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Abstract
Although scholars and practitioners argue that organizations should provide
justice information in the aftermath of a psychological contract breach (PC
breach) to prevent or reduce violation feelings, it remains unclear whether
that information should be provided within a few hours, days, or weeks
following a PC breach. We estimated a 2-level time-lagged regression model
on experience sampling data from 76 (226 observations), 70 (213 ob-
servations), and 70 (344 observations) employees with different intervals to
test the durability of informational justice as a moderator on the PC breach-
violation feelings relationship. We found that justice information should be
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provided in close temporal proximity (i.e., within the same day; Study 1) of PC
breach to reduce violation feelings. In contrast, neither justice information
provided the day (Study 2) or week (Study 3) after a PC breach successfully
moderated the PC breach-violation feelings relationship. The current paper
underscores the importance of being informationally just in close temporal
proximity to a PC breach in line with resolution velocity as an indicator of the
effectiveness of the recovery process. We discuss theoretical and practical
implications of these findings.
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Employees often encounter disappointing events at work that they believe are
unjust. Many such events stem from a breach of the employee’s psychological
contract (PC). The PC is an individual’s collection of beliefs about what
resources and experiences the employee and organization are obligated to
provide one another in their exchange relationship (e.g., Coyle-Shapiro et al.,
2019; Rousseau, 1989; Rousseau et al., 2018). For example, an employee may
believe that the organization is obligated to provide a safe work environment
and a competitive salary in exchange for an employee’s hard work and loyalty.
As such, the PC serves to guide perceptions and behaviors in the employee-
employer exchange relationship. Perceptions of PC breach, a ‘disruption’ to
the employment relationship (Rousseau et al., 2018), arise when an employee
observes a failure on the part of the organization to provide the experiences
and resources that the employee believes the organization is obligated to
provide in exchange for their work contributions (e.g., Coyle-Shapiro et al.,
2019; Morrison & Robinson, 1997). This perceived discrepancy between
employee beliefs about organizational obligations and actual employee ex-
periences can trigger violation feelings which, in turn, are associated with
a host of negative attitudes and behaviors that have detrimental consequences
for both employees and employers. Meta-analytic evidence indicates that
violation feelings associated with PC breach trigger reduced job satisfaction,
organizational trust, organizational commitment, performance, and extra-role
behavior and to increased turnover intentions and actual turnover (e.g., Zhao
et al., 2007). Although incidents of PC breach often stem from mis-
understandings between employees and employers about obligations
(Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Payne et al., 2015), more often organizations
find themselves in situations wherein strained resources interfere with the
organization’s ability to deliver on its obligations. Given the impact of
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violation feelings on employee attitudes and behaviors, and ultimately on
organizational effectiveness, it is crucial for employers to understand how to
prevent or, at minimum, buffer violation feelings.

A longstanding finding in the justice literature indicates that employers can
prevent or mitigate negative reactions to unjust organizational events by
providing employees with explanatory information; that is by providing
informational justice (e.g., Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Rodell, 2015; Shin
et al., 2015). Theoretically speaking, to ensure effectiveness, such information
should be specific to the employee and situation, truthful, reasonable, jus-
tifiable, and provided in a timely manner (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt & Rodell,
2015). However, ‘timeliness’ can be subjective. Researchers have advised
organizations to inform employees about decisions that affect them as soon as
possible; otherwise, employees may rely on informal information (e.g., ru-
mors) that may be inaccurate, potentially intensifying negative feelings and
distrust of management (Bordia et al., 2006). Moreover, the timeliness of
providing informational justice could be viewed as a form of overall orga-
nizational justice, i.e., the overall sense of organisational fairness. Existing
models suggest a harmful impact of not informing employees about decisions
that affect them in a timely manner. Both Tyler and Blader (2003) in their
Group Engagement Model of Procedural Justice and Restubog and colleagues
(2008) in their application of the Group Value Model emphasise the im-
portance of the quality of treatment of employees, politeness, and dignity in
social interactions. Being rapidly informed of important matters that affect
employees may be regarded as a form of respectful interaction and politeness,
whereas neglecting to inform employees in a timely manner may—following
the assumptions of the Group Engagement Model—negatively affect em-
ployees’ identity judgements and attitudes towards the organisation. The
Group Value Model (Restubog et al., 2008) further reflects on employees’
expectations of organisational relationships, in which trust can be of critical
importance. Providing informational justice too late may leave employees
feeling undervalued, as this might be experienced as a lack of fair and re-
spectful treatment on behalf of one’s organization.

However, although the importance of timeliness in delivering in-
formational justice seems evident, it remains unclear whether timely com-
munication reflects the provision of information within a few hours, days, or
weeks following a critical incident such as a perceived PC breach. Indeed,
only relatively recently have organizational scholars begun to recognize the
significant effects of objective and subjective time in organizational contexts
(e.g., Griep et al., 2021; Roe, 2008; Shipp & Cole, 2014). Nonetheless, by
identifying the dynamic features of PC breach perceptions and informational
justice reactions, and by exploring the temporal relations among those
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features, we are able to offer a more comprehensive understanding of the role
of time in PC processes and repair in the aftermath of PC breach as proposed
by the Post-Violation Model (Tomprou et al., 2015). As such, an important
question arises: “When should organizations provide explanatory information
to employees in their efforts to prevent or mitigate negative affective reactions
such as violation feelings?”

In this 3-study paper, we tackle this issue by drawing on recent theoretical
advancements on the Post-Violation Model (Tomprou et al., 2015) and es-
tablished empirical findings (e.g., Johnson et al., 2013; Tomlinson et al.,
2004). According to the Post-Violation Model (Tomprou et al., 2015), ef-
fective recovery following a perceived PC breach requires that the discrep-
ancy between obligations and actual experiences be reduced (e.g., through
remedies and/or changes in perceptions) and that feelings of violation be
minimized. In line with self-regulation theory and research (e.g., Carver &
Scheier, 2001; Lord et al., 2010), this recovery process is iterative, and its
success depends on several factors including organizational responsiveness.
Responsiveness can take the form of organizational repair efforts (e.g., ful-
filling the breached obligation) and organizational acknowledgment of the PC
breach. Acknowledgment may include sincere apologies, plausible denials,
and credible explanations (Tomprou et al., 2015). According to the Post-
Violation Model, such messages motivate the employee to either accept the
situation as the new status quo or to positively reinterpret the PC breach by
reducing the organization’s perceived responsibility. Thus, as a form of or-
ganizational acknowledgement, the provision of informational justice fol-
lowing a perceived PC breach should serve to reduce violation feelings.

Tomprou et al. (2015) also argued that the speed at which organizational
responses occur impacts the effectiveness of post-violation recovery. Reso-
lution velocity refers to the perceived speed of progress toward resolution of
the PC breach. As in self-regulation research (e.g., Carver et al., 1996;
Johnson et al., 2013), resolution velocity serves as an indicator of the ef-
fectiveness of the recovery process, with faster resolution efforts being related
to more positive post-violation outcomes. Fast delivery of informational
justice following PC breach signals that the organization is aware of its
wrongdoing and cares about the exchange relationship (Tomlinson et al.,
2004). Employees are likely to believe that a PC breach can be resolved, if
informational justice is provided in close temporal proximity to the actual PC
breach event; resulting in reduced violation feelings (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009;
Tomlinson et al., 2004). Similarly, prompt—compared to delayed—
organizational responsiveness is associated with greater distress reduction
in the trust repair process (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009). Therefore, we predicted
that informational justice that is provided promptly following a PC breach
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would be more effective at reducing violation feelings than informational
justice provided at later times. We conducted three studies to assess the
moderating role of informational justice on the relationship between PC
breach and violation feelings, with each study reflecting a different speed of
informational justice delivery ranging from within the same day, from one day
to the next day, and from one week to the next week. By gradually increasing
the length of the time lag, we adhere to recent recommendations in the lit-
erature made by a group of 34 PC researchers (Griep et al., 2019), to capture
the rate of change in PC breach reactions over short-term (defined as minutes
to hours in their call) and long-term (defined as days to weeks in their call)
time lags. Following the above, we hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1. Informational justice moderates the positive relationship
between PC breach and violation feelings in the short term (within the
same day, hypothesis 1a), but not in the longer term (from day-to-day,
hypothesis 1b or from week-to-week, hypothesis 1c), in such a way that the
positive relationship between PC breach and violation feelings (within the
same day) will be less positive when informational justice is high.

Method Study 1

Procedure and Participants

We approached managers from a wide range of industries (i.e., health services,
professional services, education, construction, manufacturing, wholesale and
retail trade, information technology, leisure and hospitality, public adminis-
tration, food and drink, and transportation) with whom the authors already had
a pre-existing relationship, to gage their interest in participating in our re-
peated measurement study. Managers who indicated that their organization
was interested in participating in our study were requested to forward
a personal email to their employees with the request to take part in our study.
In doing so, we reached 158 North American respondents, of whom 76
respondents completed multiple prompts per day study (response rate =
48.10%). Specifically, we asked respondents to complete a survey in the
morning (between 10–11AM)1 and a survey in the afternoon (between 3PM–

4PM) for five consecutive workdays. Because we collected multiple surveys
from the same respondents, our analytic interest was in the number of
completed ‘observations’ rather than the number of ‘respondents’, resulting in
effective sample sizes of 226 observations. Respondents were, on average,
46.82 years old (SD = 15.19), 76.30% were female, 85.60% obtained a higher
educational degree, and the average tenure was 9.64 years (SD = 10.27).
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Respondents came from the following industries (top five presented here):
health services (25%), manufacturering (19.74%), education (17.11%), in-
formation technology (15.79%), public administration (13.16%).

A substantial benefit of the analytical approach we used in all three studies
(see section “Analyses”) is its ability to handle missing data between different
observations (Ployhart et al., 2002). As such, we followed recent recom-
mendations by other papers with longitudinal data (see Griep et al., 2021;
Hülsheger et al., 2021) to not remove respondents due to missing data because
patterns of missing data rarely happen at random and the maximum likelihood
estimator is able to properly deal with said missing data (see for example
Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Singer & Willett, 2003; Wang et al., 2017). In
other words, every respondent with at least one completed repeated mea-
surement survey was included in the analysis. In all three studies, the sample
sizes exceed the minimum required sample sizes needed to make accurate
estimates of standard errors in multilevel research (Maas & Hox, 2005).
Moreover, Hox and Maas (2002) as well as Paccagnella (2011) demonstrated
that only a small sample size at level 2 (meaning a sample of 50 or less) leads
to biased estimates of the second-level standard errors. In all the other
simulated conditions the estimates of both the regression coefficients, the
variance components and the standard errors are unbiased and accurate. All
three studies were approved by the Ethics Committee Social Science (ap-
proval number: ECSW-LT-2022-9-21-42470).

Measures

PC breach was measured using the five items by Robinson and Morrison
(2000). This measure assessed employees’ perceptions of how well their PC
had been fulfilled or breached by their organizations. Measuring perceived PC
breach as a global perception is consistent with existing conceptualizations of
PC breach as an overall evaluation of how well one’s PC has been fulfilled or
breach by one’s employer (Rousseau, 1989). The items were adapted in such
a way that they referred to the time frame respondents were supposed to report
about and used the past tense. The items were as followed: (1) In the morning
half of the day, almost all of the promises made by my employer have been
kept so far (reversed), (2) In the morning half of the day, I felt that my
employer has come through in fulfilling the promises made to me (reversed),
(3) In the morning half of the day, my employer has done an excellent job in
fulfilling its promises to me (reversed), (4) In the morning half of the day, I
have not received everything promised to me in exchange for my con-
tributions, and (5) In the morning half of the day, my employer has broken
many of its obligations to me even though I’ve upheld my side of the deal.
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Respondents rated their agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree”. The level-
specific within- (ω = .81) and between-person (ω = .93) omega reliability
(Geldhof et al., 2014) was significant and thus satisfactory.

Violation feelings were measured using the four items by Robinson and
Morrison (2000). The items were adapted in such a way that they referred to
the time frame respondents were supposed to report about and used the past
tense. The items were as followed: (1) In the afternoon half of the day, I felt
a great deal of anger toward my organization, (2) In the afternoon half of the
day, I felt betrayed by my organization, (3) In the afternoon half of the day, I
felt that my organization has violated the contract between us, and (4) In the
afternoon half of the day, I felt extremely frustrated by how I have been treated
by my organization. Respondents rated their agreement with each item on a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree”.
The level-specific within- (ω = .84) and between-person (ω = .95) omega
reliability (Geldhof et al., 2014) was significant and thus satisfactory.

Informational justice was measured using the five items by Colquitt
(2001). The items were adapted in such a way that they referred to the
time frame respondents were supposed to report about, used the past tense, and
specifically referenced PC breach as the source of information given the scope
of this study. The items were thus as followed: (1) In the morning half of the
day, has he/she been candid in his/her communications with you regarding the
unmet promises to you, (2) In the morning half of the day, has he/she ex-
plained the procedures regarding the unmet promises thoroughly, (3) In the
morning half of the day, were his/her explanations regarding the procedures
regarding the unmet promises reasonable, (4) In the morning half of the day,
had he/she communicated details regarding the unmet promises in a timely
manner, and (5) In the morning half of the day, did he/she seemed to tailor his/
her communications to your specific needs regarding the unmet promises.
Respondents rated their agreement with each item on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree”. The level-
specific within- (ω = .81) and between-person (ω = .97) omega reliability
(Geldhof et al., 2014) was significant and thus satisfactory.

Analyses

We started by estimating Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) of PC
breach, violation feelings, and informational justice because our data had
a nested structure (i.e., prompts nested within individuals). Upon examining
2-level ICCs, we noticed that the largest proportion of the variance in these
variables (.66, .79, and .64) could be attributed to within-person differences.
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Hence, we estimated a 2-level time-lagged moderated regression model that
partitions within- and between-subject variance using Mplus version 7.4
(Hox, 2010; Muthén & Muthén, 2013). In this 2-level time-lagged moderated
regression model, the moderation effects were tested by including an in-
teraction effect between PC breach (Time X) and informational justice (Time
X) when determining the moderating informational justice (Time X) on the
relationship between PC breach (Time X) and violation feelings (Time X + 1).
To interpret this moderation, we relied on the Johnson-Neyman technique
(Preacher et al., 2006) instead of the traditional simple slope method. The
Johnson-Neyman technique identifies the full range of the moderator for
which the interaction is significant, instead of selecting arbitrary conditional
values (i.e., traditionally �1SD, mean, +1SD); informational justice mod-
erates the relationship between PC breach and violation feelings for all values
of informational justice where the 95% confidence bands do not include zero.
While the upper line in a Johnson-Neyman plot indicates the upper region
boundaries of significance (the higher 2.5%), the lower line indicates the lower
region boundaries of significance (the lower 2.5%). The magnitude of the
interaction is depicted by the narrowness of the confidence bands (Preacher
et al., 2006). The middle line indicates the direction (i.e., positive or negative)
of the relationship. Moreover, we have also included a simple slope depiction
of low (�1SD), medium (mean), and high (+1SD) levels of informational
justice.

Method Study 2

Procedure and Participants

Using the same procedures described in Study 1, we reached 141 North
American respondents who did not take part in Study 1, of whom 70 re-
spondents completed the daily diary study (response rate = 49.65%). Spe-
cifically, we asked respondents to complete a single survey at the end of their
workday (between 4PM and 11PM) for five consecutive workdays. As in
Study 1, due to the nested nature of our data, our effective sample sizes had
213 observations; exceeding the minimum required sample sizes needed to
make accurate estimates of standard errors in multilevel research (Maas &
Hox, 2005). Our respondents were, on average, 39.60 years old (SD = 12.41),
51.50% were female, 89.40% obtained a higher educational degree, and the
average tenure was 13.06 years (SD = 13.30). Respondents came from the
following industries (top five presented here): health services (25.71%),
manufacturering (21.43%), education (17.14%), information technology
(15.71%), public administration (12.86%).
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Measures

PC breachwas measured using the same items and response scales as in Study
1, with the exception that we now referred to “In the past day” instead of “In
the morning half of the day”. The level-specific within- (ω = .73) and between-
person (ω = .97) omega reliability (Geldhof et al., 2014) was significant and
thus satisfactory.

Violation feelings were measured using the same items and response scales
as in Study 1, with the exception that we now referred to “In the past day”
instead of “In the afternoon half of the day”. The level-specific within- (ω =
.87) and between-person (ω = .99) omega reliability (Geldhof et al., 2014) was
significant and thus satisfactory.

Informational justice was measured using the same items and response
scales as in Study 1, with the exception that we now referred to “In the past
day” instead of “In the morning half of the day”. The level-specific within-
(ω = .83) and between-person (ω = .99) omega reliability (Geldhof et al.,
2014) was significant and thus satisfactory.

Analyses

As in Study 1, we started by estimating Intraclass Correlation Coefficients
(ICCs) of PC breach, violation feelings, and informational justice because our
data had a nested structure (i.e., daily surveys nested within individuals).
Upon examining 2-level ICCs, we noticed that the largest proportion of the
variance in these variables (.68, .82, and .69) could be attributed to within-
person differences. Hence, we used the same analytical approach as described
in Study 1.

Method Study 3

Procedure and Participants

Using the same procedures described in Study 1, we reached 189 North
American respondents who did not take part in Study 1, of whom 70
respondents completed the weekly diary study (response rate = 37.04%).
Specifically, we asked respondents to complete a single survey at the end of
their work week (between Friday 11AM and Sunday 11AM) for five
consecutive weeks. As in Study 1, due to the nested nature of our data, our
effective sample sizes had 344 observations; exceeding the minimum
required sample sizes needed to make accurate estimates of standard errors
in multilevel research (Maas & Hox, 2005). Our respondents were, on

Griep et al. 9



average, 38.53 years old (SD = 12.05), 48.20% were female, 92.30%
obtained a higher educational degree, and the average tenure was
13.12 years (SD = 12.93). Respondents came from the following industries
(top five presented here): health services (24.29%), manufacturering
(20%), education (18.57%), information technology (15.71%), public
administration (14.29%).

Measures

PC breachwas measured using the same items and response scales as in Study
1, with the exception that we now referred to “In the past week” instead of “In
the morning half of the day”. The level-specific within- (ω = .89) and between-
person (ω = .96) omega reliability (Geldhof et al., 2014) was significant and
thus satisfactory.

Violation feelings were measured using the same items and response scales
as in Study 1, with the exception that we now referred to “In the past week”
instead of “In the afternoon half of the day”. The level-specific within- (ω =
.89) and between-person (ω = .96) omega reliability (Geldhof et al., 2014) was
significant and thus satisfactory.

Informational justice was measured using the same items and response
scales as in Study 1, with the exception that we now referred to “In the past
week” instead of “In the morning half of the day”. The level-specific within-
(ω = .83) and between-person (ω = .99) omega reliability (Geldhof et al.,
2014) was significant and thus satisfactory.

Analyses

As in Study 1, we started by estimating Intraclass Correlation Coefficients
(ICCs) of PC breach, violation feelings, and informational justice because our
data had a nested structure (i.e., daily surveys nested within individuals).
Upon examining 2-level ICCs, we noticed that the largest proportion of the
variance in these variables (.75, .83, and .71) could be attributed to within-
person differences. Hence, we used the same analytical approach as described
in Study 1.

Results Study 1

Descriptive Results

Table 1 (top part) provides an overview of the means, standard deviations, and
zero-order (i.e., between-person) correlations.
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Measurement Model

We conducted a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis to determine
whether perceptions of PC breach, violation feelings and informational
justice can be empirically distinguished from each other. We used Hu and
Bentler’s (1995) conventional standards to assess model fit: Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation (.05 < RMSEA ≤.08: reasonable fit; 0 ≤
RMSEA ≤.05: close fit), Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (.05 <
SRMR ≤.08: reasonable fit; 0 ≤ SRMR ≤.05: close fit), the Comparative Fit
Index (.90 ≤ CFI <.95: good fit; .95≤ CFI ≤1.00: excellent fit), and the
Tucker-Lewis Index (.90 ≤ TLI <.95: good fit; .95≤ TLI ≤1.00: excellent fit).
Our results showed that the hypothesized model (Model 1), in which each
construct loaded onto a separate latent factor had an excellent fit: χ (51) =
89.64, p < .001, CFI = .97, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06, SRMRwithin = .05. We
compared this 3-factor structure to an alternative 2-factor structure (com-
bined PC breach and violation feelings into one latent variable; Model 2),
another alternative 2-factor structure (combined PC breach and in-
formational justice into one latent variable; Model 3), another alternative 2-
factor structure (combined violation feelings and informational justice into
one latent variable; Model 4), and an alternative 1-factor structure (com-
bined all variables into a single latent variable; Model 5). We found that
Model 1 fit the data significantly better than Model 2 (Δ χ2 (2) = 96.36, p <
.001, CFI = .90, TLI = .88, RMSEA = .11, SRMRwithin = .08), Model 3 (Δ χ2

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Zero-Order Correlations Among the
Focal Variables (Study 1/Study 2/Study 3).

M SD 1. 2. 3.

Study 1
1. PC breach 1.69 .68 —

2. Violation feelings 1.44 .70 .64
���

—

3. Informational justice 3.86 .95 �.52
��� �.55

���
—

Study 2
1. PC breach 1.75 .73 —

2. Violation feelings 1.49 .77 .73��� —

3. Informational justice 3.65 1.07 �.50��� �.51��� —

Study 3
1. PC breach 2.00 1.12 —

2. Violation feelings 1.84 .99 .77��� —

3. Informational justice 3.46 .98 �31��� �.38��� —

Note. � : p < .05. �� : p < .01. ���: p < .001;Means, standard deviations and zero-order correlations
are presented for each of the three studies.
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(2) = 113.94, p < .001, CFI = .87, TLI = .84, RMSEA = .11, SRMRwithin =
.10), Model 4 (Δ χ2 (2) = 478.71, p < .001, CFI = .61, TLI = .52, RMSEA =
.19, SRMRwithin = .12), and Model 5 (Δ χ2 (3) = 552.56, p < .001, CFI = .55,
TLI = .45, RMSEA = .20, SRMRwithin = .13).

Hypothesis Testing

We found that PC breach was positively related to violation feelings within the
same day (estimate = .786; SE = .043; p < .001). Moreover, we found that
informational justice was positively related to violation feelings within the same
day (estimate = .217; SE = .051; p < .001). Finally, and pivotal to this study, we
found that informational justice moderated the positive relationship between PC
breach and violation feelings within the same day (estimate =�.460; SE = .151;
p < .001, supporting hypothesis 1a). These findings support our prediction that
informational justice moderates the positive relationship between PC breach
and violation feelings in the short term (from one prompt to the next prompt
within the same day). Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of the
standardized results whereas Table 2 provides an overview of the standardized
regression results.

To further probe the significant moderating effect of informational jus-
tice, Figure 2 shows the plotted confidence bands for the moderating role of
informational justice (Time X) on the relationship between PC breach (Time
X) and violation feelings (Time X + 1). The simple slopes of this relationship
were significant inside the �1.16 and .83 region; implying that the effect of
PC breach on violation feelings was only significant under informational
justice values smaller than .83 (less than the lowest possible observable
value of 1.00 of informational justice). In other words, the effect of PC
breach on violation feelings was non-significant as of the lowest possible
observable informational justice value. In simple slope terms, this means
that for low (t = .42, p = .676), medium (t = .20, p = .845) and high levels (t =
.07, p = .942) of informational justice, there no longer exists a positive
relationship between PC breach and violation feelings, demonstrating the
mitigating effect of informational justice in close temporal proximity to PC
breach.

Results Study 2

Descriptive Results

Table 1 (middle part) provides an overview of the means, standard deviations,
and zero-order (i.e., between-person) correlations.
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Figure 1. Standardized estimated paths in the 2-level time-lagged model for Study 1
(top figure), Study 2 (middle figure), and Study 3 (bottom figure).
Notes. �: p < .05. ��: p < .01. ���: p < .001. Dotted lines indicate non-significant
relationships. Results indicate change in violation feelings by controlling for the auto-
correlation at the previous moment in time.
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Measurement Model

As in Study 1, we started by conducting a multilevel confirmatory factor
analysis to determine whether perceptions of PC breach, violation feelings and
informational justice can be empirically distinguished from each other using
Hu and Bentler’s (1995) conventional standards to assess model fit. Our
results showed that the hypothesized model (Model 1), in which each con-
struct loaded onto a separate latent factor had an excellent fit. We compared
this 3-factor structure to the same alternative models as described in Study 1
and found that Model 1 fit the data significantly better thanModel 2 (Δ χ2 (2) =
112,81, p < .001, CFI = .89, TLI = .87, RMSEA = .09, SRMRwithin = .08),
Model 3 (Δ χ2 (2) = 130.39, p < .001, CFI = .89, TLI = .86, RMSEA = .10,
SRMRwithin = .10), Model 4 (Δ χ2 (2) = 495.16, p < .001, CFI = .62, TLI = .53,
RMSEA = .21, SRMRwithin = .13), and Model 5 (Δ χ2 (3) = 569.01, p < .001,
CFI = .57, TLI = .47, RMSEA = .22, SRMRwithin = .13).

Hypothesis Testing

We found (see also Figure 1 and Table 2) that PC breach was positively related
to violation feelings from one day to the next day (estimate = .515; SE = .115;
p < .001). Moreover, we found that informational justice was negatively
related to violation feelings from one day to the next day (estimate = �561;
SE = .239; p = .019). Finally, and pivotal to this study, we found that in-
formational justice did not significantly moderate the relationship between PC

Table 2. Overview of the Regression Results (Study 1/Study 2/Study 3).

Path Estimate SE
p-

value

Study 1
1. PC breach - > violation feelings .786 .043 <.001
2. Informational justice - > violation feelings .217 .051 <.001
3. PC breach � informational justice - > violation feelings �.460 .058 <.00

Study 2
1. PC breach - > violation feelings .515 .115 <.001
2. Informational justice - > violation feelings �.561 .239 .019
3. PC breach � informational justice - > violation feelings .151 .286 .599

Study 3
1. PC breach - > violation feelings .607 .184 .001
2. Informational justice - > violation feelings �.225 .107 .035
3. PC breach � informational justice - > violation feelings .110 .247 .657

Note. estimate = standardized effect; SE = standard error.
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breach and violation feelings from one day to the next day (estimate = .151;
SE = .286; p = .599, supporting hypothesis 1b).

Results Study 3

Descriptive Results

Table 1 (bottom part) provides an overview of the means, standard deviations,
and zero-order (i.e., between-person) correlations.

Measurement Model

As in Study 1, we started by conducting a multilevel confirmatory factor
analysis to determine whether perceptions of PC breach, violation feelings and

Figure 2. Johnson-Neyman plot for the 2-level moderating role of informational
justice on the relationship between PC breach and violation feelings in Study 1.
Informational justice significantly moderates the relationship between PCB and violation
feelings as of the lowest observable value of informational justice. Note that the first
symbol (circle) corresponds to low levels of informational justice (�1SD), the second
symbol (triangle) corresponds to mean levels of informational justice (mean), and the
third symbol (square) corresponds to high levels of informational justice (+1SD).
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informational justice can be empirically distinguished from each other using
Hu and Bentler’s (1995) conventional standards to assess model fit. Our
results showed that the hypothesized model (Model 1), in which each con-
struct loaded onto a separate latent factor had an excellent fit. We compared
this 3-factor structure to the same alternative models as described in Study 1
and found that Model 1 fit the data significantly better thanModel 2 (Δ χ2 (2) =
120.51, p < .001, CFI = .85, TLI = .80, RMSEA = .10, SRMRwithin = .05),
Model 3 (Δ χ2 (2) = 201.03, p < .001, CFI = .75, TLI = .69, RMSEA = .12,
SRMRwithin = .20), Model 4 (Δ χ2 (2) = 326.58, p < .001, CFI = .61, TLI = .50,
RMSEA = .15, SRMRwithin = .20), and Model 5 (Δ χ2 (3) = 474.69, p < .001,
CFI = .44, TLI = .30, RMSEA = .18, SRMRwithin = .20).

Hypothesis Testing

We found (see also Figure 1 and Table 2) that PC breach was positively related
to violation feelings from one week to the next week (estimate = .607; SE =
.184; p = .001). Moreover, we found that informational justice was negatively
related to violation feelings from one week to the next week
(estimate = �.225; SE = .107; p = .035). Finally, and pivotal to this study, we
found that informational justice did not significantly moderate the relationship
between PC breach and violation feelings from one week to the next week
(estimate = .110; SE = .247; p = .657, supporting hypothesis 1c).

Invariance Testing

To examine the measurement invariance for the above described theoretical
CFA model (PC breach, violation feelings, and informational justice) across
our three independent samples, we conducted a multi-group confirmatory
factor analysis in which we examined a series of models, which successively
imposed more constraints: (1) configural equivalence (same factor structure
across waves), (2) metric equivalence (factor loadings constrained to be equal
across waves), and (3) scalar equivalence (item intercepts constrained to be
equal across waves). For model comparison, we used ΔCFI because this
metric is both independent of model complexity and sample size whereas the
Δχ2 is only independent of model complexity to evaluate invariance (Cheung
& Rensvold, 2002), where a ΔCFI of less than .01 usually indicates that the
constrained model should be retained (e.g., configural equivalence model
should be kept relative to the metric equivalence model) and a ΔCFI im-
provement of .01 or more indicates that the higher equivalence model should
be retained (e.g., metric equivalence model should be kept relative to the
configural equivalence model). First, we found support for metric invariance
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across our three samples; all proposed constructs were defined by the same set
of items and constraining the factor loadings to be the same across the three
samples resulted in trivial differences in model fit (CFI value improved by
ΔCFI = .028). Second, we also found support for scalar invariance across our
three samples; item intercepts were the same across all three waves of data
collection (CFI value improved by ΔCFI = .013).

Sample Comparision

To rule out potential distorting effects regarding differences in sample
characteristics, we compared our samples with regards to age, gender, edu-
cation, tenure and sector. We found that respondents in Study 1 were sig-
nificantly older, more likely to be female, and had a shorter company tenure
than respondents in Study 2 and 3, whereas we found no such differences in
age between Study 2 and Study 3. We found no significant differences in
educational level and sector between all three studies. Regarding the sig-
nificant differences in age, gender and tenure, meta-analytical evidence only
supports the importance of age as a moderator of the relationship between PC
breach and outcomes (see Bal et al., 2008). In other words, there is only
reliable empiricable evidence that we should potentially worry about the
significant differences regarding age between our three studies. However,
given that meta-analytical evidence indicates that as one gets older the re-
lationship between PC breach and negative outcomes tends to be less strong, it
is more likely that our Study 1 findings present an underestimation given that
age would reduce the strength of the negative relationship between PC breach
and violation feelings.

Discussion

This study explores the impact of breach in the psychological contract (PC) on
employees’ violation feelings and the moderating role of informational
justice. PC breaches lead to negative consequences, including reduced job
satisfaction and increased turnover intentions. The study emphasizes the
importance of timely informational justice to prevent or buffer violation
feelings. Drawing on the post-violation process (Tomprou et al., 2015), it
suggests that effective recovery involves minimizing the discrepancy between
obligations and experiences. Hypothesizing that informational justice mod-
erates the PC breach-violation feelings relationship, the study predicts
a stronger effect within the same day. The current three study paper under-
scores the importance of being informationally just in close temporal prox-
imity to a PC breach, in line with the theoretical argument of resolution
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velocity as an indicator of the effectiveness of the recovery process (Carver
et al., 1996; Johnson et al., 2013; Tomprou et al., 2015). This finding is of
critical importance to organizational practice and extends findings in the
justice and PC literatures. The benefits of informational justice are limited by
the speed of organizational responses. If organizations wait too long to ac-
knowledge and explain a PC breach, feelings of violation will persist, ulti-
mately eliciting negative employee attitudes and behaviors.

Our findings clearly indicate the need for managers to explain the
procedures, communicate with respect and dignity, and tailor their com-
munication to the specific needs of the employee (i.e., elements of in-
formational justice) in the immediate aftermath (i.e., within the same day) of
a PC breach. By doing so, they may be able to deliver a form of justice (i.e.,
informational justice) that prevents further feelings of being disrespected or
undervalued. Neglecting to inform employees within the same day may lead
employees to experience a lack of relational trust between them and their
supervisor, and lead to further experienced violation feelings in the after-
math of a PC breach (Restubog et al., 2008; Tyler & Blader, 2003). A timely
message thus appears more likely to prevent perceptions of PC breach from
translating into intense violation feelings, and accordingly from potentially
affecting detrimental further attitudinal and behavioral reactions (e.g., Zhao
et al., 2007). Specifically, when managers have breached employees’ PC,
they should ensure to be candid in their communication with their employees
about the decision by being direct, open, and sincere in their communication.
For example, managers might describe the event that happened (e.g., unable
to provide a promotion), and explain the procedures that were followed
clearly and in sufficient detail; all elements characterizing informational
justice. By being clear about these procedures and by being objective in the
way one presents this information will defuse much of the emotion and
defensiveness otherwise present by the employee who perceives a PC breach
(Bies & Moag, 1986; Colquitt, 2001). Moreover, managers should tailor
their communication to the audience they are addressing by, among others,
limit the usage of jargon and by demonstrating emphatic concern. Being
informationally just is about more than simply providing the necessary
relevant information but also implies being able to put yourself in the other
party’s shoes (e.g., be compassionate and considerate in the way you view
the employee, demonstrate that you understand why (s)he might be nega-
tively affected by the PC breach). Overall, in taking these actions, managers
are signaling to their employees that they are aware of their wrongdoing, that
they acknowledge the potential negative effect this may have on their
employees, and that they are sufficiently concerned about the relationship
with their employees; ultimately increasing employees’ beliefs that the PC
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breach might be resolved and thus that intense violation feelings are not
required (Gillespie & Dietz, 2009; Tomlinson et al., 2004).

Although our current results underwrite the importance of being in-
formationally just in close temporal proximity of PC breach, we also found
a positive direct relationship between informational justice and violation
feelings within the same day whereas a negative relationship was found over
days or weeks. Although the positive relationship result might seem surprising
at first sight, it corresponds with Frantz and Bennigson’s (2005) and Ziano and
Wang’s (2021) finding that, in some cases, a fast response to a transgression
could be interpreted as insincere, which could result in sustained—rather than
the desired decreased—negative reactions.

Limitations

Like all studies, our research has limitations that deserve further attention.
First, we collected all variables at the same point in time by means of repeated
self-reported surveys at different levels. This might raise concerns with
common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2012). However, due to the
idiosyncratic nature of the concepts under study, we deemed employees to be
the most informed source to assess their behavioral, psychological, and at-
titudinal experiences. Further, we reduced risks owing to common method
bias by using within-day, daily, and weekly time-lags between our in-
dependent and dependent variables. In addition, we presented all scales, and
items within scales, in a random order. Finally, Siemsen et al. (2010) argued
that common method bias cannot distort interactions effects. Hence, the
presence of a significant interaction in Study 1 helps to strengthen our ar-
gument that the observed relations are a function of the studied constructs and
relationships rather than methodological artifacts.

While employing established measures to prevent PC breaches, our ability
to evaluate the discrepancy between promised and delivered PC inducements
remains limited. It is crucial to acknowledge this potential constraint, as prior
research has indicated that individuals experienced lower feelings of violation
when they perceived high promises of inducements and subsequently received
commensurate levels of inducements, in contrast to those who were promised
high levels but received low inducements (Montes & Irving, 2008). Con-
sidering this, we draw attention to Lambert and colleagues’ (2003) work,
which suggests that addressing this limitation involves separately assessing
promised and delivered inducements and employing polynomial regression
with response surface analysis.

Moreover, and related to the previous limitation, the type of PC (e.g.,
relational vs. transactional) might affect the onset of PC breach perceptions
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and reactions and thus the need for informational justice to be provided in
close(r) temporal proximity of the breach event. Relational PCs are
relationship-oriented, subjective, flexible, long-lasting, require significant
emotional investment and typically include obligations such as developmental
opportunities and personal support. In contrast, transactional PCs are de-
scribed as being tangible, static, short-term, with minimal emotional in-
vestment and typically include obligations related to compensation (Morrison
& Robinson, 1997; Rousseau, 1995). Given the long-term nature and sub-
jectivity inherent in relational PCs, at any given time, employees are likely to
believe that these obligations will be fulfilled at some point in the future, and
therefore pay little attention to the current situation. In contrast, the short-term
focus and explicit nature of transactional PCs suggest that employees will
monitor the current situation with expectations of near-term fulfillment. As
a corollary, PC breach perceptions will surface more quickly and frequently
for transactional than relational obligations and informational justice should
probably be provided in even closer temporal proximity when transactional
versus relational obligations are breached.

Finally, given that we used three independent samples to investigate our
research question, we would like to draw attention to the fact that unobserved
characteristics unique to one or more samples can introduce variability in the
significance of a relationship between variables across our different studies.
Differences in demographic composition, cultural nuances, and contextual
factors within samples may give rise to unobserved variables that influence the
relationship under investigation. These latent factors can contribute to sig-
nificant findings in one study while rendering the relationship non-significant
in another. Additionally, temporal changes, variations in measurement pre-
cision, sampling biases, and unaccounted variables could further amplify
discrepancies in results. As a consequence, we need to exercise caution in
interpreting these findings in the absence of replication and consider the
potential impact of unobserved characteristics to enhance the reliability and
generalizability of our outcomes across diverse contexts.

Future Research Directions

As a first suggestion for future research, we would suggest scholars to further
unravel the possibility to respond too fast in the aftermath of a PC breach.
More specifically, an important avenue for future research pertains to the
nuanced role of timing, particularly in examining whether there exists an
optimal pace of response to a PC breach. While the speed at which an
organization is informationally just (either faster or in line with expectations
an employee may have) potentially serves as an indicator of the depth of the
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employer’s concern, and thus mitigates the PC breach – violation feelings
relationship, it is however crucial to acknowledge the dual nature of rapid
responses. On one hand, swift reactions may convey a heightened com-
mitment to resolution; on the other, they may be perceived as generic or
standard, akin to off-the-shelf solutions (Frantz & Bennigson, 2005). This
dichotomy highlights the need for a nuanced exploration of the subjective
experiences associated with different response times. We thus state that it is
essential to consider the psychological impact of rapid responses, partic-
ularly in cases where individuals might interpret a quick resolution as
indicative of a generic, one-size-fits-all approach. For instance, if an em-
ployee perceives that a supposedly tailored solution (i.e., being in-
formationally just) arrives too swiftly, suspicions may arise regarding its
authenticity and customization. Analogous to the understanding that
crafting personalized products demands time and attention, creating an
idiosyncratic response to a PC breach may also necessitate a thoughtful and
time-intensive approach (Tomprou et al., 2015). Given the growing utili-
zation of personalized arrangements such as i-deals as a mechanism for
resolving PC breach, there is a pressing need for in-depth investigations into
the effects of resolution velocity and timing on one’s experience and at-
tributions (Tomprou et al., 2015). Understanding how individuals perceive
and respond to varying speeds of resolution, by providing informational
justice, is paramount because it sheds light on the delicate balance between
demonstrating an organization’s desire to restore the employee-employer
relationships on the one hand and avoiding the perception of generic, rushed
responses on the other hand (Tomprou et al., 2015). Future research should
delve into the intricate dynamics surrounding the temporal aspects of PC
breach and informational justice, offering valuable insights for organ-
izations seeking effective and well-received strategies for addressing PC
breaches.

In addition to our current findings, we recommend that future research
delve into the temporal aspects of delivering interventions commonly cited in
literature, such as issuing apologies or providing remedies/compensation
(e.g., Achnak et al., 2021). Investigating the optimal timing for im-
plementing these interventions is crucial for fostering and maintaining pos-
itive exchange relationships between employers and employees. A
comprehensive exploration of the temporal dynamics of these interventions
can enhance our understanding of how and when they are most effective in
addressing issues related to PC breach, contributing valuable insights for
organizational practitioners and scholars alike.
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Practical Implications

From a practical point of view, our study indicates that organizations
should prioritize addressing perceptions of PC breach promptly, especially
within the same day. The study underscores the importance of timely
responses to prevent the escalation of violation feelings among employees.
That is, our study underscores the critical importance of swift and in-
formationally just responses within the same day of a perceived PC breach.
Organizations should prioritize the development of strategies and mech-
anisms that allow for prompt and effective communication in response to
employee concerns or instances of PC breach. Recognizing that being
informationally just mitigates the positive relationship between PC breach
and violation feelings, organizations should focus on developing com-
munication protocols that ensure timely delivery of information (cf.
Gillespie & Dietz, 2009; Johnson et al., 2013; Tomlinson et al., 2004). This
includes clear explanations, justifiable reasons, and sincere acknowledg-
ment (Colquitt, 2001; Shin et al., 2015) to swiftly address and mitigate the
impact of PC breaches. Specifically, organizations should tailor their
communication practices to the temporal dynamics within the same day.
This involves understanding the specific needs and expectations of em-
ployees during this short timeframe and developing communication
strategies that resonate with the immediacy of the situation. Moreover,
given that managers and leaders play a crucial role in delivering in-
formational justice (Neubert et al., 2009), training programs should be
implemented to enhance their skills in providing timely and effective
information. This includes imparting skills in crafting clear, specific, and
justifiable explanations in response to PC breaches, akin to providing
guidance on the timely and effective delivery of explanations, apologies,
and credible information (Kernan & Hanges, 2002) to address PC breaches.
Moreover, managers/leaders and organizations should be aware that em-
ployees need for informational justice may change over time. Hence,
organizations should implement feedback mechanisms allowing them to
continuously improve their communication strategies. Regularly seeking
feedback from employees regarding the effectiveness of informational
justice practices can inform adjustments and refinements (Sherf et al.,
2021), ensuring that communication remains impactful in moderating
violation feelings. Moreover, by tracking response times and the quality of
information provided, organizations can identify areas for improvement
and ensure that being informationally just remains a key factor in miti-
gating the otherwise negative emotional effects of PC breach within the
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same day, akin to maintaining an overall positive employee-employer
exchange relationship.
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1. The vast majority of our respondents (82.89%) started work around 8AM and had
already had contact with their supervisor prior to completing the survey, making
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