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Abstract: This article aims at investigating the moderating role of proactive personality in the
relationship between psychological breach of contract and workers’ outcomes which include
counterproductive work behavior. Using social exchange theory, it was found that when
employees face violation of their psychological contract, they may retaliate the same negative
emotion in the form of counterproductive work behavior. A survey was conducted among the
major cities of five provinces of Pakistan to investigate the model under investigation. The
sample population were the public sector nurses of Pakistan. Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM) technique was used to test and verify the hypothesis under investigation. The results
didn’t support the mediating role of proactive personalities in the relationship of psychological
breach of contract and counterproductive work behavior. The study attempts to fill up the gap
between the psychological aspects of employees with their outcomes at the workplace.

Keywords: Psychological Contract Breach, Counterproductive Work Behavior, Proactive
Personalities

1. INTRODUCTION

Human psychology has always been an interesting topic for researchers due to its impacts specifically when it
comes to the corporate world. Human resource is an important aspect of corporate success. Both the brains are
directing the business and the on running of its daily operations. For the success of organizational outcomes,
employees’ productive performance have vital significance that can be maximized if their psychology is catered
skillfully.. One such psychological aspect has been examined by the current research paper. This paper aims at
addressing how employees react if their psychological contract with the employer is breached and the role of
proactive personalities has also been undertaken in this regard. Further, this paper aims to address the behaviors
like counterproductive ones that are caused in reaction to psychological contract breach.

The idea of the psychological contract alludes to workers' convictions about common commitments among them
and their firms as described by Rousseau (1995). These can be clarified, hypothetically, by the theory of social
exchange and rule of reciprocation explained by Blau (1964b) and Gouldner (1960). In a business relationship,
workers trade exertion or dependability for professional stability conceded by firm according to De Cuyper and
De Witte (2006), De Witte et al. (2012). Subsequently, workers seeing an undeniable degree of occupation
instability may think that organizational commitments and guarantees are not satisfied (Piccoli and De Witte,
2015), that is equivalent to breach of the psychological contract. Breach of psychological contract is
characterized as a worker's discernment concerning how much the firm has neglected to satisfy its guarantees or
commitments (Morrison and Robinson, 1997). For instance, if employees face dark personalities at work, they
are less likely to have work meaningfulness (Kayani et al., 2019) leading to psychological contract breach. At
the point when workers experience violation of psychological contract, they are probably going to fight back
against their firm by participating in destructive practices described by Chiu and Peng (2008) and Costa and
Neves (2017) like counterproductive work behavior.

As indicated by Robinson and Bennett (1995), counterproductive work behavior refers to “intentional conduct
that abuses huge hierarchical standards and, in this manner, compromises the prosperity of a firm, its
individuals, or both". Counterproductive work behavior can be coordinated to the firm or to people. The first is
introduced as hierarchical counterproductive work environment conduct (CWB-O), the last as relational
counterproductive work environment conduct (CWB-I) presented by Bennett and Robinson (2000). In spite of
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the fact that it is evident that the impact of occupation weakness on CWB has some proof as is said by Reisel et
al. (2010) and Tian et al. (2014), little is thought towards the components is in question. In the previous few
years, specialists have analyzed counterproductive work practices (CWBSs). These practices have been marked
diversely in various examinations, like authoritative misconduct (Vardi and Wiener, 1996), work environment
aberrance (Morrison and Robinson, 1997), work environment animosity (Neuman and Baron, 2005), and
withdrawn conduct (Robinson and O'Leary-Kelly, 1998). These practices were characterized in an unexpected
way, Yyet they share the normal subject of being willful demonstrations hurting or proposing to hurt firms and
their workers (Giacalone and Greenberg, 1997, Spector and Fox, 2005). Accordingly, these definitions fall into
the class of counterproductive work behaviors (Sulea et al., 2015). All of these can be characterized as practices
that intentionally break the standards of a firm, and negate the authentic interests of a firm or its workers
(Sackett and DeVore, 2002).

As per and Robinson and Bennett (1995), counterproductive work behaviors can be isolated into two kinds as
indicated by their objective: One is the place where the counterproductive work behavior is focused on singular
individuals from the firm (CWB-I); the other is the place where the counterproductive work behavior is focused
on the actual firm (CWB-O). The previous is relationally arranged and may include terrible practices toward
firms, e.g., hostility, irritating somebody, being rude and retaining critical data. The last is arranged toward the
firm and includes practices like burglary, damage, truancy, and security strategy infringement (Spector and Fox,
2005, Bennett and Robinson, 2000, Hystad et al., 2014, Cohen et al., 2016).

Counterproductive work conduct has a critical reason for failure and can make gigantic monetary misfortunes
undertakings (Tian et al., 2014). For instance, in the United States, almost from 33 to 75% of workers take part
in various types of counterproductive work behavior (Harper, 1990), that results in misfortunes of 1 trillion
dollars every year. These practices incorporate robbery (120 billion dollars), working environment savagery (4.2
billion dollars), and deceitful exercises (in excess of 900 billion dollars; Banks et al., 2012). Obviously thinking
about these significant expenses, analysts have performed numerous investigations on counterproductive work
behaviors from various viewpoints. For instance, from the viewpoint of value and equity hypotheses, the
investigation of Aquino et al. (1999) affirmed that interactional equity negatively affected CWB-O and this
interactional and distributive equity had consequences for CWB-I. Likewise, analyzing the wellbeing disability
measure corresponding to the Job Demand-Resources (JD-R) model system. Ceschi et al. (2016) tracked down
that the connection between work requests and counterproductive work behavior was intervened by burnout as
well as directed by character specification (i.e., coarseness and genuineness modesty).

From a social trade point of view, Colbert (2004) tracked down that the impression of a steady workplace was
contrarily identified with counterproductive work behavior. Not withstanding, barely any experimental
examinations are done according to the viewpoint of the relationship at work. As a structure for understanding
the business relationship, the idea of the psychological contract has acquired consideration by Conway and
Briner (2009) and by Cassar and Briner (2011). The psychological contract was characterized as the terms and
states of the corresponding trade connection between a worker and firm, and common assumptions that is
associated with those (Kotter, 1973, Rousseau and Tijoriwala, 1998). On the off chance that one gathering sees
what another gathering has neglected to satisfy its commitments or guarantees. At that point psychological
contract breach (PCB) happens in view of Robinson and Rousseau (1994) and the Morrison and Robinson
(1997) considering that the business holds more force (e.g., dynamic) than basic workers, the individual can set
standards to drive workers to satisfy their commitments or guarantees; henceforth, the business scarcely sees
psychological contract breach. Subsequently, we just focus on the impacts of psychological contract breach saw
by the workers. With hierarchical changes, for example, delaying, cutting back and repetition, workers may
more effectively see psychological contract breach than any time in recent memory (Sturges et al., 2005).

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Psychological Breach of Contract and Counterproductive Work Behavior

Psychological contract is a mutual agreement by both the employer and employee ((Robinson and Rousseau,
1994). According to Affective Events Theory when employees experience any sort of negative event (Fisher and
Ashkanasy, 2000, Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) generated from employer end, they experience negative
emotion (Weiss and Cropanzano, 1996) which is a violation or breach of their psychological contract in the
current case. Towards employer then employee tends to retaliate the same negative response which is
counterproductive work behavior (Law and Zhou, 2014) supported by two-way process of social exchange
theory (Blau, 1964b).

Quratulain et al. (2018) state that understanding the negative effects of psychological contract breach reciprocity
theory and social exchange theory, is the most critical theoretical study and understanding. Mutual standards
relate to people's expectations or patterns related to the exchange relationship between employers and
employees. Whereas, Social communication theory argues that psychological contract breach’s harm various
essential work attitudes and employee behaviors because it lead to the employment relationships based on
common negative standards (rather than generalized or balanced). Zhao et al. (2007) concluded that there was a
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negative link between job satisfaction and the psychological contract. In this case, the principle of emotional
events would be clarified for future clarification, i.e., the incident (violation) has an important connection with
the emotional reaction decreasing the attitude to work in the workplace.

Workplaces and people stop working when they face such violation of their psychological contract (Weiss and
Cropanzano, 1996). The theory of emotions shows that people are angry because organizations violate their
expectations and that anger is related to the tendency to act. The idea of social interaction can support this
hypothesis. The concept of a psychological contract breach triggers negative emotions about missed
expectations related to certain obligations and does not respect and appreciate other general emotions about the
relationship between employers and employees before using the organization (Coyle-Shapiro and Conway,
2005). It can be concluded that uncommitted employees can adversely explain the organization to third parties
or third parties, which hinders the organization's ability to hire highly qualified employees (Mowday et al.,
2013).

Based on the theory of social exchange as explained by Blau (1964a), workers may react to psychological
contract breach with a negative attitude towards job, and that may lead to a greater chance of engaging in
counterproductive work behaviors as told by Law and Zhou (2014), such as non-attendance as per Daouk-Oyry
et al. (2014), behavior of withdrawal that is given by Hanisch and Hulin (1990), and divergent behavior at work
as explained by Bordia et al. (2008). On the other hand, earlier research has proved that psychological contract
breach may result in unrestricted absence as mentioned by Deery et al. (2006) and also a behavior against good
citizenship (Kickul and Lester, 2001). In Pakistani scenario, 300 nurses and doctors were also analyzed by
Ahmed et al. (2013) which concluded that psychological contract breach had a very noteworthy positive effect
on the nurses and doctors’ counterproductive work behaviors. When noticing psychological contract breach,
most of the time workers employees may get angry and dissatisfied (Eckerd et al., 2013). Damaging emotions
like these can cause employees’ counterproductive work behavior (Penney and Spector, 2005, Spector and Fox,
2005). Moreover, psychological contract breach means that workers may find it difficult to accept between what
was promised by the organization and what they are receiving. Hence, they try to overcome this by reducing
their efforts. In the end, this leads to counterproductive work behavior (Mount et al., 2006, Jensen et al., 2010).
This leads to the first hypothesis:

H,: Psychological Breach of Contract have a significant positive impact on Counterproductive Work Behavior.

2.2 Moderating Role of Proactive Personality

There is an optimistic influence of individual traits on job participation. Persistence in this situation (Chan,
2006, Erdogan and Bauer, 2005, Fuller Jr et al., 2010, Li et al., 2010) and group resources (Loi et al., 2016) can
hinder or enhance the expression of a positive personality. Research in this direction is beneficial because
understanding the context can enable companies to take advantage of volatility and reduce inactivity in some
cases. Especially if the goal is to maximize employee engagement, even if the quality is not high, we must
consider the potential impact on the company.

A supportive organizational environment provides the opportunity to create a happy and productive workforce,
as departments can raise employee expectations and make them aware that they provide sufficient labor
resources—Journal of Professional Behavior 101 (2017) 90-103 95. As a result, it becomes a vital work
resource, and POS has a positive connection with employees' professional commitment (Eisenberger and
Stinglhamber, 2011) and brings additional personal resources such as efficiency, optimism, self-assessment,
notable at work. Companies can benefit from the direct support of employee involvement, and they can also
benefit from interactions with personal resources related to employees' tasks. In this sense, energetic personality
on job commitments can be suppressed due to the higher VDP. All employees (including those with lower
initiative) can be engaged in a very favorable organizational atmosphere with their remaining smaller space and
display a positive personality who is involved in work and has a significant impact on work engagement. In
contrast, in an unsupported organization, aggressive employees may be more involved in creative, motivated,
and participatory work environments than less motivated employees (Akgunduz and Gurel, 2019).

Aggressive people are not limited to the division of the situation, but they do affect the environment. People
with a positive personality are more active, adapt to circumstances as compared to the other personality traits.
Whereas, aggressive people will seize the opportunity to lead and persevere until a change is announced.
Aggressive people will find opportunities and try to use them until they change. People with lower prevention
levels become inactive and inactive, tending to familiarize themselves with the situation or change it (Crant and
Bateman, 2000).

The hypothesis is also supported by the Psychological Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA) (Lofquist and
Dawis, 1978). It defines the connection of the person to his/her job atmosphere. When employees perceive an
imbalance in the atmosphere of job, they tend to balance it by proactivity. Proactive are civil rights protectors,
active and honest civil rights holders, real people's rights to honest people, real and permanent rights to real
property. Signing a contract means that the individual who is signing the contract is independent, and the
individual withdraws the merged contract. With lo tanto, unorganized organizations can enable employees to get

Journal of Contemporary Issues in Business and Government | Vol 27, Issue 3, 2021 2263



Muhammad Bilal Kayani et al / The Aftermath of Employees’ Psychological Contract Breach with The
Moderation of Proactive Personality

benefit from managers and take responsibilities to do meaningful work to maintain and improve their
performance. In such a conditional situation organizations can understand personality and behavior truly (Meyer
and Maltin, 2010) that can cause resistance to illegal acts and personal behavior like behaving
counterproductively. Proactive personalities have a greater conscientiousness and agreeableness in them. Jafri
(2014) in his research illustrated while studying Big Five Trait Model that proactive employees are less likely to
react negatively with the perceived breach of psychological contract. Furthermore, Zhao et al. (2013) founded
in their research that ostracism at work leads to counterproductive behavior at work while proactive
personalities were found to be moderating the relationship. Psychological contract breach and ostracism at work
are positively correlated (Choi, 2019). This concludes that psychological contract breach has a positive impact
on counterproductive behavior with moderation of proactive personalities. This leads to second hypothesis:

H,: Proactive Personality moderates the relationship between Psychological Breach of Contract and
Counterproductive Work Behavior.

3. METHODOLOGY

A total of 386 nurses from public sector hospitals of Pakistan were taken as sample. Both the descriptive and
statistical analyses were conducted on the hypothesized model. Software that was used to test the model was
Sem-PLS. Sem-PLS is the best software with respects to its user responsive interface and its extraordinary
systematic and graphic ability (Davari and Rezazadeh, 2013). The sample data was collected quantitatively.
Studying quantitatively is a useful tool in research studies as it provides comprehensive and complete data that
enhances debates/arguments and invokes flexibility (Global Web Index). A five-point Likert scale was
developed to evaluate the hypothetical model. The scale has the range from 1= Strongly Disagree to 5= Strongly
Agree with Neutrality at its central point 3 and was utilized to offer respondents an even and well-adjusted way
to reply to the questionnaires (Joshi et al., 2015).

Psychological Contract Breach is assessed on 5-item scale as established by Morrison and Robinson (2008) with
reliability 0=0.92 out which 2-items that were deleted to adjust the convergent validity (AVE). The sample
items are “I have not received everything promised to me in exchange for my contributions.” and “My employer
has broken many of its promises to me even though I've upheld my end of the deal”. Counterproductive Work
Behavior is assessed on 10-item scale established by Spector et al. (2010) with reliability ¢=0.78 out which 6-
items were deleted to adjust the convergent validity (AVE). The sample items are “Purposely wasted your
employer’s materials/supplies” and “Came to work late without permission”. Proactive Personality is assessed
on 10-item scale established by Seibert et al. (1999) with reliability a=0.86 out which 5-items were deleted to
adjust the convergent validity (AVE). The sample items are “Wherever I have been, I have been a powerful
force for constructive change” and “If I see something I don't like, I fix it.”.

4. RESULTS

Partial Least Squares (PLS) was utilized to test the hypothesis. Smart PLS 3.0 version of software was
specifically utilized. This is the program committed to predictive applications and contextualization as among
the trends we study, are the trends being studied new or rapidly changing (Sanchez-Franco and Rowland, 2012).
Non-segmented PLS method is recommended in conceptual model as it is very complex and contains many
indicators and long-term variables (Chen and Li, 2010, Hair et al., 2011).

4.1 Descriptive Stats

A total of 386 nurses were taken as sample to evaluate and test the model. Out which 96 were males (24.8%)
and 290 females (75.1%). Married sample population accounted for only 36.2% percent of the population (140)
and unmarried accounted to a total for 63.7% (246). However, people were a total of 187 between age 20-29
(48.4%), 115 between 30-39 (29.7%), 62 between 40-49 (16.06%) and 22 from 50 years and above (5.6%). Out
of sample population 6 fall in first (below 30k) income group, 64 in second (31k-40k), 140 in third (41k-50K),
105 in fourth (51k-60k) and 71 in fifth (60k and above). Most of the sample population had bachelor’s degree in
nursing (45.0%). 28.2% had done diploma. Master’s degree holders were only 23.3% and lastly 3.1% had a
degree of M.phil or other. Majority had the experience of 1-5 years (33.8%), then second majority had
experience of 6-10 year (27.3%), third majority had experience of 16-20 years then are people with experience
of less than a year (7.6%) and lastly least had the experience of 20 years and above (3.9%).

4.2 Correlation

CwB PCB PP
CwWB 1 0.93 0.42
PCB 0.93 1 0.41
PP 0.42 0.41 1
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The table mentioned above is showing the results for correlation analysis. All variables are showing a positive
correlation with each other. Some variables are showing strong, and some are showing weak correlations to each
other.

4.3 Measurement Model

Cronbach's Alpha | rho_A Composite Average Variance
Reliability Extracted
CwWB 0.853 0.862 0.901 0.696
PCB 0.811 0.819 0.889 0.728
PP 0.864 0.877 0.9 0.644

All the constructs have an alpha value more than 0.7 which means all constructs have a consistent internal
reliability. Simultaneously, all constructs have convergent validity greater than 0.5 reflecting constructs as valid.
Alpha value for counterproductive work behavior (CWB) is 0.853 and composite reliability 0.901 which means
the construct is reliable measure. Convergent validity (AVE) for counterproductive work behavior (CWB) is
0.696 which is greater than 0.5 and reflects that the construct is valid. Alpha value for psychological contract
breach (PCB) is 0.811 and composite reliability is 0.819 which means that the construct is a reliable measure.
Convergent validity (AVE) for psychological contract breach (PCB) is 0.728 which is greater than 0.5 and
reflects that the construct is valid. Alpha value for proactive personality (PP) is 0.864 and composite reliability
0.877 which means the construct is a reliable measure. Convergent validity (AVE) for proactive personality (PP)
is 0.644 which is greater than 0.5 and reflects that the construct is valid.

4.4 Discriminant Validity

CWB PCB PP
CWB 0.834
PCB 0.93 0.853
PP 0.42 0.41 0.802

Moreover, the cross-loading for each variable is showing the discriminant validity. Only one out of the whole
structure of study shows a little lack discriminant validity i.e., CWB -> PCB. According to M R Ab Hamid et al
(2017) a deficiency of discriminant validity could be due to overlying items of variables from the individual’s
insight. All others have adequate discriminant validity as Gold et al. (2001) reasoned 0.9 as the verge for an
adequate discriminant validity.

4.5 Structural Model

Original Sample Standard | T  Statistics | P Values
Sample (O) Mean (M) Deviation | (JO/STDEV])
(STDEV)
Moderating Effect 1 - | 0.022 0.022 0.017 1.256 0.21
> CWB
PCB -> CWB 0.906 0.905 0.032 28.359 0

4.6 Goodness to Fit Model

The above-mentioned table elaborates the results of the hypothesized model. Psychological Contract Breach
(PCB) was found to have a positive significant impact on Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB). It accepts
our first hypothesis. However, moderating role of proactive personality (PP) was founded to be insignificant
rejecting the second hypothesis.

R Square R Square Adjusted
CWB 0.868 0.867

The above-mentioned results are screening the values of R-square and Adjusted R-Square. R-square shows the
instructive influence of the model. Current research model shows the impact of Psychological Contract Breach
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(PCB) on Counterproductive Behavior (CWB). So, in the case of Counterproductive Behavior (CWB), the
explanatory power is 86.8%. According to Hair et al. (2013) in researches of management sciences and social
sciences, the behavior of humans can’t be predicted so a value of 60% and above is acceptable for R square.

DISCUSSION

The first hypothesis is also supported by current results. As per social exchange theory of Blau (1964a)
employee and employer share a social exchange relationship. It’s a two-way process. When due to any negative
event triggered by organization employee perceive psychological contract breach from employer end and try
and retaliate the same negative response to the organization in the form of counterproductive work behavior
(Law and Zhou, 2014). According to the theory of social exchange by Blau (1964b), workers can respond to
psychological contract breach with negative job attitudes, that may result as more involvement in
counterproductive work behaviors (Frost et al., 2007), like as absentees (Daouk-Oyry et al., 2014), behavior of
withdrawal (Hanisch and Hulin, 1990), and divergent behavior at work (Bordia et al., 2008). Preceding research
has also proved that psychological contract breach can initiate discretionary nonattendance (Deery et al., 2006)
and anti-citizenship behavior (Kickul and Lester, 2001).

However, the results for second hypothesis aren’t supportive. Psychological contract breach is usually held
when an event triggering negative emotions within employee occurs. That event might be triggered by the
organization itself or its employees themselves start acting as a supervisors for other employees. According to
Cognitive Theory of Events, a negative event triggers a negative emotion (PCB) within an employee and in
return negative response (CWB) is generated. Proactivity might not support or help employee in coping with
this negative event. This might have due reasons as stated by Belschak and Hartog (2010) in their article which
states proactivity may always not result in coping with threats and challenges but it may sometimes have
negative effects on employees. They stated that employees due to an increases in proactive trait of their
personalities encounter more stress in order to be proactive. An employee must be evaluate the rewards and the
potential cost associated to its proactivity. This literature supports that being proactive personality is not
sufficient to reduce stress to eliminate counterproductive work behaviors in response to psychological contract
breach.

Theoretical Implications

This examination has some fundamental hypothetical implications. By drawing on social exchange theory, we
gave solid observational proof to help our comprehension of the basic system of the PCB-CWRB relationship. At
the point when workers see that the trade relationship with their association is disturbed, they show more
negative results (Chao et al., 2011). In this light, the discoveries of the current investigation recommended that
PCB was essentially identified with CWB, which is as per past research (Ozdemir and Demircioglu, 2015,
Griep and Vantilborgh, 2018). The current study adds on to the literature of three studied constructs of the
model i.e., Psychological Contract Breach, Counterproductive Work Behavior and Proactive Personality.
Further this study elaborates that employees experiencing psychological breach of contract have lower job
satisfaction with elevated feeling of retaliation. Further, this study adds on to the literature that how employees
psychological contract violation leads to this disengagement and lower productivity while intentionally not
working to the marked potential. Moreover, this study fills up the gap illustrated by McCormick et al. (2019) in
their research that proactive personalities depict proactive behavior with stability even if an adverse situation to
their behavior is experienced. This study incorporates the solution to this gap that proactive personalities when
bear adverse situation like psychological contract breach they do not show proactive behavior.

Practical Implications

Results of the study are of greater significance for the health sector in Pakistan as it indicates the importance of
controlling the counterproductive work behavior in the nursing profession. Nursing is considered as the
country’s health sector and their work behavior is of prime importance as it has significant impact on overall
health level of a society. A slight negligence in this sector can have a very negative impact on the lives of
members of society. Organizations should invest in the factors diminishing psychological contract breach in
order to maintain the long-term productivity of their employees. As psychological contract breach greatly
influences employees’ performance. Realistic expectations must be set while forming psychological contract by
both the employee and the employer in order to avoid violation of the contract. Normally organizations try to
make the promises that they can fulfill during recruitment but under certain situations it becomes impossible for
them to fulfill the promises. In this type of situation normally organizations rely on their proactive employees as
they consider them to be less effective for psychological contract breach. However, results of the study are
indicating that even the proactive employees may not show up with their proactivity. As per contingency theory,
situations that trigger psychological contract violation must be avoided by the organization.

Organizations must provide trainings to its workers to handle a situation like psychological contract breach then
reacting to it negatively. Organizational achievement, be that as it may, doesn't simply appear on the grounds
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that proactive individuals have been utilized, however additionally there must be a strong climate to empower
them to thrive. For instance, if there is no work self-governance, proactive workers will be too obliged to even
consider while performing their ideal. Thus, an empowering environment must be made which will give workers
the space and opportunity to perform with their most extreme. The current model was studied in the public
sector which have rigid rules and instructions have little room for proactive personalities to outperform their
innovative ideas. Compensating proactive more is not an investment but an expense as the results shows. Lastly,
the research adds in to the insights of the organizational managers that hiring a proactive personality isn’t useful.
The study sheds light on the contextual behavior shown by both proactive and reactive employees. Hence,
making the managers to understand the significance of winning the confidence of employees through explaining
the situation in case of psychological contract breach and compensating the employees by the managers in such
a situation as much as they can. Healthy workplace environment in all situations is not achievable by hiring
some proactive workforce but it requires the fulfilling of the promises made to them for productive and
optimistic outcomes.

Future Research and Limitations

This study has been conducted in healthcare sector of public hospitals of Pakistan. Future researchers can test
the same model in other sectors as well. In Pakistan, as well as, other countries private sector is also having a
major role in providing healthcare facilities but there is a great difference between the whole organizational
setup of public and private sector so for the generalization purpose there is need to study the same in the private
sector too. Furthermore, this study was tested in service sector so future researchers can study the same model in
manufacturing sector. Organizational size and structure may also affect the counterproductive work behavior.
On the other hand, a proactive employee may or may not show the same level of counter productiveness as that
of a reactive employee that’s why study must be conducted to find the extent of effect of breach on the
performance of the employees. Another aspect that may be taken in account by future researchers is the social
comparison process by which some individuals consider themselves to be less effective of the psychological
contract breach in comparison to their peer. Intensity may differ as per the social comparison between the peers.
There may be the impact of ratio of proactive employees to that of reactive employees in an organization on the
counter productive work behavior due to breach of psychological contract. Future researchers can look for this
gap too. This research only encompasses one outcome of psychological breach of contract that is
counterproductive work behavior. Future researchers can look for other outcomes like workplace deviance,
Interpersonal deviance, Silence, Coworker backstabbing, Production deviance etc. This research undertakes only
one independent variable that is psychological breach of contract. Forthcoming researchers can look for other
variables such as Workplace Burnout, Stress, and Exhaustion etc. This study incorporates only one moderator
whereas new researchers can look for other moderators such as Reactive Personalities, Negotiators etc.
Moreover, the same study can be conducted in other countries as well.

CONCLUSION

The current model with three of its constructs was put under test on the nursing population of public sector of
Pakistan. The results clearly indicated that psychological breach have a significant positive impact on
counterproductive work behavior. However, moderating effect of proactive personalities in this regard was
found to be insignificant. Employees due to occurrence of any negative event in the organization perceive a
negative response as per theory of affective events explains. In return employees generate the same negativity in
the form of their negative response in this situation which is counterproductive work behavior. As employees
tend to retaliate the same behavior they receive as per social exchange theory. This study has both theoretical
and practical limitations with few limitations as well.
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