual 

0.28** 0.18** -0.37** 

-0.20* 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Relational PC 

Violation-Individual 
by Relational PC 

0.28 0.00 -0.03 

0.11 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 9 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Relational Psychological Contract and 

Violation on Procedural Justice {n = 122) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression A/?2 Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.03 0.03 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.2]** 0.18** 

Step 3: Transactional PC 0.21** 0.00 0.00 

Step 4; Violation-
Organization 

Violation-Individual 

0.43** 0.22** -0.54** 

-0.02 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Transactional PC 

Violation-Individual 
by Transactional PC 

0.45** 0.02 0.17 

0.29 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 10 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Benefits, Good Faith and Fair Dealings, 

Intrinsic Job Characteristics, and Working Conditions Psychological Contracts and 

Violation on Distributive Justice {n= 121) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.07 0.07 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.20** 0.13** 

Step 3: Benefit PC 0.46** 0.26** -0.10 

Good Faith PC 0.49** 

Intrinsic Job PC 0.38** 

Work Cond. PC -0.19 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

0.57** 0.11** -0.45** 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Benefit PC 

0.59** 0.02 -0.19 

Violation-
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

0.12 

Violation-
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

0.88* 

Violation-
Organization by 
Work Cond. PC 

-0.87 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is for final model. 
Penultimate beta is through step 4. 
* indicates P < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 11 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Benefits, Good Faith and Fair Dealings, 

Intrinsic Job Characteristics, and Working Conditions Psychological Contracts and 

Organizational Violation on Interactional Justice {n = 120) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression /?2 a/?- Beta 

Step I: Demo Controls Variables 0.04 0.04 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.10 0.06 

Step 3: Benefits PC 0.35** 0.25** -0.14 

Good Faith PC 0.34* 

Intrinsic Job PC -0.01 

Work Cond. PC 0.27 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

0.38** 0.03* -0.23* 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Benefits PC 

0.39** 0.01 -0.13 

Violation-
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

-0.22 

Violation-
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

-0.45 

Violation-
Organization by 
Work Cond. PC 

-0.42 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 12 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Benefits, Good Faith and Fair Dealings, 

Intrinsic Job Characteristics, and Working Conditions Psychological Contracts and 

Organizational Violation on Procedural Justice {n = 117) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression R- AR- Beta 

Step 1; Demo Controls Variables 0.03 0.03 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.21** 0.18** 

Step 3: Benefits PC 0.47** 0.26** -0.02 

Good Faith PC 0.34** 

Intrinsic Job PC 0.06 

Work Cond. PC 0.22 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

0.52** 0.05** -0.33** 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Benefits PC 

0.52** 0.01 -0.17 

Violation-
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

-0.30 

Violation-
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

-0.34 

Violation-
Organization by 
Work Cond. PC 

-0.67 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 13 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Relational Psychological Contract and 

Violation and on Affective Commitment {n = 127) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression /?2 A/?2 Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.11** 0.11** 

Year -0.34** 

Sex 0.05 

Income 0.06 

Race 0.06 

Step 2; Ho.spital Control Variables 0.18** 0.07* 

Step 3: Relational PC 0.19** 0.01 0.11 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

0.25** 0.06* -0.27** 

Violation-Individual -0.02 

Step 5; Violation-
Organization by 
Relational PC 

0.25** 0.00 -0.03 

Violation-Individual 
by Relational PC 

0.02 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 14 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Transactional Psychological Contract and 

Violation on Continuance Commitment (n = 127) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.07* 0.07* 

Year 0.06 

Sex -0.22** 

Income -0.17 

Race -0.04 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.10 0.02 

Step 3: Transactional PC 0.10 0.00 0.03 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

0.11 0.01 0.15 

Violation-Individual -0.04 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Transactional PC 

0.18* 0.06* 

Violation-Individual 
by Transactional PC 

-0.49 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 15 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Benefits, Good Faith and Fair Dealings, 

Intrinsic Job Characteristics, and Working Conditions Psychological Contracts and 

Violation on Continuance Commitment (n = 121) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression A/?2 Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0.07 0.07 

Year -0.06 

Sex -0.22* 

Income -0.15 

Race 0.05 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.10 0.03 -

Step 3: Benefits PC 0.16* 0.06 0.23* 

Good Faith PC -0.19 

Intrinsic Job PC 0.01 

Work Cond. PC 0.17 

Step 4; Violation- 0.19* 0.03 0.22 Step 4; 
Organization 

Step 5; Violation- 0.28** 0.09* 0.96* Step 5; 
Organization by 
Benefits PC 

Violation- 0.34 
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

Violation- 0.02 
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

Violation- -0.37 
Organization by 
Work Cond. PC 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 16 

Study One: Regression Results for the Effects of Benefits, Good Faith and Fair Dealings, 

Intrinsic Job Characteristics, and Working Conditions Psychological Contracts and 

Violation on Affective Commitment (n = 122) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression Beta 

Step 1: Demo Controls Variables 0)2** 0 j2=<-* 

Year -0.36** 

Sex 0.02 

Income 0.07 

Race 0.07 

Step 2: Hospital Control Variables 0.19** 0.07* -

Step 3: Benefits PC 

Good Faith PC 

Intrinsic Job PC 

Work Cond. PC 

0.38** 0.19** 0.10 

0.44** 

0.15 

-0.08 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization 

0.38** 0.00 -0.03 

Step 5: Violation-
Organization by 
Benefits PC 

Violation-
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

Violation-
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

Violation-
Organization by 
Work Cond. PC 

0.38** 0.01 -0.13 

0.32 

0.02 

0.02 

Demographic Control Variables include: year of birth, sex, income, and race. 
Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 17 

Study Two: Correlation of Key Variables 

Variables 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 

1. Manipulated 
Affective Comm. 

1.00 - - - - - -

2. Manipulated 
Continuance Cm. 

0.01 1.00 - - - - -

3. Manipulated 
Org. Justice 

-0.05 -0.00 1.00 - - - -

4. Manipulated 
Violation 

-0.04 -0.00 0.02 1.00 - - -

5. Transactional 
Psych. Contract 

-0.05 0.07 -0.08 0.03 (0.80) - -

6. Good Faith PC -0.07 O.I 1 -0.17** -0.13* 0.23** (0.82) -

7. Intrinsic Job 
Psych. Contract 

0.07 -0.04 0.04 -0.07 0.10 0.22** (0.86) 

8. Measured 
Violation 

-0.08 0.01 0.17** 0.30** -0.05 -0.13* 0.05 

9. Measured AC 0.43** -0.04 -0.31** -0.24** 0.01 0.20** 0.11 

10. Measured CC 0.05 0.40** -0.05 -0.07 0.16* 0 21** 0.07 

11. Measured DJ 0.04 0.02 -0.39** -0.32** 0.10 0.36** 0.13* 

12. Measured PJ 0.05 -0.03 -0.45** -0.20** -0.05 0.39** 0.19** 

13. Measured IJ 0.07 -0.01 -0.44** -0.33** 0.01 0.39** 0.19** 

M 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 4.45 3.19 3.24 

SD 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.56 0.89 1.02 

N 256 256 256 256 256 255 255 

Diagonals in parentheses indicate reliability 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 17 

(cont.) 

Variables 8^ 9^ To iT \ 2 .  \ J .  

1. Manipulated AC ...... 

2. Manipulated CC ...... 

3. Manipulated OJ ----- -

4. Manipulated Vio. 

5. Transactional PC - . . . 

6. Good Faith PC ----- -

7. Intrinsic Job PC ------

8. Measured Violate (0.50) - - - - -

9. Measured AC -0.35 (0.75) - - - -

10. Measured CC -0.17 0.08 (0.76) - - -

11. Measured DJ -0.37 0.33** 0.11 (0.88) - -

12. Measured PJ -0.33 0.31** -0.01 0.58** (0.87) -

13. Measured IJ -0.48 0.37** 0.10 0.62** 0.74** (0.91) 

M 2.98 2.86 3.26 2.91 2.49 2.56 

SD 0.93 0.69 0.74 0.90 0.86 0.89 

N 256 256 256 256 256 256 

Diagonals in parentheses indicate reliability 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 



Table 18 

Study Two: Regression Results for the Effects of Transactional Psychological Contract and 

Violation on Distributive Justice (n = 256) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression /?2 A/?2 Beta 

Step 1: Manipulation: Organizational 
Justice 

0.15** 0.15** -0.39** 

Step 2; Transactional Psychological 
Contract 

0.16** 0.01 0.08 

Step 3: Manipulation: Violation 0.26** 0.10** 0.31** 

Step 4: Interaction: transactional 
psychological contract and violation 

0.26** 0.00 -0.01 

Beta is at step of entry. 
indicates p < 0.05 

** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 19 

Study Two: Regression Results for the Effects of Good Faith and Fair Dealings and 

Intrinsic Job Characteristics Psychological Contracts and Organizational Violation on 

Distributive Justice 

{n = 255) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression A/?2 Beta 

Step 1: Manipulation: Organizational 
Justice 

0.15** 0.15** -0.39** 

Step 2: Good Faith PC 0.25** 0.09** 0.28** 

Intrinsic Job PC 0.08 

Step 3: Manipulation: Violation 0.32** 0.07** -0.27** 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

0.32** 0.00 -0.24 

Violation-
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

0.08 

Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 



Table 20 

Study Two: Regression Results for the Effects of Good Faith and Intrinsic Job 

Characteristics Psychological Contracts and Organizational Violation on Interactional 

Justice {n = 255) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression R2 AR^ Beta 

Step 1: Manipulation; Organizational 
Justice 

0.19** 0.19** -0.44** 

Step 2: Good Faith PC 0.31** 0.12** 0.29** 

Intrinsic Job PC 0.14** 

Step 3: Manipulation: Violation 0.39** 0.08** -0.28** 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

0.40** 0.01 -0.46* 

Violation-
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

-0.03 

Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 21 

Study Two: Regression Results for the Effects of Good Faith and Intrinsic Job 

Characteristics Psychological Contracts and Organizational Violation on Procedural Justice 

(/! = 255) 

Steps In Hierarchical Regression /?2 AR- Beta 

Step 1; Manipulation: Organizational 
Justice 

0.20** 0.20** -0.45** 

Step 2: Good Faith PC 0.32** 0.12** 0.29** 

Intrinsic Job PC 0.14** 

Step 3: Manipulation: Violation 0.34** 0.02** -0.14** 

Step 4: Violation-
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

0.35** 0.00 -0.22 

Violation-
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

0.06 

Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 



Table 22 

Study Two: Regression Results for the Effects of Transactional Psychological Contract and 

Violation on Continuance Commitment (n = 256) 

Steps in Hierarchical Regression A/?2 Beta 

Step 1: Manipulation: Continuance 
Commitment 

0.16** 0.16** 0.40** 

Step 2: Transactional Psychological 
Contract 

O.IS** 0.02* 0.13* 

Step 3: Manipulation: Violation 0.18** 0.01 -0.07 

Step 4: Interaction: transactional 
psychological contract and violation 

0.18** 0.00 0.08 

Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 



Table 23 

Study Two: Regression Results for the Effects of Organizational Violation and 

Organizational Psychological Contract Interaction on Affective Commitment ( n  =  256) 

DV: Affective Commitment /?2 AR^ Beta 

Step 1; Manipulation; Affective 0.19** 0.19** 0.44** 
Commitment 

Step 2; Good Faith PC 0.24** 0.05** 0.22** 

Intrinsic Job PC 0.03 

Step 3: Manipulation: Violation 0.28** 0.04** -0.20** 

Step 4: Violation- 0.28** 0.00 -0.17 
Organization by 
Good Faith PC 

Violation- -0.14 
Organization by 
Intrinsic Job PC 

Beta is at step of entry. 
* indicates p < 0.05 
** indicates p < 0.01 
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Table 24 

Summary of Findings 

Hypotheses Study One Study Two 

HI: Stronger transactional contracts will be found among 
volunteers motivated by indirect economic rewards and 
paid employees than volunteers motivated by personal, 
social, or organization concerns. 

H2: Stronger relational psychological contracts will be 
found among volunteers motivated by personal, 
organizational, and social concerns than by paid 
employees and volunteers motivated by indirect economic 
rewards. 

H3A; Violations of transactional psychological contracts 
leads to perceived distributive injustice. 

H3B: The influence of the violation of a transactional 
psychological contract on perceived distributive justice is 
moderated by the contract strength. A violated weak 
transactional psychological contract will have less effect on 
perceived distributive ju.stice than a violated strong 
transactional psychological contract. 

H4A: Violations of relational psychological contracts leads 
to perceived procedural and interactional injustice. 

H4B: The influence of the violation of a relational 
psychological contract on perceived procedural and 
interactional justice is moderated by the strength of the 
contract. A violated weak relational psychological contract 
will have less effect on perceived interactional and 
procedural justice than a violated strong relational contract. 

No 

No 

Partial 
(violation by 
organization 

only) 

Yes 

Partial 
(violation by 
organization; 
violation by 
individual 

for 
interactional 

only) 

No 

Partial 
(violation by 
organization; 

individual 
violation not 

assessed) 

No 
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Table 24 

Summary of Findings (continued) 

Hypotheses Study One Study Two 

H5 A: The influence of the violation of psychological 
contracts concerned with organizational promises on Partial 
distributive justice is moderated by the strength of the (intrinsic 
contract. A violated weak contract concerning benefits, only) 
intrinsic job characteristics, or working conditions will 
have less effect on perceived distributive justice than a 
violated strong contract concerning benefits, intrinsic job 
characteristics or working conditions. 

H5B: The influence of the violation of a p.sychological 
contract concerned with organizational promises on No 
interactional and procedural justice is moderated by the 
strength of the contract. A violated weak contract 
concerning good faith and fair dealings will have less 
effect on perceived interactional or procedural justice than 
a violated strong contract concerning good faith and fair 
dealings. 

H6A: Violations of relational psychological contracts leads 
to negative affective commitment. 

No (benefits 
and working 

conditions 
not 

assessed) 

Partial (for 
interactional 

only) 

Partial (org. 
Violation 

only) 

H6B: The influence of the violation of a relational 
psychological contract on affective commitment is No 
moderated by the strength of the contract. A violated weak 
relational psychological contract will have less effect on 
affective commitment than a violated strong relational 
psychological contract. 

H7A: Violations of transactional psychological contracts No 
leads to negative continuance commitment. 

H7B: The influence of the violation of a transactional 
psychological contract on continuance commitment is Yes 
moderated by the strength of the contract. A violated weak 
transactional psychological contract will have less effect on 
continuance commitment than a violated strong 
transactional psychological contract. 

No 

No 



170 

Table 24 

Summary of Findings (continued) 

Hypotheses Study One Study Two 

H8A: The influence of the violation of a psychological 
contract concerned with organizational promises for 
benefits or working conditions on continuance 
commitment is moderated by the strength of the contract. 
A violated weak contract concerning benefits or working 
conditions will have less effect on continuance 
commitment than a violated strong contract concerning 
benefits or working conditions. 

Yes 

H8B: The influence of the violation of a psychological 
contract concerned with organizational promises for good 
faith and fair dealings or intrinsic job characteristics on 
affective commitment is moderated by the strength of the 
contract. A violated weak psychological contract 
concerning good faith and fair dealings or intrinsic job 
characteristics will have less effect on affective 
commitment than a violated strong psychological contract 
concerning good faith and fair dealings or intrinsic job 
characteristics. 

No No 
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