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Introduction
Organisations rely on innovation as a key source of competitiveness and overall organisational 
success (Bos-Nehles, Renkema & Janssen 2017; Sanz-Valle & Jiménez-Jiménez 2018; Veenendaal 
2015). In order for innovative strategies to be successful, employees’ behaviours must be aligned 
with such strategies (Bos-Nehles et al. 2017); therefore, ‘one option for organisations to become 
more innovative is to encourage their employees to be innovative’ (Agarwal 2014:43). Of note here is 
that a large part of the needed innovation is achieved beyond research and development departments, 
with organisations relying on ordinary employees for creativity and innovative thinking (Janssen 
2000; Scott & Bruce 1994). These individuals, operating ‘close to the ground’, are an invaluable source 
of information on trends in the market, changes in competition dynamics, opportunities for 
operational improvements and other important insights. For organisations to benefit from these 
insights, employees must be willing to engage in innovative work behaviour (IWB; Akhtar, Bal & 
Long 2016; Milliken, Morrison & Hewlin 2003; Morrison 2011; Zagenczyk et al. 2015). As IWB 
denotes discretionary actions that go beyond the prescribed and are often not directly or explicitly 
recognised by the formal reward system (Janssen 2000:288), managers have the important task of 
facilitating such behaviour, which already forms part of the recognised management practices (Bos-
Nehles et al. 2017; Sanz-Valle & Jiménez-Jiménez 2018; Veenendaal 2015). However, understanding 
of IWB and how it can be influenced and shaped is fragmented and limited (Bos-Nehles et al. 2017).

When studying innovation, the general literature reports many factors that prevent employees 
from engaging in IWB. Firstly, organisational constraints, including lack of organisational support 
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and leadership as well as bureaucracy and the limited 
availability of resources. Secondly, individual or group 
constraints, including individual’s unwillingness and 
resistance to change, job stress, destructive competition 
between group members and interpersonal conflicts (Caniëls 
& Rietzschel 2015; Hon & Lui 2016).

Psychological contract breach (PCB) – the construct of interest 
in this study – was not mentioned in the sources consulted in 
the preliminary literature review. The PC concept assumes 
that employees expect their organisation to meet a large 
number of obligations as part of the explicit and implicit 
conditions within the employee–employer relationship 
(Deery, Iverson & Walsh 2006; Morrison & Robinson 1997; 
Rousseau 1989). Psychological contract breach occurs when 
employees believe that the organisation or its agent has failed 
to uphold its obligations (Morrison & Robinson 1997). Several 
studies report findings confirming the critical role of met 
expectations in affecting employee behaviours (Flood et al. 
2001). Whilst the PC literature often uses the term PCB and 
violation interchangeably, Morrison and Robinson (1997) 
clearly distinguish between the two constructs. Authors 
argue that breach is a cognitive evaluation that one’s 
organisation has failed to fulfil its obligations, whereas 
violation is the emotional and affective state that may 
follow  from the individual’s perception of breach. In their 
meta-analysis, Zhao et al. (2007) further report that PCB 
and  violation display characteristics, which suggest that 
they are distinct, and as such it would be important to pay a 
specific attention to which construct is studied and measured. 
The focus of this article is explicitly on breach, not violation.

Perceived as the norm, rather than the exception (Robinson 
& Rousseau 1994), a significant amount of research literature 
is dedicated to PCB and its adverse effects on organisations. 
In their meta-analysis, Zhao et al. (2007) posit that PCBs are 
associated with attitude-related (job satisfaction, turnover 
intention and organisational commitment) and behaviour-
related work outcomes (organisational citizenship 
behaviour and in-role performance). Similarly, as reported 
by another stream of research (Hartmann & Rutherford 
2015; Paillé, Raineri & Valeau 2016; Raja, Johns & Ntalianis 
2004; Rigotti 2009; Suazo 2009; Vander Elst et al. 2016), job 
satisfaction, decreased organisational commitment, 
diminished customer-orientated and co-worker-orientated 
citizenship behaviours, increased absenteeism and actual 
employee turnover add to a broad range of negative 
consequences of PCB. Although studies on the effects of 
PCB on IWB are scant, nearly all researchers report that 
PCB  correlates negatively with IWB (Li et al. 2014; Ng, 
Feldman & Lam 2010; Van der Elst et al. 2016), which is 
consistent with the findings reported in the extant literature.

Some studies, however, show that negative situations can foster 
innovation and encourage employees’ innovative behaviours. 
Yang and Hung (2015) found that (negative) emotions such as 
anger or hostility can foster idea generation, which forms part of 
IWB. Innovation is also triggered when employees experience 
personal confrontations or organisational uncertainty (Van de 

Ven 1986). Despite the negative outcomes generally associated 
with PCB, it may also lead to positive outcomes such as 
employees’ creativity in search for organisational improvements 
(Zhou & George 2001). Zhou and George (2001), however, assert 
that the organisational context is a key to determine the nature 
of employees’ perceptions; and as such, managers, who have an 
influence on context, may be instrumental in linking breach 
with innovation.

The possibility of PCB resulting in positive employee 
outcomes, specifically of a behavioural nature, suggests 
two scenarios – one is probable and the other exceptional. It is 
apparent that PCB generally results in negative organisational 
outcomes, and this is well supported by literature. However, 
there is also a small number of research reports which advocate 
that PCB may have positive consequences (Kiazad, Seibert & 
Kraimer 2014; Van de Ven 1986), including innovation (Niesen 
et al. 2018b; Zhou & George 2001). As PCBs seem to be 
omnipresent and tend to become a norm (Agarwal 2014; Dulac 
et al. 2008; Jiang, Probst & Benson 2017; Robinson & Rousseau 
1994; Tziner, Felea & Vasiliu 2017), identifying the 
circumstances under which PCB has positive effects, thus, 
warrants further investigation. This will allow for the 
development of interventions to manage the environments in 
which PCB occurs and innovation is needed.

The aim of this article is to comprehensively conceptualise 
and  operationalise IWB and PCB as variables central to 
organisational survival and employer–employee interactional 
dynamics. Without clarity on how these variables are defined 
and measured, researchers will be unable to contribute to 
the present body of knowledge and, thus, will fail to manage 
the interaction between these variables scientifically.

Methodology
In order to ensure that the most important literature is 
captured in the analysis, a systematic literature review (SLR) 
methodology was followed:

A systematic review is a review of a clearly formulated question 
that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, select, and 
critically appraise relevant research, and to collect and analyse 
data from the studies that are included in the review. (Moher 
et al. 2009:332)

Following such a process increases ‘methodological rigour’ 
and provides a ‘reliable knowledge base by accumulating 
knowledge from a range of studies’ (Tranfield, Denyer & 
Smart 2003:220). The procedure proposed by Nightingale 
(2009) was followed, in which the aims and objectives of the 
review, the inclusion–exclusion criteria, how data were 
identified as well as the plan of the analysis are reflected.

Research objective
The objective of the SLR was to comprehensively 
conceptualise and operationalise (through an analysis of 
measurement) PCB and IWB, given articles in which 
both constructs are measured.
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Scope of the study
Only articles published from 1994 onwards were selected. 
This is the year of publication of the seminal paper of 
Scott  and Bruce (1994) on IWB, after which research on 
IWB gained momentum (Bos-Nehles et al. 2017).

This date also corresponds with the publication of the 
longitudinal and definitive study of Robinson and 
Rousseau (1994) on PCB, which concluded that the 
prevalence of PCB is (very) high; and it has a significant 
impact on workplace behaviour.

Inclusion criteria
Studies included in this review were academic articles 
published in peer-reviewed journals, published in 
English,  investigating and reporting on the relationship 
between PCB and IWB and the product of the search 
terms  ‘psychological contract breach’, ‘innovative work 
behaviour’, ‘PCB’, and ‘IWB’.

Search process
The following keywords were used and combined with 
the Boolean ‘AND’ operation: ‘psychological contract breach’, 
‘innovative work behaviour’, ‘PCB’ and ‘IWB’. It was specified 
that the keywords needed to be included in the title, abstract 
and/or keywords of the articles. All retrieved articles were 
firstly inspected for relevance, including articles that studied 
close proxies to the search terms. For example, studies used 
terms ‘psychological contract fulfilment’ (PCF) rather than 
PCB and aspects of IWB such as ‘idea generation’ were 
included in the analysis. The next step was to ascertain 
whether the constructs of PCB and IWB were defined and 
measured independently as variables. This implies that only 
quantitative research studies were considered.

As an additional step, the reference lists of selected 
articles  were scrutinised to identify more articles that 
met  the requirement of studying both PCB and IWB as 
separate variables.

Ethical consideration
Ethical clearance was granted by the University of 
South Africa. Ethical clearance number: 2019_SBL_001_CA.

Results
In the EbscoHost boutique, using the ‘SmartText search’ option, 
the search yielded 25 articles. Following the same search 
procedure in the ProQuest databases, 16 articles were retrieved. 
The SCOPUS database yielded five articles. The search in 
Google Scholar yielded 132 results. After screening all the 
abstracts and removing all duplications, 21 articles remained. 
Following the full-text screening, 13 articles met the criteria. 
Only one article was added following a scrutiny of the references 
of the 13 found articles. The total yield was thus 14 studies. 
None of these included a meta-analysis of the PCB-IWB link.

Presented below are the definitions of PCB and IWB, as 
presented in studies analysing the PCB-IWB link. 
Following that, the ways PCB and IWB were measured 
are presented, including the findings on the reliability of 
these instruments.

Conceptualising innovative work behaviour and 
psychological contract breaches
Presented in Table 1 are definitions of IWB and PCB and 
their proxies, as found in studies addressing both concepts. 
The definitions are presented chronologically.

In seven of the 14 articles, the authors refer to IWB 
with reference to the three most recognised authors in the 
IWB field: Farr and West (1990:9), with Janssen (2000:288) 
adding to that, and the work of De Jong and Den 
Hartog  (2007:43). In five papers, proxies of IWB are 
presented, such as ‘work-role innovation’ (Kiazad et al. 
2014), ‘innovation-related behaviors’ (Ng et al. 2010), 
‘creative performance’ (Ahmad et al. 2019), ‘innovation 
management’ (Bhatnagar 2014) and ‘service innovation 
behavior’ (Kim et al. 2017).

Although these substitute terms clearly relate to IWB, 
theoretically they are most likely distinct. In two papers 
(Li  et  al. 2014; Vander Elst et al. 2016), no comprehensive 
definitions for IWB were presented.

Aligned with PC and PCB theorists, the definitions of 
PCB  and PCF are consistent. In seven of the 14 articles, 
authors provide direct definitions of PCB as employees’ 
perceptions regarding the extent to which the employer 
has failed to fulfil its promises and obligations, as found 
in  Morrison and Robinson (1997) and Robinson and 
Rousseau (1994). In the other seven articles, the PCB is 
described as the exchange relationship between two 
parties in which one party, the organisation, fails to 
provide reciprocal returns. Although cited from various 
authors, the origin of these definitions again goes back 
to the conceptualisations of Morrison and Robinson (1997) 
and Robinson and Rousseau (1994).

Operationalising innovative work behaviour and 
psychological contract breaches
Details of the measurement of IWB and PCB and their 
proxies are presented in Table 2.

Of the 14 studies, four used the nine-item scale by Janssen 
(2000), three adopted the 10-item scale by De Jong and Den 
Hartog (2010) and two used the nine-item scale by Scott and 
Bruce (1994). Three studies utilised the shortened versions of 
scales by De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) and Scott and 
Bruce (1994), stating the motive as practical considerations. 
In the remainder of the articles the proxies of IWB 
were measured by instruments developed by other authors. 
The Cronbach’s α values varied between 0.77 and 0.95, with 
an average of 0.90. The users of Janssen’s (2000) instrument 
report αs varying between 0.92 and 0.94.

http://www.sajesbm.co.za�
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Of the 14 studies cited, in six instances PCB was measured 
with the Robinson and Morrison’s (2000) scale, four using 
the standard five-item scale and two the shortened 
four-item version. In most of the other studies (seven), 
the authors adapted scales from other researchers; and in 

one study (Ramamoorthy et al. 2005), the researcher 
developed his own scale. The Cronbach’s α values varied 
between 0.76 and 0.97, with an average of 0.87. The users 
of Robinson and Morrison’s (2000) scale report αs varying 
between 0.82 and 0.97.

TABLE 1: Definitions of innovative work behaviour and psychological contract breaches and their proxies.
Author Constructs and proxies Definitions or explanations of concepts

Janssen (2000) IWB IWB is defined as the intentional creation, introduction and application of new ideas within a work role, group or 
organisation, in order to benefit role performance, the group, or the organisation. (p. 288)

Proxy to PCF: effort–reward 
fairness (E-RF)

In line with social exchange theory (Blau 1964), when employees’ efforts are fairly rewarded in their social exchange 
relationships, employees are willing to reciprocate with certain extra-role behaviours, such as innovative activities. 
(p. 290)

Ramamoorthy et al. 
(2005)

IWB Authors adopted the definition of Janssen (2000).

Proxy to PCF: met expectations 
and obligation to innovate 

Explained as an aspect of the PC (Rousseau 1990), met expectations refer to ‘an employee’s assessment and belief that 
his/her expectations have been satisfied through their work experience’ (p. 143). Whilst referring to Flood et al. (2001), 
the authors explain that the met expectations influence the employees’ perceived obligations to contribute to the 
organisation by means of IWB.

Ng et al. (2010) Proxy to IWB: innovation-
related behaviours

Based on Parker, Williams and Turner’s (2006) concept of proactive behaviour, innovation-related behaviour is 
operationalised as proactive idea implementation which goes beyond merely coming up with creative ideas to involve (1) 
sharing ideas with others and spreading the innovation throughout the organisation and (2) working to implement those 
innovations individually or in the group. (p. 745)

PCB Conceptualised by Robinson (1996), when employees feel valued and respected by their employers, they are likely to 
reciprocate with positive attitudes and behaviours. By contrast, when employees perceive that their organisations 
have failed to fulfil their promises, PCB is understood to have occurred. (p. 745)

Newton, Blanton and 
Will (2011)

IWB Authors adopted the definition of Janssen (2000).

PCF The explanation is derived from conceptualisations by Robinson and Morrison (1995) and Robinson and Rousseau (1994), 
stating that the perception of the degree of fulfilment, change, breach or violation of the PC refers to the instance where 
the employer may fail to live up to some aspect of their obligations and the employee, in turn, believes less is owed to 
their employer. (p. 29)

Li et al. (2014) IWB No definition was provided. However, the measure by Scott and Bruce (1994) was used. It is assumed that the authors 
subscribed to Scott and Bruce’s definition of IWB.

PCF Authors adopted the definition by Henderson et al. (2008) who refer to PCF as a perceived balance in exchange 
relationship between an employee and the organisation. (p. 82)

Agarwal and Bhargava 
(2014)

IWB Authors adopted the definition of Janssen (2000).

PCB Authors adopted the definition of Morrison and Robinson (1997).

Agarwal (2014) IWB Author adopted the definition of Janssen (2000).

PCF PCF is based on PC construct, which relates to the perception of justice of individual outcomes and encompasses not only 
obligations established via a formal or an implied contract, but also via more implicit means. (Morrison & Robinson 1997)

Bhatnagar (2014) Proxy to IWB: management of 
innovation

Based on conceptualisations of Jansen et al. (2009), management of innovation is defined as ‘a dynamic capability that 
refers to the routines and processes by which organisations mobilise, synchronise and assimilate dispersed contradictory 
efforts, and how they allocate, reallocate, amalgamate and re-amalgamate resources and assets across differentiated 
exploratory and exploitative units’. Some literature perceives the management of innovations as a vehicle to deliver 
improvements in organisational effectiveness. (Bhatnagar 2014:1401)

Proxy to PCF: reward and 
recognition

Author adopted the definition of Saks (2006), which refers to reward and recognition as ‘a sense of return on investments 
which can come from external rewards and recognition in addition to meaningful work’. It is operationalised in terms of 
pay raises, job security, promotions, more freedom and opportunities, respect from co-workers, training and 
development opportunities, etc. (p. 1399)

Kiazad et al. (2014) Proxy to IWB: work-role 
innovation

Based on the work of Axtell et al. (2000) and Welbourne, Johnson and Erez (1998), work-role innovation is defined as 
‘extra-role employee behaviour that involves the introduction and implementation of novel ideas to improve existing 
work processes and routines’. (p. 536)

PCB Authors adopted the definition of Morrison and Robinson (1997).

Vander Elst et al. (2016) IWB Not provided, but introduced as a sub-construct within the behavioural coping reactions variable.

PCB Authors adopted the definition of Robinson and Morrison (2000), which refers to employees’ perception that the 
employer failed to fulfil his or her side to the deal. (p. 103)

Niesen et al. (2018a) Proxy to IWB: idea generation Based on Farr and West (1990) and Hammond et al. (2011), idea generation is explained as a two-stage process; 
first as generation of completely novel ideas (i.e. creativity) and then as generation of adopted ideas that apply existing 
systems to new situations. (p. 2)

PCB Adapted from Robinson and Rousseau’s (1994) conceptualisation, ‘PCB occurs when one party perceives another to have 
broken their promise’. (p. 3)

Niesen et al. (2018a) Proxy to IWB: idea generation 
and idea implementation 

IWB is considered ‘a construct that captures all behaviours through which employees can contribute to the innovation 
process’ (De Jong & Den Hartog 2007:43). Two phases are typically distinguished in the innovation process, namely, 
the generation of ideas and subsequently the implementation of these ideas. Idea generation concerns the creation 
of ideas that are relatively new and offer an improvement or solution to problems an employee has encountered. 
Idea implementation refers to the adaptation and convergence of these ideas with daily work practices. (p. 176)

PCB Authors adopted the definition of Robinson and Morrison (2000).

Kim, Karatepe and Lee 
(2017)

Proxy to IWB: service 
innovation

Based on Abbas and Raja (2015), service innovation behaviour refers to the ability of employees to generate novel ideas 
for service improvement and to adopt other’s ideas which are new in the current workplace. (p. 307)

PCB Authors adopted the definition of Robinson and Rousseau (1994)

Ahmad et al. (2019) Proxy IWB: creative 
performance

Based on Oldham and Cummings (1996), creative performance is described to be associated with the novel and 
unique ideas and processes which are useful for organisations to thrive in a competitive environment. (p. 102)

PCF PCF is defined as promissory understandings and beliefs of an employee about the chances of fulfilment of the 
pledges made by their organisation. (Rousseau 1995:99)

Note: Please see the full reference list of the article, Botha, L. & Steyn, R., 2020, ‘Psychological contract breach and innovative work behaviour: Systematic literature review’, Southern African Journal 
of Entrepreneurship and Small Business Management 12(1), a333. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajesbm.v12i1.333, for more information.
IWB, innovative work behaviour; PCB, psychological contract breach; PCF, psychological contract fulfilment.
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Discussion
Definitions
The definition of Janssen (2000:288) is the most often used to 
describe IWB and reflects the multistage theorising. Most of 
the other definitions also reflect a multistage sequential 
conceptualisation of IWB, but researchers differ  on the 
labelling of the stages as well as the number of the stages. 
Although often presented as discrete stages  (De Jong & 
Den Hartog 2010; Janssen 2000; Kleysen & Street 2001; Scott & 
Bruce 1994), the empirical verification of this conceptualisation 
often fails, resulting in researchers settling for describing IWB 
with fewer stages or as a single construct. Scott and Bruce 
(1994) contribute this to the idea that innovation is 
characterised by discontinued activities, where employees 
may be  involved in several of these stages simultaneously. 
De  Jong and Den Hartog (2010) as well as Janssen (2000) 
support Scott and Bruce’s (1994) explanation for testing less 
complex models.

Some of the studies located during the scrutiny of the 
literature on the PCB-IWB link define proxies for IWB. Being 
theoretically divorced from the concept, these definitions 
should not be considered when defining IWB.

By example, focusing on innovation (see Ahmad et al. 2019), 
‘creative performance’ refers primarily to creativity, which 
represents only the initial stage of IWB. References to these 
proxies account for subsets of IWB, primarily the creative stage 
of the construct.

Given the simplicity, theoretical soundness and adoption as 
seminal in the field of IWB, the following definition from 
Janssen (2000) is proposed as the standard definition of IWB:

IWB is defined as the intentional creation, introduction and 
application of new ideas within a work role, group or 
organisation, in order to benefit role performance, the group, or 
the organisation. (p. 288)

Unlike the disparity in defining the IWB construct, there is 
more consistency in defining the PCB. The definition used 
most often is that of Morrison and Robinson (1997), which 
evolved from Robinson and Rousseau’s (1994) definition, 
also often referred to. This seems to be the standard 
definition, and as such the following definition of PCB by 
Robinson and Rousseau (1994) is suggested:

PCB is the employee’s perception regarding the extent to which 
the organization has failed to fulfil its promises or obligations. 
(p. 247)

TABLE 2: Measurement of innovative work behaviour and psychological contract breaches and their proxies.
Author Constructs and proxies Instruments α

Janssen (2000) PCF as effort–reward fairness 6-item scale of VanYperen (1996, 1998) 0.90
IWB 9-item scale of Scott and Bruce (1994) 0.95

Ramamoorthy et al. (2005) PCF as met expectations and obligation to innovate 12-item scale of Ramamoorthy et al. (2005) 0.76
IWB 9-item scale of Janssen (2000) 0.94

Ng et al. (2010) PCB 5-item scale of Robinson and Morrison (2000) 0.97
IWB as innovation-related behaviours 5-item scale of Parker et al. (2006) 0.83 (ave)

Newton et al. (2011) PCF 4 of 6 dimensions of PCF – stability, scope, tangibility and time frame were 
measured with 14-item scale of Sels, Janssens and Van Den Brande (2004), 
authors developed 6-item instrument for other two dimensions – focus 
(5-item scale) and volition (1-item scale)

All alphas 
> 0.80

IWB Shortened to 8-item scale of Janssen (2000) 0.92
Li et al. (2014) PCF 4-item scale of Henderson et al. (2008) 0.84

IWB Shortened to 6-item scale of Scott and Bruce (1994) 0.93
Agarwal and Bhargava (2014) PCB Scale of Turnley and Feldman (1999) (based on Rousseau (1990)) 0.89

IWB 9-item scale of Janssen (2000) 0.92
Agarwal (2014) PCF 5-item scale of Robinson and Morrison (2000) 0.92

IWB 9-item scale of Janssen (2000) 0.92
Bhatnagar (2014) PCF as reward and recognition 10-item scale of Saks (2006) 0.76

IWB as management of innovations 10-item scale of Medina and Rufin (2009) 0.77
Kiazad et al. (2014) PCB Facet-based measure of Kickul et al. (2001) N/A

IWB as work-role innovation 4-item scale of Welbourne et al. (1998) 0.89
Vander Elst et al. (2016) PCB Both constructs were measured using selection of items from validated 

original scales
0.90

IWB 0.90
Niesen et al. (2018a) PCB Shortened to 4-item scale of Robinson and Morrison (2000) 0.87

IWB as idea generation 4-item scale from IWB instrument of De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) 0.90
Niesen et al. (2018b) PCB 5-item scale of Robinson and Morrison (2000) 0.82

IWB as idea generation and idea implementation 4 items for IG of De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) 0.87
5 items for II of De Jong and Den Hartog (2010) 0.90

Kim et al. (2017) PCB 5-item scale of Robinson and Morrison (2000) 0.88
IWB as service innovation 6-item scale of Hu, Horng and Sun (2009) (modified from Scott and 

Bruce [1994])
0.87

Ahmad et al. (2019) PCF 3-item scale of Rousseau (1995) 0.96
IWB as creative performance 3-item scale of Oldham and Cummings (1996) 0.95

Note: Please see the full reference list of the article, Botha, L. & Steyn, R., 2020, ‘Psychological contract breach and innovative work behaviour: Systematic literature review’, Southern African 
Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business Management 12(1), a333. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajesbm.v12i1.333, for more information.
IWB, innovative work behaviour; PCB, psychological contract breach; PCF, psychological contract fulfilment.
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Several proxies for PCB are presented as PCF and these are 
‘effort–reward fairness’ (Janssen 2000), ‘met expectations’, 
‘obligations to innovate’ (Ramamoorthy et al. 2005) and 
‘reward and recognition’ (Bhatnagar 2014). The utility of 
proxies will be explained better when dealing with the global 
and composite measurement of PCB.

Operationalisation
In general, consistency in conceptualisation and the 
standardisation of measurement instruments should 
contribute to the development of the body of knowledge 
(Babbie & Mouton 2011). With reference to PCB, Conway 
and Briner (2005:94) state that many matters remain 
unresolved as ‘there are a variety of measures for assessing 
both breach and the contents of psychological contracts, 
showing there is no single, agreed upon measure of either 
of these constructs’.

The measurement of IWB should focus on the single construct 
and not on its discreet stages (Scott & Bruce 1994). Scott and 
Bruce (1994) argue that innovation comprises discontinued 
activities, which are often performed by employees 
simultaneously. It is suggested that the measure of IWB, as a 
single construct, proposed by Janssen (2000) should be used 
as the standard. As presented above, the instrument is used 
frequently, it is theoretically aligned to most of the other 
researchers’ thoughts in the field and has sound psychometric 
properties. The reported reliability of this measure varies 
between 0.92 and 0.94. Researchers are alerted not to use 
proxies of IWB (e.g. creativity, idea generation and idea 
implementation), as these often measure only part of the 
construct. Furthermore, IWB does not seem to empirically 
consist of discrete stages; therefore, total scores rather than 
stage scores should be included in models (Steyn & De Bruin 
2019). This emphasises the inadequacies of proxies as 
measurement of IWB.

With regard to PCB, the picture is more complex. Firstly, it is 
important to note that PCB and PCF are used as the end point 
of the same scale, with the naming convention dependent on 
the hypotheses being tested.

Secondly, it is important to consider composite or global 
measures (see Zhao et al. 2007). Composite measures 
draw  on a collection of questions related to the breach of 
specific expectations, such as related to training or rewards, 
compared to global measures, which use questions such as 
‘Almost all the promises made by my employer during 
recruitment have been kept thus far’ (reverse scored; 
Robinson & Morrison 2000). Except for one article 
(see  Kiazad et al. 2014), where the authors used a PCF 
composite measure of Kickul et al. (2001), all other studies 
sampled used the global approach to calculating the PCB 
score, which is in line with Zhao et al.’s (2007) 
recommendation to focus on these types of measure.

Given the aforementioned, the five-item PCB measure of 
Robinson and Morrison (2000) is proposed, because of its 

seminal status, the fact that it is a global measure and 
has  acceptable psychometric characteristics. Apart from 
consisting of only five items, the α coefficients reported 
varied between 0.82 and 0.97.

Conclusion
This research makes a valuable contribution to the present 
body of knowledge by following the SLR methodology to 
comprehensively summarise and critically evaluate the 
conceptualisation and operationalisation of two important 
organisational behaviour constructs. Through the analyses 
of studies involving the PCB-IWB link, the research 
distilled definitions as well as appropriate measures of 
each. The adoption of the conceptualisations of Janssen 
(2000; IWB) and Robinson and Rousseau (1994; PCB) is 
proposed as well as the measurements provided by 
Janssen  (2000) (IWB) and Robinson and Morrison (2000; 
PCB). Given acceptance of these suggestions, the body of 
knowledge in the PCB-IWB link should be placed on a solid 
basis. Using the same concepts as well as measurements 
will facilitate comparisons between studies and improving 
the quality of meta-analyses.

Managerial implications
Managers are now equipped with comprehensive and 
theoretically sound definitions and, by implication, 
conceptualisations of concepts central to organisational 
success (i.e. IWB) and one endemic to the organisational 
setting (i.e. PCB). This knowledge is foundational to the 
management of each and, as reported above, both constructs, 
PCB and IWB, are related.

Additional to the definitions, managers and, more 
pertinently, organisational behaviour consultants and 
researchers are informed on the most used, empirically 
sound and theory-based instruments available to measure 
both PCB and IWB. This will not only allow them to measure 
these constructs in a sound manner but also align their 
research to the current body of knowledge.

Limitations and suggestions for future research
This SLR focused on articles involving the PCB-IWB link. 
This focus seemed appropriate when the study was 
conducted and made the amount of information to deal with 
manageable. However, focusing within an SLR on PCB and 
IWB independently may have yielded more complete results. 
Future researchers are advised to follow that route, should 
they consider similar studies. Finally, researchers are also 
encouraged to collect data not only through self-reporting 
perspective but also through perspectives of observers, 
co-workers and supervisors.
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