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Abstract

The aim of this study is to explore the effect of injustice perception on work alienation and the mediating role played by the employee’s 
cynicism between injustice perception and work alienation in the healthcare sector in Oman. By utilizing a simple random sampling 
technique, data were collected using a questionnaire consisting of 306 nurses working in private healthcare providing organizations in 
Oman. The collected data was then analyzed using AMOS program through the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). The results of study 
show that the levels of perception of injustice and cynicism of nurses in the private healthcare centers were low, while the work alienation 
was found to be at moderate level in these healthcare organizations. The findings of the empirical study reveal that injustice perception 
and employee’s cynicism significantly affect work alienation. The impact of injustice perception in creating employee’s cynicism was also 
observed. The hypothesis that the mediating role played by employee’s cynicism in injustice perception and work alienation relationship 
was partially supported. Moreover, injustice perception and cynicism directly affect work alienation, therefore, these hospitals should 
consider organizational policies and procedures to achieve equality and justice among nursing personnel, and to eliminate the factors that 
cause cynicism and work alienation.
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important risk to the human resources of an organization is 
the psychological characteristics of its employees, work 
alienation, work pressure and unfairness (Afrasiabi, 2013).

The injustice or unfairness in an organization affects the 
employees’ behavior, psychology and the health (Elovainio  
et al. 2004). The unfair dealings by the organization or a 
decision-maker can provoke injustice perception (Kickul et 
al, 2005). The employees may experience increased work 
stress. The injustice perception causes lack of control and 
might force the affecters to modify the source causing stress 
(Ceylan & Sulu, 2010). In psychological studies the injustice 
perception was studied with special emphasis on relationship of 
employees with their organizations (Haslam, 2004). However, 
they should be concerned as employees’ attitude and behaviors 
affect their performance. Thus, the employers should not risk 
their employees being alienated (Sookoo, 2014). Many studies 
have been done lately that focus on the relationship between 
injustice perceptions and alienation dynamics (Sookoo, 2014; 
Sulu et al, 2010). Perception of injustice has an important 
effect on work alienation (Dajani & Mohamad, 2017; Merkhe, 
2015). However, some of the research proved that the injustice 
perception might play a crucial role in few organizational 

1. Introduction

Human resource management plays the most vital role 
in managing the employees in any organization (Tulsi & 
Ji, 2020). Human resource is a significant element for all 
organizations. Humans are the complex element in an 
organization as they pose a risk to organizational survival 
or failure due to complex mindset (Valikhani & Zamani, 
2019). The inappropriate and unacceptable human resource 
policies and procedures in an organization pose grim threat 
to organizational stability and productivity and are a serious 
challenge for future organizations and firms. Hence, the most 
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processes such as organizational cynicism (Ahmed, Kiyani, and 
Hashmi, 2013), organizational commitment (Sulu et al, 2010), 
job stress (Ceylan & Sulu, 2010), motivation (Zellars et al., 
2004), and psychological health (Schmitt & Dorfel, 1999). 
Joe-Akunne and Oguegbe (2019) highlighted that the increase 
in organizational cynicism and the interactional injustice 
causes an elevated workplace deviance among the employees. 
Cynicism is mostly related with one’s negative attitude towards 
the organization they work in that has cognitive, affective and 
behavioral dimensions (Dean et al, 1998). Yıldıza and Şaylıkay 
(2014) confirmed the extent to which organizational cynicism 
is linked to work alienation. Koçoglu (2014) determined the 
relationship between work alienation and cynicism.

Previous studies show evidence of the relationship 
between alienation and injustice (Ceylan & Sulu, 2010); 
however, the relation between these variables is still 
uncertain (Merkhe, 2015). There is a need of determining 
the facts that support this relationship. The research in this 
area is still limited and there is a need to perform extensive 
research to identify this relationship. Most of the research in 
this field falls within the European context and ignores the 
Gulf context, which has a lot of growth potential. Moreover, 
fewer experimental studies are performed in the field of 
injustice perception, organizational cynicism and work 
alienation, thus opening boundaries for potential research. 
The present study is an attempt to explore this research area 
for potential benefits. Moreover, it is also done to provide 
an in-depth understanding of the injustice perception 
and its impact on cynicism and alienation of employees; 
specifically, within the perspective of Omani health sector. 
Overall, the following research questions were addressed: 
(1) the extent to which the injustice perception affects work 
alienation in health sector of Oman; (2) the role played by 
employee’s cynicism in relation to injustice perception and 
work alienation in health sector of Oman.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Injustice Perception 

The theory of equity as presented by Adams (1965) is 
built on the evaluation of supposed inputs to outputs. When 
an employee thinks his contributions or efforts (inputs) are 
not rewarded and the outputs are not equal to those around 
him, he may feel dissatisfied that might result in absenteeism 
and turnover intention. Also, Adams (1965) noted that when 
the employee perceives psychological inequity, he suffers 
severe emotional strain and make an effort to restore equity. 
Several studies (Joe-Akunne & Oguegbe, 2019; Tucker, 
1993; Crino, 1994) have cited injustice as the antecedent of 
negative behaviors. Ahmed and colleagues (2013) indicate 
that the injustice perceptions result in strong reactions and 
causes deviant work behavior in organization. Kelloway and 

colleagues (2006) proposed that injustice is the employee’s 
perception and faith of being treated unjustly leading to 
negative behavior. Furthermore, this perception of unfairness 
may lead to deviant work behavior by employees (Aquino  
et al, 1999; Fox et al, 2001). 

Jones (2008) found that the employees have desire for 
revenge as a reaction to perceived injustice. Skarlicki and 
colleagues (2008) suggested that the employee’s perception 
of injustice stimulates sabotage; a form of revenge. Moreover, 
Furnham and Segal (2011) revealed the employees facing 
unfair treatment due to organizational injustice become 
unhappy and dissatisfied with their work and management. 
This dissatisfaction threatens the organization. Merkhe 
(2015) indicates that the negative emotions of employees 
i.e., depression, anger, anxiety, etc., are result of injustice that 
encourages such attitudes embodied within the withdrawal 
behavior causing work alienation, low commitment, 
cynicism, absenteeism, fake excuses for sick leaves and 
intention to leave work (Mingzheng et al, 2014).

Organizational injustice has three components, namely, 
distributive injustice, interactional injustice and procedural 
injustice (Ceylan & Sulu, 2010; Joe-Akunne & Oguegbe, 
2019; Merkhe, 2015). (1) Distributive Injustice is judged 
by comparing and evaluating the outputs to an outcome, 
rule or standard, for e.g., past experiences or a co-worker 
(Hubbel & Chory-Assad, 2005). Employee perception for 
distributive injustice occurs when their benefits and rewards 
are not equal to their efforts (Colquitt et al, 2005). Sulu 
et al. (2010) claimed that, when workers face distributive 
injustice, they are more likely to check if the distribution 
process is fair and unbiased. Greenberg (2004) indicates 
that the unfair distribution of resources in an organization 
causes sense of isolation and weakness among workers. (2) 
Procedural Injustice is the unfairness perceived concerning 
the decision-making procedures. It is a significant precursor 
of numerous behaviors and attitudes (Ceylan & Sulu, 2010). 
Employee perceives that the procedural injustice is an agent 
that produces psychological distress (Tepper, 2001). The 
employees start thinking that they don’t have an authority 
to participate in decision-making process due to perceived 
procedural injustice. Hence, this uncertainty and feeling of 
lack of control in the decision-making procedures causes 
stress among workers (Ceylan & Sulu, 2010). It also develops 
a sense of weakness and isolation among the employees who 
are not a part of decision-making process and are not heard 
(Ceylan & Sulu, 2011). Thus, such unfair practices cause 
inferiority complex among workers and increases the feelings 
of worthlessness and work alienation (Sulu et al, 2010). 
Employees who perceive that their organization has unjust 
or discriminating procedures will more likely develop more 
feelings of social isolation (Sulu et al 2010). (3) Interactional 
Injustice concerns the individual’s perception of the treatment 
experienced personally during organizational day-to-day 
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operations (Bies & Moag, 1986). The employees display 
concern and interest over the treatment received from higher 
authorities along with the appropriateness of explaining the 
formal decision making processes (Joe-Akunne & Oguegbe, 
2019). The interpretation of interactional injustice is dealt 
with in the theory of reciprocity norm and social exchange 
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). From the perspective of the 
social exchange, employees expect fair, courteous, truthful, 
and honest treatments from their organization. While, 
from the perspective of the reciprocity norm, employees 
perceiving feelings of fair treatments are more expected to 
display sincere commitment to the goals and values of their 
organizations (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001).

2.2. Employee’s Cynicism 

Cynicism prevails among organizations globally. It 
is an old phenomenon that has been the center of debate 
among employees and employers in organizations. (Durrah 
et al, 2019). Lately, it has appeared as a new style of 
employer-employee relationship in firms (Feldman, 2000). 
Cynicism develops when an employee develops feelings of 
untrustworthiness and diffidence towards his organization 
(Ajzen, 2001). The cynicism is more often defined by the 
sentiments like disappointment or anger that affect behavior, 
beliefs and attitudes. (Andersson & Bateman, 1997; 
Abraham, 2000; Pugh et al., 2003).

Dean and Dharwadkar (1998) defined cynicism as 
negative behavior in an organization that is characterized by 
(1) belief about the insufficient integration environment in 
an organization, (2) negative feelings for the organization, 
and (3) tendency of showing the abusive behavior towards 
the organization. Ozler and Atalay (2011) describe the 
cynicism as an individual’s feeling of dissatisfaction 
and frustration for an organization and the belief that the 
honesty, transparency, integrity, and justice is lacking in 
organization’s management. Subgur et al., (2019) explained 
the cynicism as an innate personality attribute that reflects 
negative sentiments and sensitivities like frustration and 
has dreadful consequences towards the organization. 
Yıldıza and Şaylıkay (2014) defined the organizational 
cynicism as an important specific or general employees’ 
attitude that the organization lacks honesty thus resulting 
in negative emotions, beliefs and other related behaviors. 
Andersson & Bateman (1997) indicate that the cynicism is 
an attitude that is eminent by distrust and dislike for others. 
It involves disillusionment, frustration, distrust, and negative 
feelings towards a group, institution or a person. In brief, 
organizational cynicism refers to suspicion or an uncertainty 
towards the management (Li & Fan Zhou, 2011). 

The cynicism concept has “cognitive, affective and 
behavioral” components. (Çetinkaya, 2018; Stanley, John, 
& Laryssa, 2005; Tukeltürk, Perçin, & Guzel, 2012).  

(1) The cognitive component is that the employee senses 
lack of integrity, honesty and sincerity in the organization. 
The employee believes that their personal values and 
goals are not in accordance with the goals and values of 
the organization (Bernerth et al., 2007). (2) The affective 
component consists of powerful sentimental and emotional 
reactions of employees towards the organization. The 
employee feels negative emotions like fury, revulsion, 
disgrace, anger, tension, discomfort, anxiety and hatred 
towards their employer (Helvaci & Cavdar, 2017). (3) The 
behavioral component consists of critical expressions and 
negative tendencies towards the organization. This powerful 
criticism can take various forms, such as humor and hurtful 
attitudes, bad mouthing and pessimistic predictions about 
the organization’s work in the future (Rehan et al., 2017).

2.3. Work Alienation

Alienation as a concept that dates back to the 19th century 
when its ‘founding fathers’ Hegel and Marx first introduced 
it. Psychologists, sociologists and other social scientists 
have used the concept of alienation in numerous studies. 
(Tummers & den Dulk, 2013). Alienation is one of the 
social phenomena, which in most cultures is known as crisis, 
damage, or a social problem in a vast range of issues, like 
philosophy, sociology, theology, psychiatry and psychology 
(Farahbod et al., 2012). The idea of work alienation and its 
effect has caught the attention of researchers and scholars 
for a long time (Geyer, 1996; Hegel, 2003). Karl Marx 
has explained work alienation with respect to the rise of 
capitalism and has studied it as an independent concept, 
whereas the contemporary scholars have studied subjective 
work alienation to identify the extent to which employees 
feel alienation from work (Kanungo, 1982). 

The alienation concept can be defined as “the disruption, 
the natural interactions between the individuals and between 
the individuals and their illusion” (Valikhani & Zamani, 
2019). Kobasa et al., (1982) defined work alienation as  
“a representation of an unenthusiastic attitude toward the 
work that indicates a low level of engagement with the job 
role”. Alienation is considered as an unwanted issue imposed 
on the people by the social system. It has many consequences; 
interrupts interpersonal relationships in the organizations, 
reduces the participation in social networks, causes suspicion 
in the workplace, weakens social relations and makes the 
employee not only dissatisfied but also unmotivated towards 
his job (Tabrizi, 1991). The employees suffering from work 
alienation feel stranger in their organization. They lack self-
consciousness and self-awareness, hence, they act under the 
influence of any external forces that motivate them (Khdour, 
Durrah, & Harris, 2015: Farahbod et al., 2012). In case of 
alienation, the individual does not focus on his works and 
related activities, hence, cannot demonstrate or develop his 
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various existential talents. Such an individual misses the 
sense of happiness and is unable to raise his body and mind 
freely, because for him work has an imposed and compulsory 
aspect, and is not necessary for satisfaction, but a means to 
satisfy the needs of others (Valikhani & Zamani, 2019).

Seeman (1971) determined five components of alienation, 
i.e., powerlessness, meaninglessness, normality, loneliness, 
and self-estrangement. Hackman and Oldham (1980) added 
terms like disaffection, boredom, estrangement, psychological 
and emotional abandonment with work alienation concept. 
Tummers (2011) used powerlessness and meaninglessness 
that are the two aspects of alienation. DeHart-Davis and 
Pandey (2005) also considered these dimensions as the vital 
components of work alienation. Additionally, a number 
of researchers have utilized Seeman’s classification in 
investigating the work alienation concept (Dağlı and Averbek, 
2017; Özer et al., 2019; Sanal & Zare, 2017; Valikhani & 
Zamani, 2019). Hence, it is considered as a multidimensional 
concept (Mau, 1992; Tummers et al., 2015). Likewise, 
researchers conceptually associated work alienation with low 
levels of positive psychological stimulation pertaining to job 
responsibilities and the work environment (Hull, Van Treuren, 
& Virnelli, 1987). It is also linked to the disinterestedness 
from the work in organization (Hirschfeld & Feild, 2000).

2.4. Study Model and Hypotheses

Considering the research literature (Ceylan & Sulu, 
2011; Dajani & Mohamad, 2017; Yıldıza & Şaylıkay, 2014; 
Sazkaya, 2014), the aim of this study was to develop a study 
model as shown in Figure 1. The hypotheses developed to 
support this study were:

H1: Injustice perception has a significant effect on work 
alienation in health sector.

H2: Injustice perception has a significant effect on 
employee’s cynicism in health sector.

H3: Employee’s cynicism has a significant effect on work 
alienation in health sector.

H4: Employee’s cynicism plays a mediating role in 
injustice perception and work alienation relationship in 
health sector.

2.5. The Context

The health system in the Sultanate of Oman is providing 
healthcare facilities to both citizens and expatriates. 
The aggregate spending on healthcare sector in Oman 
approximates to around 2.7% of the GDP, while the per-
capita health expenditures are around $591 (Planning 
Agency, 2014). The government mainly funds the healthcare 
system by spending close to 81.1%, the private healthcare 
sector spends 11.6% while the insurance companies and 
business owners contributes to around 7.3% of the total 
healthcare expenditures (WHO, 2013). 

The primary provider of healthcare in Oman is the 
Ministry of Health (MoH) that is responsible to ensure the 
availability and applicability of healthcare practices and 
policies along with monitoring its implementation. Other 
services that provide healthcare in the Sultanate include 
the medical section of the armed forces, the Royal Diwan, 
Royal Oman Police, Oman Petroleum Development 
Company, the Sultan Qaboos University Hospital and the 
private sector (Information and Statistics Department, 
2012). Statistics related to private healthcare institutions 
in the Sultanate of Oman showed that there are 25 private 
hospitals, 232 private clinics and healthcare complexes, 
289 dental clinics, 51 Chinese and Indian medicine clinics 
and 672 private pharmacies. The workforce in the private 
healthcare sector reached 13546, including 1138 specialist 
doctors, 1214 general doctors, 1048 dentists, 1999 
pharmacists, 4072 nurses and 590 laboratory technicians 
whereas the number of beds reached 908 (Annual Health 
Report, 2018).

Injustice 
Perception 

 

Employee’s 
Cynicism 

 

Work  
Alienation 

Figure 1: Proposed study model
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3. Methodology 

3.1. Sample and Procedure

The healthcare sector is one of the key growth sector 
contributing to the economy of a country. Considering this, 
many researchers try to solve problems related to this sector, 
while also trying to figure out the methods to achieve greater 
success (Sulu & Ceylan, 2010). This is an empirical study done 
to define the influence of injustice perception on work alienation 
and the mediator role of employee’s cynicism between injustice 
perception and work alienation in the healthcare sector in 
Oman. The target study population was nurses in four private 
hospitals – Badr Alsama, Alhakim, Alrrazi, and Lia in Salalah, 
Oman. These four hospitals were selected as they represent the 
largest healthcare centers in the region. The target respondents 
for the study were 4,072 nurses in private hospitals. Using 
a simple random sampling technique, the fit sample size 
selected was 352. The data was collected by distributing 352 
questionnaires among the study sample, however, only 306 
subjects responded. The collected data was analyzed by an 
AMOS software using structural equation modeling. 

3.2. Measures

A 3-section questionnaire was designed to study the 
research variables. Injustice perception was measured on a 
scale of 4 items developed by Dajani and Mohamad (2017). 
Work alienation was assessed using a 5-item scale developed 
by Punia and Berwal (2017), while a 3-item scale adapted 
from Durrah, Chaudhary, and Gharib (2019) was used to 
assess employee’s cynicism. A 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) was used.

3.3. Respondents Characteristics 

The demographic characteristics of respondents in 
the current study showed that 64.32% of the sample 
respondents were females and 46.68% of the respondents 
were males. 45.73% of the sample were young with age 
range between 30 and 40. The majority of the sample 
population had a bachelor degree (56.39%) whereas 
68.74% of the sample population had work experience 
above five years.

4. Data Analysis and Findings

4.1. Exploratory Study

To determine the current study variables, the exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA) has been performed using SPSS 
software. Varimax rotation was used to adjust data 
coordinates from principal component analysis. Three factors 
were obtained; the first one was called injustice perception 
(IP) (four items), the second one was called employee’s 
cynicism (EC) (three items), and the third one was called 
work alienation (WA) (five items) as shown in Table 1.

All conditions of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
were achieved, i.e., the Cumulative Variance = 67.276 
> 60; Bartlett’s Test = 1540.655, with significance level 
equal to .000 < .05; KMO = .710 > .60; and Eigenvalues 
for each factor more than 1 (Ghouse, McElwee, & Durrah, 
2019). Each item of the study variables was loaded more 
than 0.40 (Straub et al, 2004; Dwivedi, Choudrie, & 
Brinkman, 2006) that signifies that the EFA was suitable 
to use for the data collected (Ambulkar, Blackhurst, & 
Grawe, 2015). 

Table 1: Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the study model

Factors
First Factor Second Factor Third Factor

Injustice Perception (IP) Employee’s Cynicism (EC) Work Alienation (WA)

Items and Loadings

IP1 .902 EC1 .725 WA1 .713

IP2 .734 EC2 .841 WA2 .841

IP3 a.929 EC3 .824 WA3 .733

IP4 .637 WA4 .771

WA5 .789

Eigen Value 3.115 2.856 2.102

Variance 25.962 23.801 17.513

Cumulative Variance 25.962 49.763 67.276

KMO - Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .710

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Sig. (.000) 1225.548 
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After identifying the factors by EFA, the descriptive 
statistics for study variables (means, standard deviations, 
reliability, skewness, kurtosis, and communalities) have 
been conducted as shown in Table 2.

The results in Table 2 indicate that the mean of injustice 
perception was at a low level (x̅ = 2.587 with σ = .8600). 
Similarly, the mean of employee’s cynicism was also at a 
low level (x̅ = 2.753 with σ = .7999), whereas the mean 
of work alienation was at moderate level (x̅ = 3.387 with  
σ = .8312). Moreover, the results of Cronbach’s Alpha (α) 
for variables of the study showed that the scale utilized in the 
current study is reliable because the values were within the 

acceptable range, which is above (.60) (Durrah et al., 2020b; 
Hair et al., 2006). The values for injustice perception has  
α = .853, employee’s cynicism α = .784 and work alienation 
has α = .847.

Normality test of the study variables has been performed 
using skewness and kurtosis statistics. The results mentioned 
in the above table indicate that all values were between 
+3 and -3 i.e. within the acceptable range (Ghasemi & 
Zahediasl, 2012). Moreover, the communalities in Table 2 
are considered to be ideal because all values are above 0.5, 
which indicate that the better representation of variables by 
the extracted components (Field, 2005).

Table 2: Descriptive analysis, assessment of normality, and communalities

Variable Item Mean St.D. α Skewness Kurtosis Communalities

Injustice 
Perception (IP)

IP1

2.587 .8600 .853

.380 -.658 .823

IP2 .377 -.916 .601

IP3 .511 -.610 .883

IP4 .525 -1.150 .596

Employee’s 
Cynicism
(EC)

EC1

2.753 .7999 .784

-.966 -.029 .651

EC2 -1.815 2.522 .741

EC3 -.678 -.308 .687

Work Alienation
(WA)

WA1

3.387 .8312 .847

.380 -.860 .614

WA2 .582 -.591 .724

WA3 .852 -.127 .570

WA4 .563 -.399 .635

WA5 .666 -.349 .648

Table 3: One factor model (CMV).

Component
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 4.072 33.935 33.935 4.072 33.935 33.935
2 2.261 18.840 52.775
3 1.740 14.501 67.276
4 .761 6.339 73.615
5 .681 5.677 79.292
6 .607 5.058 84.350
7 .512 4.270 88.620
8 .464 3.870 92.490
9 .351 2.925 95.416

10 .270 2.247 97.662
11 .179 1.492 99.155
12 .101 .845 100.000
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To identify the common method bias detected in this 
research, Harman’s one factor test was used as a corrective 
measure (Bish et al., 2015). Using the principal component 
analysis, all the 12 items were loaded into one common 
factor. Table 3 showed that the total variance is 33.935% that 
is less than the assumed threshold point <50% (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Hence, the common 
method bias was found to have no significant effect on the 
collected data in this study.

4.2. Confirmatory Study

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was used to identify 
the extent to which the number of measured variable 
represents constructs. The results in Table 4 indicate that all 
indices of fit were found to be within the satisfactory range 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Table 4 shows CFA results, which indicate how the 
convergent validity was determined. The composite reliability 
of constructs yielded greater than 0.70 (Chan, 2015); i.e. IP 
= .929, EC =.840, and WA = .882 that was confirmed by 
the test of average variance explained (AVE), i.e., all the 
constructs were above the acceptable level of 0.50 (Bagozzi 

& Yi, 1988); i.e. IP = .554, EC = .637, 510, and WA = .550. 
Furthermore, the values of square multiple correlation 
(SMC) listed in Table 4 exceeded the acceptable level of 0.30 
(Durrah et al, 2020a) and the values of standardized factor 
loadings (SFL) were more than 0.50 (Hair et al, 2010).

The value of square roots of (AVE) in each column 
should be more than correlation values, which is listed in 
that column (Alraja & Kashoob, 2019). The results shown in 
Table 4 confirm that the adequate discriminant validity has 
been achieved. Moreover, all the variables were found to be 
significantly and positively correlated to each other at the 
level of significance 0.01.

4.3. Testing the Structural Model

Preacher and Hayes (2008) suggested applying structural 
equation modeling (SEM) to test the study model. For 
examining mediation two models were tested using AMOS 
software. The direct effect of injustice perception on work 
alienation is examined in Model A, shown in Figure 2 
and the indirect effect through employee’s cynicism and 
the relationship between injustice perception and work 
alienation examined in Model B, shown in Figure 3. 

Table 4: Confirmatory factor analysis results (CFA) and discriminant analysis

Constructs

Injustice Perception (IP) Employee’s Cynicism (EC) Work Alienation (WA)

Items

Square 
Multiple 

Correlation 
SMC > .30

Standardized 
Factor 

Loadings 
SFL > .50

Items

Square 
Multiple 

Correlation 
SMC > .30

Standardized 
Factor 

Loadings 
SFL > .50

Items

Square 
Multiple 

Correlation 
SMC > .30

Standardized 
Factor 

Loadings 
SFL > .50

Loadings

IP1 .803 .896 EC1 .500 .707 WA1 .495 .704

IP2 .314 .560 EC2 .708 .841 WA2 .659 .812

IP3 .969 .985 EC3 .371 .609 WA3 .465 .682

IP4 .314 .560 WA4 .467 .684

WA5 .517 .719

Composite 
Reliability 
CR > .70

.929 .840 .882

Average 
Variance 
Explained 
AVE > .50

.554 .637 .550

(IP) (.744)

(EC) .258** (.798)

(WA) .252** .256** (.741)

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level
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Figure 2: Tested Model A

Figure 3: Tested Model B
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Table 5 illustrates fit indices for both models. Results 
show that all indices are above fit threshold level (Hair  
et al., 2006; Kline, 1999; Schermelleh-Engel & Moosbrugger, 
2003).

The findings obtained from direct effect and indirect effect 
are summarized in Table 6. The accepted and/or rejected 
hypotheses are shown. Model A examined the effect of 
injustice perception on work alienation. The analysis of the 
direct path work alienation was found to be positively affected 
by injustice perception (Path coefficient = .38, T-value = 3.16, 
P-value = .002) supporting the first hypothesis (H1).

Model B explored the effect of employee’s cynicism 
as a mediator in injustice perception and work alienation 

association. The analysis showed that injustice perception 
has a positively effect on employee’s cynicism (Path 
coefficient .14, T-value = 2.26, P-value = .024) supporting 
the second hypothesis (H2). Additionally, employee’s 
cynicism significantly affects work alienation (Path 
coefficient .33, T-value = 3.12, P-value = .002). Thus, the 
third hypothesis (H3) is also supported. The employee’s 
cynicism partially mediated the relationship between 
injustice perception and work alienation (Path coefficient 
of .16, T-value = 2.59, P-value = .010), with a coefficient 
of indirect effect (.22) and ratio to total effect of 57.89 
%. Hence, the fourth hypothesis was partially supported 
(H4).

Table 6: Direct and indirect effects

Hypotheses Path Direct 
Effect

Indirect 
Effect

Total 
Effect

Ratio of 
Indirect 

effect to total 
effect

T-Value
T > 1.96

P-Value
P < 0.05 Result

H1: Injustice 
perception has a 
significant effect on 
work alienation.

IP
 
WA

.38 3.16 .002 Supported

H2: Injustice 
perception has a 
significant effect on 
employee’s cynicism.

IP 

EC
.14 2.26 .024 Supported

H3: Employee’s 
cynicism has a 
significant effect on 
work alienation.

EC

WA
.33 3.12 .002 Supported

H4: Employee’s 
cynicism mediates 
in the relationship 
between injustice 
perception and work 
alienation.

IP 

EC

WA

.16 .22 .38 57.89 % 2.59 .010 Partial 
Mediation

Table 5: Fit Indices of the Model

Fit Indices CMIN/DF RMSEA RMR GFI CFI TLI NFI IFI PGFI PNFI

Model 1 3.078 .065 .059 .914 .922 .912 .917 .923 .528 .648

Model 2 4.751 .076 .067 .915 .919 .902 .907 .921 .559 .624

Recommended <5 <.08 <.08 >.90 >.90 >.90 >.90 >.90 >.50 >.50
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5. Discussion and Conclusion

The present study is novel in exploring the direct and 
indirect effect of injustice perception on work alienation 
through employee’s cynicism in the healthcare sector in 
Oman. This study is pivotal and essential in private hospitals 
to understand the nurses’ behaviors if they feel injustice and 
cynicism towards their organizations. Therefore, it is very 
important to evaluate the behaviors of nurses in the healthcare 
facilities to identify the factors that have major effects on 
them (Pham et al., 2020). Results of this research present 
considerable evidence to prove that injustice perception has a 
significant impact on work alienation. Likewise, the injustice 
perception helps in exploring organizational cynicism that in 
turn has an effect on work alienation.

The findings showed that the levels of injustice perception 
and cynicism in the private hospitals were generally low, 
while the work alienation was found to be at moderate level. 
The obtained results are consistent with the results from 
previous studies that showed a moderate familiarity of work 
alienation (Daglı & Averbek, 2017; Valikhani & Zamani, 
2019), and the study by Durrah, Chaudhary, and Gharib 
(2019) that showed low level of organizational cynicism, 
while it differs in terms of perceiving injustice with the study 
by Sulu, Ceylan, and Kaynak (2010) that indicated moderate 
level of injustice perception.

The findings of this study are aligned with past research. 
This study proved that the injustice perception has a 
significant effect on alienation from work (Ceylan & Sulu, 
2011). In other words, the work alienation among nurses 
was seen to increase with an increase in the level of injustice 
perception. Also the findings substantiate that the cynicism 
significantly impacts work alienation (Yıldıza & Şaylıkay, 
2014) that means that work alienation among nurses 
increased as cynicism increased. Furthermore, injustice 
perception positively affects the cynicism (Joe-Akunne 
& Oguegbe, 2019), which means that, as the injustice 
perception level of nurses increases, cynicism increases. 
Moreover, the study results revealed that the cynicism plays 
a mediating role in relationship between injustice perception 
and work alienation. Recently, these subjects are getting 
considerable attention (Dajani & Mohamad, 2017; Joe-
Akunne & Oguegbe, 2019; Yıldıza & Şaylıkay, 2014).

6. Theoretical and Practical Implications

The results of this insightful study have multifold 
implications for the healthcare-providing organizations and 
the researchers in Oman. From the theoretical perspective, 
it provides an understanding of injustice perception and its 
relationships with the cynicism and work alienation. Previous 
studies have identified many indicators of work alienation. 
However, few studies have reported that injustice perception 

provides a main factor for work alienation (Ceylan & Sulu, 
2010; Dajani & Mohamad, 2017). Furthermore, it also 
signifies the importance of cynicism in injustice perception 
and work alienation relationship among nurses. This study is 
among the first studies using a model developed on previous 
studies (Ceylan & Sulu, 2011; Yıldıza & Şaylıkay, 2014; 
Sazkaya, 2014) as a conceptual framework that combined 
three variables (injustice perception, cynicism, and work 
alienation) to examine the association between them. Hence, 
this research is novel as it opens new avenues of exploration. 
It also contributes to the present literature by exploring the 
healthcare sector in a developing country (Oman).

From a practical perspective, the findings of this 
study have interesting implications. The policymakers 
and managers in private healthcare sector are advised to 
focus on creating an organizational justice climate in the 
working environment by exerting great efforts to reduce the 
perceptions of injustice in the private hospitals (Dajani & 
Mohamad, 2017) and reviewing the organizational policies 
and procedures to achieve the justice among nurses by 
providing career development programs and continuous 
training to nursing employees (Liao & Rupp, 2005), and 
income equality and development of the staff (Nguyen et al., 
2020). The private healthcare sector should monitor levels of 
work alienation in nurses by Human Resource interventions 
and adopting proactive counseling treatments as it might 
lead to job dissatisfaction (Whiteside and Barclay, 2013). 
Hence, special attention should be given to eliminate 
the factors that cause organizational cynicism and work 
alienation. Furthermore, the hospitals should acknowledge 
the importance of making the workplace a motivating 
factor for their employees and take corrective steps to 
ensure that the nurses participate in healthy condition to 
accomplish their job responsibilities. The private hospitals 
can decrease work alienation by reducing job pressure and 
cynicism in the working environment. This can be achieved 
by decreasing job stress and by increasing coworker trust 
(Kim et al., 2019). Moreover, cynicism and work alienation 
can be reduced by creating a healthy work environment for 
nurses by encouraging managers to behave justly (Koçoglu, 
2014), and respect, proper words and actions are important 
in the relationship with the employees in the healthcare 
organizations (Lee & Ha, 2020).

7. Limitations and Future Studies Directions

Despite the novelty of the study in its contextual field, 
the current study has some limitations that need to be 
highlighted. One of the most important limitations was 
that only four private hospitals in Salalah, Oman, were 
considered for study sample, thus, did not provided enough 
variability. Future studies may cover several hospitals in all 
governorates of Oman or GCC countries. Another limitation 



Omar DURRAH / Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business Vol 7 No 9 (2020) 811–824 821

is that the study was applied to the private health sector only 
and this may be insufficient for the purposes of academic 
generalization. Therefore, in future studies, data should be 
collected from both governmental and private healthcare 
sectors. Also, it should consider other sectors like industry, 
hospitality, education, banking and the media. Finally, 
injustice perceptions, cynicism, and work alienation are still 
sensitive and discreet topics in the Omani culture, so, we 
suggest to use a behavioral observation method in addition 
to self-report surveys to assess these topics in future studies.
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