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Abstract Understanding the processes through which employees incorporate the
organization’s identity into their own identity is critical to building positive
employer-employee relationships. We draw primarily on organizational support
theory to advance the argument that psychological contract breach is negatively
related to organizational identification and positively related to organizational
disidentification because it makes employees believe that their organizations do
not value their contributions or care about their well-being (reduces perceived
organizational support). Results from two studies generally provide support for our
hypotheses: in Study 1, perceived organizational support fully mediated the
relationship between psychological contract breach and organizational identification.
In Study 2, Time 2 perceived organizational support fully mediated the relationship
between Time 1 relational psychological contract breach (e.g., promises related to
training, development, job security) and organizational identification, but not the
relationship between transactional psychological contract breach (e.g., promises
related to pay and work hours) and organizational identification. Time 2 perceived
organizational support partially mediated the relationship between relational
psychological contract breach and organizational disidentification, but not the
relationship between transactional psychological contract breach and organizational
disidentification. We conclude that organizations should be concerned with this
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erosion of the positive employer-employee relationship (organizational identifica-
tion) and fostering of a negative employer-employee relationship (disidentification).

Keywords Social exchange . Social identity. Psychological contracts . Perceived
organizational support . Organizational identification

The fundamental tenet of organizational support theory (OST; Aselage and
Eisenberger 2003; Eisenberger et al. 1986) is that employees develop global
perceptions concerning the degree to which the organization values their
contributions and cares about their well-being (perceived organizational support;
POS). Drawing on social exchange theory (Blau 1964) and the reciprocity norm
(Gouldner 1960), scholars suggest that POS positively affects employer-employee
relations because it creates feelings of obligation within employees to care about the
organization and help it reach its goals (e.g., Eisenberger et al. 2001; Rhoades and
Eisenberger 2002). Research generally confirms this viewpoint: positive treatment
from the organization (in terms of fairness, job conditions, and supervisory
relationships) results in POS, which obligates employees to hold attitudes (affective
organizational commitment) and behave in a manner (increased citizenship and task
performance, decreased withdrawal) that helps the organization (Eisenberger et al.
2001; Eisenberger and Stinglhamber 2011; Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002; Riggle et
al. 2009).

Despite this, recent research has suggested that social exchange theory is limited
due to its focus on behavioral as opposed to symbolic conceptions of rewards (Fuller
et al. 2006; Restubog et al. 2008). That is, social exchange requires that when a party
provides a benefit to another individual, the individual must repay the provider (Blau
1964; Homans 1958). This perspective overlooks the importance of the symbolic
nature of exchange, particularly the symbolic role that the fulfillment (or breach) of
promises made by one party to another plays in signaling the value of that individual
to a collective (e.g., Restubog et al. 2008).

In this research, we address this limitation by attempting to integrate social
exchange-based and organizational identification-based views of the employer-
employee relationship using OST. We choose OSTas a framework primarily because
its theorizing accounts for both of these perspectives. More specifically, organiza-
tional identification research suggests that while an individual will identify with the
organization when a meaningful overlap exists between a person’s self-identity and
the perceived identity of the organization, their propensity to identify also depends
on the extent to which employees perceive that the organization considers them to be
legitimate organizational members (Dutton et al. 1994; Mael and Ashforth 1992;
Ashforth et al. 2008). Accordingly, POS is not just valuable from an instrumental
perspective, but also because support signals to employees that they are valued
organizational members. To this end, Eisenberger and colleagues (1986) posit that
POS fulfills socioemotional needs, leading employees to incorporate organizational
membership into their social identities (e.g., Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002).
Conversely, while low levels of organizational support (or a lack of support) will
likely hinder identification (i.e., lead to low levels of identification), we believe that
these conditions will also signal to employees that they are illegitimate members.
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Under these conditions, employer-employee relations will be damaged as employees
will disidentify with the organization—i.e., cognitively separate from the organiza-
tion by forming the perception that what they stand for is in direct opposition to what
the organization stands for (e.g., Elsbach and Bhattacharya 2001; Kreiner and
Ashforth 2004).

Notably, scant research has embraced the organizational identification
perspective underlying OST (for exceptions, see; Edwards and Peccei 2010;
van Kippenberg, and Sleebos 2006), which is an important theoretical and practical
oversight. From a theoretical perspective, exploration and testing of a social-
identity based view is critical to further development of the theorizing of OST (e.g.,
Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002) and social exchange theory in general (Fuller et al.
2006). Practically speaking, the difference between social exchange and organiza-
tional identification is significant because employees who maintain social
exchange relationships with their organizations will reciprocate favorable treat-
ment; employees who identify strongly with their organizations believe that they
are “one with the organization” (e.g., Mael and Ashforth 1992) and thus see the
successes of their organization as their own successes. Thus, those employees
whose commitment is based on social exchange will only remain committed if the
organization can provide material and social rewards commensurate with the
employee’s contributions, while employees who identify with the organization are
more likely to remain with and help the organization even when circumstances
such as the economy or poor organizational performance make it difficult for the
organization to demonstrate its commitment to them through the provision of
resources (e.g., Riketta 2005; van Kippenberg, and Sleebos 2006). Notably,
research indicates that organizational identification is positively associated with
ratings of performance by supervisors, extra-role performance, and intent to remain
(Carmeli et al. 2007; Riketta 2005) as well whether employees elect to form a
union (Blader 2007).

In order to advance our understanding of organizational identification as a
theoretical foundation for OST, we test a model incorporating psychological contract
breach, POS, and organizational identification and disidentification. We reason that
the organization’s breach of employees’ psychological contracts—relatively stable
mental models that encapsulate the perceived promises employees believe the
organization has made to them in exchange for their efforts on behalf of the
organization (Rousseau 1995)—will threaten employees’ socioemotional and
material needs. Accordingly, breach will serve as a signal to employees that the
organization does not care about them or value the contributions that they make (e.g.,
reduce perceived organizational support; POS). In response to reduced POS, employees
will tend to reduce the importance of the organization in their self-concepts (reduced
identification) and actively separate their own self-concepts from the organization
(increased disidentification).

This paper will unfold as follows. First, we review relevant literature on
organizational support theory, psychological contracts, and social identity to develop
our hypotheses. Second, we present the results of two studies testing our hypotheses:
a study of university employees as well as a study of employees from a wide variety
of organizations drawing on a three-wave longitudinal research design. We then
discuss theoretical and practical implications of our research.
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Theoretical Development

Organizational Support Theory

Organizational support theory argues that employees pay attention to treatment
offered by the organization in an effort to determine the degree to which their
contributions to the organization are valued and their organizations care about them
(Eisenberger et al. 1986). An important component of this argument is the notion
that employees believe that treatment provided to them by agents of the organization
is representative of organization’s general favorable or unfavorable orientation
towards them, as opposed to the independent motives of these individuals
(Eisenberger et al. 1986). With this in mind, OST draws on Levinson’s (1965) idea
that employees personify their employing organization, a notion which provides a
basis for the role of the “employer” in employer-employee social exchange
relationships. In such relationships, organizations provide material and socioemo-
tional benefits to employees in exchange for their commitment and work effort on
behalf of the organization. Consistent with reciprocity norm (Gouldner 1960),
support perceived to come from the organization obligates employees to help, or at a
minimum not harm, the organization (Gouldner 1960; for an empirical test, see
Eisenberger et al. 2001).

While a social exchange-based view has largely dominated the literature on OST,
Eisenberger and colleagues (1986) suggested that an important function of POS is
that it fulfills employees’ socioemotional needs for caring, esteem, and approval in
the workplace (for an empirical test, see Armeli et al. 1998). By fulfilling
socioemotional needs, Rhoades and Eisenberger suggest that “POS is expected to
reduce aversive psychological and psychosomatic reactions (i.e., strains) to stressors
by indicating the availability of material aid and emotional support when needed to
face high demands of work” (2002, p. 698; for empirical tests, see George et al.
1993; Ilies et al. 2010). In turn, need fulfillment causes individuals to incorporate
organizational membership into their social identity (e.g., Eisenberger et al. 1986;
Fuller et al. 2006; Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002). Yet a comprehensive empirical
test of these relationships has not, to our knowledge, been offered in the literature. To
address this, we explore the mediating role of POS on the relationship between a
particular form of the organization’s failure to fulfill socioemotional and material
needs (psychological contract breach) and organizational identification and dis-
identification. In the following sections, we build our arguments for this mediating
effect through discussion of psychological contracts and social identity theories.

Psychological Contracts and Social Identity

Psychological contracts theory (Rousseau 1995) suggests that the unwritten promises
which employees perceive that the employer has made to them with respect to
training, promotions, or other factors not explicitly recognized in formal contracts
are critical to developing favorable exchange relationships. These promises, which
often develop during recruiting, socialization, and interaction with coworkers and
supervisors, are inherently subjective (Rousseau 2001) and thus difficult for
organizations to understand and fulfill (Rousseau 1995). It is notable that some
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past research distinguishes between transactional and relational obligations in
psychological contracts and as a result treats them as a higher-order construct made
up of two different dimensions (Rousseau 1995). Relational dimensions of the
psychological contract specify that organizations provide training, professional
development, fair treatment, and job security in exchange for employees’
commitment and willingness to perform tasks which fall outside of their job
descriptions. On the other hand, the transactional dimension of the psychological
contract captures the organization’s provision of adequate compensation, working
conditions, and reasonable guarantees of short-term employment in exchange for
employee fulfillment of his or her contractual work obligations (Rousseau 1995).
Restubog et al. (2008) offered a useful distinction between relational and
transactional psychological contract types: relational contracts represent socioemo-
tional goods, while transactional contracts represent employees’ material interests.

The restructuring, downsizing and outsourcing that has occurred as a result of
international competition and advances in technology make it increasingly difficult
for organizations to fulfill psychological contracts, even when they have the best of
intentions to do so (Robinson and Morrison 2000). Like most empirical
examinations of POS, social exchange theory (Blau 1964) and the reciprocity norm
(Gouldner 1960) are commonly used to explain the outcomes that occur in response
to psychological contract breach. When organizations fail to fulfill their promises,
employees are expected to reduce their contributions to and hold negative attitudes
towards the organization.1 Overall, research confirms that breach is negatively
related to in-role and extra-role performance and positively associated with negative
attitudes and withdrawal behaviors (Zhao et al. 2007).

While empirical research supports a social exchange model for psychological
contract breach, a key oversight of this work is that it fails to inform our
understanding of the “symbolic” effects of this phenomenon (Restubog et al. 2008).
Restubog and colleagues (2008) suggested that social exchange- and equity-based
approaches to psychological contract breach do not account for the fact that breach
signals to employees that they are less important and less valuable stakeholders of
the organization. With this in mind, Restubog et al. (2008) argued that a critical
outcome of psychological contract breach is organizational identification. Organiza-
tional identification is defined as the extent to which employees define themselves in
terms of what they think the organization represents, or more simply their perceived
“oneness” with the organization (Ashforth and Mael 1989). In an organizational
context, employees’ experiences with their employing organization help them to
form perceptions of the organization’s identity—that is, what is central, enduring and
distinctive about the organization (Albert and Whetten 1985). The concept of
organizational identification, based on social identity theory, suggests that employees

1 Despite the fact that both psychological contracts and OST frequently draw on social exchange theory as
a theoretical basis, important differences exist between the constructs (for evidence of empirical
distinction, see Coyle-Shapiro and Conway 2005; Coyle-Shapiro and Kessler 2000; Kiewitz et al. 2009;
Tekleab et al. 2005). Perhaps the most notable of these is that psychological contracts theory draws on one
specific facet of the employer-employee relationship (the extent to which the organization fulfills or fails
to fulfill perceived promises) whereas organizational support theory is concerned with employees’ overall
assessment of the quality of their exchange relationship with the organization, regardless of the promissory
nature of the treatment provided (Aselage and Eisenberger 2003).
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identify with an organization when their personal identity and the organization’s
identity are similar and when affiliation with the organization increases self-esteem
(Ashforth and Mael 1989; Dutton et al. 1994). When employees identify, they
incorporate the organization’s identity into their own social identity. As a result, the
organization’s successes and failures affect employees personally: successes increase
and failures decrease employee self-esteem. Thus, as a result of identification,
employees tend to be more committed, more apt to engage in citizenship behavior,
and are less likely to leave (for a meta-analysis, see Riketta 2005).

In the context of psychological contracts, Restubog and colleagues (2008) suggest
that psychological contract breach will be construed by employees as unjust
treatment and thus, to some extent, may be symbolic. To understand the “symbolic”
effects of psychological contracts, Restubog et al. (2008) argued—and found support
for—the proposal that organizational identification and organizational trust mediated
the relationship between psychological contract breach and organizational citizen-
ship behavior. Other correlational studies by Kreiner and Ashforth (2004) and
Gibney et al. (2011) demonstrate negative relationships between breach and
organizational identification.

Just as employees identify when they perceive that similarity exists between
themselves and their organizations, they also distance themselves and disidentify
when they perceive that fundamental differences exist between themselves and the
organization, when they perceive that the organization has values different from their
own, when they believe that the reputation of the organization is unfavorable, or
when they perceive that its identity threatens their own (Bhattacharya and Elsbach
2002; Elsbach and Bhattacharya 2001; Kreiner and Ashforth 2004). Accordingly,
organizational disidentification is a condition in which an employee’s sense of self or
self-definition—i.e., values, core beliefs, etc.—stands in direct opposition to what he
or she perceives defines the organization. Thus, similarly to organizational
identification, disidentification describes the role that the organization plays in an
employee’s self-concept. However, disidentification differs from identification in that
the employee’s perceived sense of self is “based on (1) a cognitive separation
between a person’s identity and his or her perception of an organization, and (2) a
negative relational categorization of the self and the organization” (Bhattacharya and
Elsbach 2002, p. 28). Furthermore, disidentification and identification are not
opposite ends of the same continuum. First, just because an employee does not
identify with the organization does not mean that he or she will cognitively separate
and stand in direct opposition to the organization. In other words, an employee could
take a disinterested stance towards the organization in which he or she does not
identify nor disidentify with the organization (Bhattacharya and Elsbach 2002).
Second, confirmatory factor analysis by Kreiner and Ashforth (2004) demonstrate
that organizational identification and organizational disidentification are related but
discrete constructs and that the two constructs have different antecedents (see also
Gibney et al. 2011).

With respect to psychological contract breach, Gibney and colleagues (2011)
evidenced a positive relationship between employees’ psychological contract breach
and organizational disidentification, (see also Kreiner and Ashforth 2004; Restubog
et al. 2008). Overall, we expect that psychological contract breach will signal to
employees that they are not valued members of the organization and as a result they
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will tend to identify with the organization to a lesser degree and disidentify with the
organization to a greater degree. In the next section, we offer a rationale for the
mediating role of POS in the psychological contract breach-organizational
identification/organizational disidentification relationships.

The Mediating Role of Perceived Organizational Support

Although past research (Gibney et al. 2011; Kreiner and Ashforth 2004; Restubog et
al. 2008) has explored the direct relationship between psychological contract breach
and organizational identification, few if any studies have empirically explored why
these variables are related. This is a critical oversight in the literature: if
psychological contract breach is commonplace or perhaps even an inevitable aspect
of life in today’s organizations (e.g., Rousseau 2001), it is imperative to understand
explicitly why it is related to identification and disidentification. By understanding
the process through which psychological breach affects the employer-employee
relationship and ultimately employee behaviors, organizational interventions can be
developed to ameliorate the problem (e.g., Zagenczyk et al. 2009). In the following
paragraphs, we review research on OST and organizational identification and then
argue that OST offers a unifying framework for research on psychological contract
breach, POS, and organizational identification/disidentification.

Psychological Contract Breach, POS and Organizational Identification

As mentioned previously, early theorizing on OST and recent empirical tests suggest
that POS and organizational identification are related. For instance, in their
articulation of the relationship between POS and its consequences, Rhoades and
Eisenberger (2002) suggest that “the caring, approval, and respect connoted by POS
should fulfill socioemotional needs, leading workers to incorporate organizational
membership and role status into their social identity” (p. 699). The main reason POS
and organizational identification are positively related stems from observations that
identification is the outcome of a process in which employees seek to understand
themselves in relation to the organization (Ashforth et al. 2008). Part of this process
entails that employees evaluate the attractiveness of the organization’s identity
(Dutton et al. 1994). When evaluating attractiveness, an employee will be more
likely to identify with the organization when he or she comes to see that aspects of
the organization’s identity—core values and beliefs—are similar to his or her own
beliefs (Albert and Whetten 1985) and that identification will provide the employee
with the ability to satisfy certain needs (Ashforth and Mael 1989; Fuller et al. 2006).
In addition to the organization’s attractiveness, another important component of the
identification process is the extent to which the organization socially validates the
employee (Ashforth et al. 2008; Hogg and Terry 2000). By social validation, we are
referring to an organization’s (or its representative members) actions and behaviors
that are directed to its employees and that play a role in establishing the employee as
a legitimate organizational member. Accordingly, employees will interpret the social
validation cues that they receive in order to understand their relationship with the
organization. Accordingly, we suggest that POS will cause employees to identify
with the organization because it serves as a form of social validation.
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Some recent studies that have explored the relationship between POS and OI or
variables similar in nature to OI suggest that POS may have positive effect on
identification (e.g., Edwards and Peccei 2010; Fuller et al. 2003; Gibney et al. 2011;
Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002). For instance, Gibney et al. (2011) demonstrated a
positive relationship between POS and organizational identification in a correlational
study. Van Knippenberg and Sleebos argue that the fundamental distinction between
identity and commitment lies in the fact that “identification is self-definitional and
implies psychological oneness with the organization whereas commitment implies a
relationship where individual and organizational are separate entities psychologically”
(2006; p. 579). Findings from their study showed that organizational commitment was
more strongly related to POS, and identification was more strongly related to self-
reference (“When I think about myself, I often think about myself as a member of this
organization”). Finally, and perhaps most relevant to our work, Edwards and Peccei
(2010) showed that organizational identification mediated the relationships between
POS and (1) intention to leave; and (2) involvement among healthcare workers in the
United Kingdom.

Framed from the perspective of OST, we conceptualize psychological contract
breach as the organization’s failure to fulfill employees’ material (e.g., transactional
psychological contracts) and socioemotional (e.g., relational psychological contracts)
needs (e.g., Restubog et al. 2008). When psychological contract breach threatens
employees’ socioemotional and material needs, this will serve as a signal to
employees that the organization does not care for them or value their contributions,
as well as inform them that they cannot count on the organization to help them when
job demands are great (e.g., reduce POS). As a result, they will reduce the extent to
which they identify with the organization.

Accordingly, we hypothesize

Hypothesis 1: Perceived organizational support will mediate the relationship
between psychological contract breach (H1a: transactional psychological contract
breach; H2a: relational psychological contract breach) and organizational
identification.

PCB, POS and Organizational Disidentification

While support and social validation are necessary in order to facilitate organizational
identification, a lack of support or complete absence of support not only will lead to
lower levels of identification, but also will promote disidentification. Essentially,
extreme low levels of support (or the perceived absence of support) will be perceived
by employees as a form of social invalidation in which the organization is signaling
to them that they are not legitimate organizational members. In turn, this social
invalidation will promote perceptions among employees that they are being rejected
or marginalized and will create membership ambiguity in which their status as
organizational members will be “vague, problematic or unstable” (Bartel and Dutton
2001). Accordingly, employees will seek to resolve or make sense of the lack of
support or social invalidation in a manner that preserves their self-esteem (Ashforth
et al. 2008; Swan 1990). In order to accomplish this, we argue that employees will
cognitively reject the organization by forming beliefs that their values (and what they
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stand for) are diametrically opposed to those of the organization, and hence, will
make sense of the lack of support through disidentification. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: Perceived organizational support will mediate the relationship between
psychological contract breach (H2a: transactional psychological contract breach; H2b:
relational psychological contract breach) and organizational disidentification.

Methods (Study 1)

Participants and Procedure

The opportunity to complete an online survey was presented to 274 college/
university faculty and staff who were members of a professional association which
was created to support student advising. Respondents were contacted via email by
the first author and provided a link to the survey. Responses to the survey were
collected in a secured website created by the first author. Research comparing on-line
and traditional paper and pencil surveys reveals that there are no significant biases
that exist between the two methodologies (e.g., Mehta and Sivadas 1995). We
ensured that all potential respondents did have internet access to complete the survey.
Completed responses were provided by 177 individuals (69% female) for a response
rate of 65%. Respondents’ mean age was 48.7 years and their organizational tenure
was 11.11 years (SD = 9.76). In terms of education level, 5% of respondents held
bachelor’s degrees, 34% held master’s degrees, 52% held PhDs, and 4.9% held other
degrees, including JDs, MDs, and EdDs.

Measures

The response format for all items, except gender and tenure, was a seven point
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree), with items coded such
that a higher score indicated a greater amount of the focal construct except when
reverse-coded items were considered. Responses to all items were averaged to create
the measures that were used for each variable. In this study, several of the items were
shortened (psychological contract breach and organizational identification) due to
concerns on the part of the organization related to the length of the survey.

Psychological Contract Breach Psychological contract breach was measured using
the three items from Robinson and Morrison’s (2000) five-item psychological
contract breach scale with path loadings that exceeded .71, thus indicating that
approximately half of the variance in responses is due to the underlying construct
(Fornell and Larcker 1981; see Duffy et al. 2006 for utilization of a similar
approach). In an effort to compare the shorter version of the psychological contract
breach measure with the longer version proposed by Robinson and Morrison (2000),
we gave the entire five-item scale to an independent sample of 307 bank employees:
bivariate correlation analysis suggests that the long and short versions of the scale
were significantly correlated (r=.93, p<.001). For this study, the reported scale
reliability was .96, which compares favorably to the .84 reliability coefficient
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reported by Robinson and Morrison (2000) for the five-item scale. A sample item is,
“I have not received everything promised to me in exchange for my contributions to
the organization.”

Perceived Organizational Support POS was measured using a six-item version of
the Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisenberger et al. 2001), which is a
recommended measure of POS due to its reliability and validity in the meta-analysis
offered by Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002). Sample items from the scale include,
“My organization values my contributions to its well-being” and “My organization
strongly considers my goals and values.” The reliability of the scale was .91.

Organizational Identification Organizational identification was measured using three
items from Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) organizational identification scale. We
utilized the three items suggested by Kreiner (personal communication) in light of
concerns related to the length of the survey, who recently proposed an expanded
model of organizational identification (Kreiner and Ashforth 2004). The items from
this scale are “When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal
insult”, “When I talk about this organization, I usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’”,
and “This organization’s success are my successes”. Cronbach’s alpha for the
organizational identification scale was .87.

Control Variables Consistent with past research on social exchange and organiza-
tional identification, we controlled for gender, age, and tenure. Tenure was controlled
because employees with greater organizational tenure tend to have higher levels of
POS and lower levels of psychological contract breach, in some cases resulting in
range restriction (e.g., Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002). Accordingly, respondents
reported the length of employment with their current college/university in years. In a
recent meta-analysis, Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) also noted that most studies
control for gender to account for the possibility that this demographic variable
influences POS. Respondents’ gender was thus utilized as a dummy variable (0 = male
and 1 = female). Finally, Rhoades and Eisenberger (2002) found a significant
correlation between age and POS, so we included it as a control variable as well.

Results (Study 1)

Prior to testing our hypotheses, we conducted chi-square difference tests to examine
discriminant validity (Bentler and Bonett 1980; James et al. 1992) consistent with
past research (e.g. Shanock and Eisenberger 2006) to assess: (1) that respondents
distinguished between constructs; and (b) the impact of common method bias on the
sample. A baseline model was created by assigning all measures to a single latent
construct. A two-factor model was next created by removing one construct’s items
from the base model, creating a second latent construct and assigning the removed
items from the first construct to that latent construct. The two latent constructs were
allowed to covary. Specifically, the three organizational identification items were
removed from the combined construct. An organizational identification latent
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construct was created and the three organizational items were associated with the
organizational identification latent construct. This process was repeated again which
provided three latent constructs of organizational identification, perceived organiza-
tional support and psychological contract breach.

Results of chi-square difference tests (see Table 5) suggest that our constructs
were distinct from one another and that common method bias did not influence our
results. When a single latent construct most accurately fits the data, there is evidence
of common method bias (Podsakoff et al. 2003). Podsakoff et al. (2003) state “it
[single-factor test] is a diagnostic technique for assessing the extent to which
common method variance may be a problem” (p. 889). In our data, items loaded
onto the appropriate factors and the three-factor model fit the data better than a
single-factor model.

Fit indices are also presented in Tables 1 and 2. We utilized multiple fit measures
because no single measure of fit is unanimously accepted (Bolino and Turnley
1999). Specifically, we report the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA), the normed fit (NFI), relative fit (RFI), incremental fit (IFI), the
comparative fit (CFI), the parsimony normed fit (PNFI), and the parsimony
comparative fit (CFI). The RMSEA is less than .08 and all of non-parsimonious
fit indices (NFI, RFI, IFI and CFI) exceed .90. In total, the fit indices indicate that
the three factor model provides the best fit which is described, conservatively, as
reasonable based upon current criteria (Lance et al. 2006; Marsh et al. 2004).

We used mediated regression analysis to test Hypotheses 1, which predicted that
POS would mediate the relationship between psychological contract breach and
organizational identification (see Table 3). Baron and Kenny argue that there are
three steps required to test for mediation: (1) the mediator variable must be regressed
on the predictor variable, (b) the outcome variable must be regressed on the predictor
variable, and (c) the outcome variable must be regressed on both the predictor and
mediator variables (1986, p. 1177). We found evidence for the first requirement for
mediation, as the first regression equation (Step 1) revealed that psychological
contract breach was negatively and significantly associated with POS (ß=−.67,
p≤ .001). We next regressed organizational identification on psychological contract
breach and found a negative and significant relationship (ß=−.34, p≤.001; see Step 2),

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations of Study 1 variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

Study 1 (N=173)

1. Age 48.7 19.8 –

2. Gender – – .04 –

3. Tenure 11.1 9.8 .67*** .43*** –

4. PCB 4.97 1.48 −.05 −.04 .00 (.96)

5. POS 5.05 1.17 .08 .44*** .16* −.66*** (.91)

6. OI 5.11 1.06 .12 .14* .03 −.33*** .34*** (.87)

Study 1: Gender is coded as 0 = Male and 1 = Female; Age and tenure are expressed in years; PCB
Psychological contract breach; POS Perceived Organizational Support; OI Organizational Identification.
Alpha reliabilities are along the diagonal in (); *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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meeting the second requirement for mediation. We then regressed organizational
identification on psychological contract breach and POS (Step 3) and found that the
positive and significant relationship between psychological contract breach and
organizational identification became insignificant (ß=−.19, p=n.s.) while the
relationship between POS and organizational identification was significant (ß=.23,
p≤ .05). This result suggests that POS fully mediates the relationship between
psychological contract breach and organizational identification because the previously
significant relationship between psychological contract breach and organizational
identification became insignificant when POS was entered into the regression
equation.

As an additional step, we conducted a Sobel test (Sobel 1982) for mediation.
This computation applies a bootstrapping procedure and confidence intervals to
determine both the significance and effect size of the indirect effect (Preacher and
Hayes 2004). The results of this analysis revealed that the indirect path was
significant, z= −.10, p<.001 and produced a 95% confidence interval that did not
include zero (CI: −.25−(−.01)). Thus, based on the results of the Sobel test, we
were able to conclude with 95% confidence that the indirect effect was different
from zero which further substantiated our prediction that POS would mediate the
relationship between psychological contract breach and organizational identification.

Finally, because the study was cross-sectional and we could not rule out reverse
causality, we examined psychological contract breach as a mediator of the

Table 2 Chi-square difference tests

Model χ2 (degrees
of freedom)

Δχ2 (Δ degrees
of freedom)

RMSEA NFI RFI IFI CFI PNFI PCFI

Study 1

One factor 580.09(54) – .24 .67 .52 .68 .69 .46 .48

Two factors 526.18(53) 53.91(1) .23 .70 .56 .72 .72 .48 .49

Three factors 86.67(51) 439.51(2) .06 .95 .93 .98 .98 .62 .64

Study 2

One factor 3014.10(434) – .15 .49 .42 .53 .53 .43 .46

Two factor 2787.19(433) 226.91(1) .14 .53 .46 .57 .57 .46 .50

Three factor 2344.30(431) 442.89(2) .13 .61 .55 .65 .65 .53 .56

Four factor 1612.55(428) 731.75(3) .10 .73 .69 .79 .78 .63 .68

Five factor 1558.85(424) 53.7(4) .09 .74 .69 .79 .79 .63 .68

All models are significant at p<.05. Models: Study 1: One factor = All items to one construct; Two factor =
Organizational identification and all other items to one construct; Three factor = Organizational identification,
psychological contract breach, and perceived organizational support; Study 2: One factor = All items to one
construct; Two factor = Organizational identification and all other items to one construct; Three factor =
Organizational identification, organizational disidentification and all other items to one construct; Four factor =
Organizational identification, organizational disidentification, perceived organizational support at Time 2 and
all other items to one construct; Five factor = Organizational identification, organizational disidentification,
perceived organizational support, relational psychological contract breach and transactional psychological
contract breach.RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, NFI Normed Fit Index, RFI Relative Fit
Index, IFI Incremental Fit Index, CFI Comparative Fit Index, PNFI Parsimony Normed Fit Index, and PCFI
Parsimony Comparative Fit Index
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relationship between POS and organizational identification (see Table 4). Results
indicated that the significant relationship between POS and organizational identifica-
tion remained significant even when psychological contract breach was entered in the
regression equation (ß=.23, p≤.05), indicating that psychological contract breach did
not mediate the relationship between POS and organizational identification.

Methods (Study 2)

In Study 2, we extended Study 1 in four important ways. First, consistent with the
suggestion of Podsakoff and Organ (1986), we attempted to ameliorate the effects of
common method bias resulting from our utilization of self-report measures by using
a temporal separation of our independent variables (Time 1), our mediating variable
(Time 2, 3 months later), and our dependent variables (Time 3, 6 months after Time 2).
Second, rather than considering only organizational identification as a dependent
variable as in Study 1, we also included organizational disidentification in Study 2.
Third, in Study 2, we collected data from full-time employees in a wide array of

Table 3 Mediated regression analyses for psychological contract breach predicting organizational
identification in Study 1

Models Step 1: IV ⇨ mediator Step 2: IV ⇨ DV Step 3: IV, mediator ⇨ DV

Step 1:

Agea .10 .19 .20

Genderb .17* −.06 −.06
Tenurec −.04 −.09 −.09
Step ΔR2 .03 .03 .03

Step R2 .03 .03 .03

Step 2:

Age .04 .17 .17

Gender .11 −.09 −.09
Tenure .01 −.06 −.06
Psychological contract −.66*** −.34*** −.34***
Step ΔR2 .43*** .09*** .12***

Step R2 .46*** .10*** .15***

Step 3:

Age .16

Gender −.11
Tenure −.07
Psychological contract −.19
POS .23*

Step ΔR2 .02

Step R2 .17***

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests). Beta values are standardized estimates from final step of
analysis. a Gender: male = 0, female = 1; b Age: years
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occupations, which lends greater generalizability to the findings of Study 1, which was
constrained to University employees. Finally, we conducted a constructive replication of
the results of Study 1 in Study 2 (Lykken 1968). In Study 1, we utilized the global
measure of psychological contract breach, whereas in Study 2 we utilized a facet-based
measure (see Zhao et al. 2007 for further discussion). This increases the generalizability
of these findings since the results were invariant based upon measurement methodology.
Further, in Study 2, we assess breach of both relational and transactional dimensions of
the psychological contract, accounting for the possibility that breach of certain elements
of the psychological contract are related to identification and disidentification. This is
particularly important in the context of our study because Restubog et al. (2008) found
that relational psychological contract breach was more strongly associated with
citizenship behavior than was transactional psychological contract breach.

Sample and Procedures

We collected data from full-time employees through a three-wave, on-line survey.
Consistent with the procedures employed in previous research (Gettman and Gelfand

Table 4 (Alternate results). Mediated regression analyses for perceived organizational support predicting
organizational identification in Study 1

Models Step 1: IV ⇨ mediator Step 2: IV ⇨ DV Step 3: IV, mediator ⇨ DV

Step 1:

Agea −.09 .19 .20

Genderb −.08 −.06 −.06
Tenurec .08 −.08 −.09
Step ΔR2 .01 .03 .03

Step R2 .01 .03 .03

Step 2:

Age −.03 .16 .16

Gender .03 −.12 −.12
Tenure .05 −.07 −.07
POS −.67*** .36*** .36***

Step ΔR2 .43*** .13*** .13***

Step R2 .44*** .16*** .16***

Step 3:

Age .16

Gender −.11
Tenure −.06
POS .23*

Psychological contract −.18
Step ΔR2 .02

Step R2 .18***

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests). Beta values are standardized estimates from final step of
analysis. a Gender: male = 0, female = 1; b Age: years
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2007; Gibney et al. 2009; Piccolo and Colquitt 2006; Zagenczyk et al. 2009), we
recruited respondents with the aid of MarketTools.com, an organization which
maintains a large opt-in database of individuals willing to participate in on-line
surveys for small incentives. At Time 1, MarketTools.com sent a link to the survey
which we prepared (i.e., URL) via e-mail to 1,000 full-time, white-collar employees
who had volunteered to participate. Our rationale for sampling from employees
working in a wide range of occupations addresses calls for researchers to collect data
on psychological contracts from samples which did not consist of MBA students
(Turnley and Feldman 1999). Employees accessed the survey via a secure internet
address and submitted responses to a secure internet database. At Time 1,
respondents provided information related to demographic variables, transactional
and relational psychological contract breach, and POS. From this first wave, we
received 497 completed surveys, yielding a response rate of 49.7%.

We collected data on the mediating variable (POS) 3 months later in order to
attenuate the effects of common method variance. Common method variance can be
problematic when self-report methodologies are employed, as in some cases the
observed relationships between variables can be inflated (Podsakoff and Organ
1986). The same procedures used in the Time 1 data collection were used in data
collection at Time 2. The second on-line survey was administered to all 497
participants who completed the Time 1 survey. A total of 310 respondents completed
the Time 2 surveys for a response rate of 62%. Participants were 66% female, 88%
Caucasian, and ranged in age from 24 to 72 years (M=45 years). Time 2
respondents, on average, had worked in their organizations for 10.0 years. ANOVA
results showed no significant differences between the two groups of respondents
across demographic variables.

Finally, we collected the dependent variables (organizational identification and
disidentification) at Time 3, 6 months after the Time 2 data collection. Again, the
same procedures used at Times 1 and 2 were utilized at Time 3. The third on-line
survey was administered to all 310 respondents who completed the Time 2
survey. A total of 200 respondents completed the Time 3 surveys for a response
rate of 65% of Time 2 respondents and an overall response rate of 40.2%.
Participants were 66% female and 88% Caucasian. Respondents’ ages ranged
between 24 and 72 years (M=46.6 years). Mean organization tenure was 8.9 years.
Respondents were employed in a wide variety of occupations, including 21% in
business and financial operations occupations, 18% in office and administrative
support occupations, 15% in management occupations, 11% in computer and
mathematical occupations, 13% in education, training, and library, 3% in
production occupations, 2% in architecture and engineering, 2% in healthcare
support, 1% in life, physical and social science occupations, 1% in community and
social services, 1% in legal occupations, 1% in healthcare practitioner and
technical occupations, 1% in protective services, and 1% in food preparation and
serving related occupations. ANOVA results showed no significant differences
between the respondents at Time 2 and Time 3, between Time 1 and Time 3, or
between respondents who completed the Time 3 survey and employees who
completed Time 1 (but not Time 2) and Time 2 (but not Time 3) with respect to
demographic variables. As in Study 1, responses to all items were averaged to
create the measures that were used for each variable.
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Measures

Psychological Contract Breach At Time 1, employees completed Robinson and
Morrison’s (1995) psychological contract breach measure (19 items). Unlike the
measure of psychological contract breach that employees completed in Study 1,
which assessed employees’ global perceptions of psychological contract breach, the
measure developed by Robinson and Morrison taps specific aspects of transactional
and relational psychological contracts. Sample items for the relational dimension
include: ‘a job that has high responsibility’ and ‘being treated with respect’. Some
items for the transactional dimension are: ‘a competitive salary’ and ‘overall benefits
package provided’. Participants responded to the of each scale on a five-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (I am receiving much less than I expect) to 5 (I am
receiving much more than I expect). All items were reverse-scored to operate as an
index of psychological contract breach. Cronbach’s alphas for transactional and
relational psychological dimensions of psychological contract breach were .88 and .84,
were respectively.

Perceived Organizational Support We measured POS using the same scale employed
in Study 1 in the initial survey as a control (Time 1) and in the follow-up survey
3 months later (Time 2). The reliability of the scale was .92 at Time 1 and .94 at
Time 2.

Organizational Identification As in Study 1, organizational identification was
measured using three items from Mael and Ashforth (1992) organizational
identification scale. Cronbach’s alpha for the organizational identification scale
was .85.

Organizational Disidentification We measured organizational disidentification using
three items from Kreiner and Ashforth’s (2004) organizational disidentification scale.
As was the case with the identification scale, our selection of items was guided by
personal correspondence. Items measuring disidentification included, “I am
embarrassed to be a part of this organization,” “I want people to know that I
disagree with how this organization behaves”, and “I have been ashamed of what
goes on in this organization.” Cronbach’s alpha for the three-item organizational
disidentification scale was .89.

Control Variables As in Study 1, we controlled for gender, age, and tenure. In
addition, we controlled for POS at Time 1 to demonstrate that changes in POS from
Time 1 to Time 2 resulted from psychological contract breach, and did not just stem
from general changes in POS.

Results (Study 2)

Descriptive statistics, correlations among the variables, and alpha coefficients are
presented in Table 5. Again, correlations were in the expected directions.
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Following the same process as outlined in Study 1, we chose to perform chi-
square difference tests before testing the hypotheses. We again created a baseline
model which contained a singular construct. We then created another latent variable
and reassigned the appropriated items to the second latent construct. This process
was repeated until all five latent constructs (organizational identification, organiza-
tional disidentification, perceived organizational support at Time 2, relational
psychological contract breach and transactional psychological contract breach) were
measured independently. Each model (see Table 2) was significant at the .05 level, a
pattern of results which suggests that respondents distinguished between constructs.

As in Study 1, we used mediated regression analysis to test Hypotheses 1a, which
predicted that POS would mediate the relationship between transactional psycho-
logical contract breach and organizational identification (see Table 6). Consistent
with past research, we elected to run separate regressions for transactional and
relational psychological contract breach (e.g., Kiewitz et al. 2009). The first
regression equation (Step 1) provided evidence meeting the first requirement for
mediation, as our independent variable (transactional psychological contract breach,
Time 1) was negatively and significantly associated with the mediating variable,
Time 2 POS (ß=−.17, p≤ .01). We did not find support for the second requirement
for mediation, as we found an insignificant relationship between Time 1
transactional psychological contract breach and Time 3 organizational identification
(ß=−.03, p=n.s.). Thus, POS did not mediate the relationship between transactional
contract breach and POS, and Hypothesis 1a was not supported.

We did find support for Hypothesis 1b, which suggested that POS would mediate the
relationship between relational psychological contract breach and organizational
identification (Table 7). The first requirement for mediation was met, as Time 1
relational psychological contract breach was negatively and significantly associated with

Table 5 Descriptive statistics and inter-correlations of Study 2 variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Study 2 (N at T3 = 200)

1. Age 46.7 9.59 –

2. Gender – – .17* –

3. Tenure 8.87 7.91 .36*** −.13 –

4. POS (T1) 4.34 1.50 −.06 .08 −.01 (.92)

5. TPCB
(T1)

5.32 0.64 .06 −.09 .01 −.51*** (.84)

6. RPCB
(T1)

5.08 0.71 −.04 −.04 −.01 −.58*** −.23*** (.88)

7. POS (T2) 4.44 1.49 .04 .08 −.05 .56*** −.44*** −.48*** (.94)

8. OI (T3) 4.63 1.54 .14* −.09 .08 .41*** −.37*** −.44*** −.30** (.85)

9. ODI (T3) 2.77 1.65 −.08 −.04 .02 −.46*** .46*** .52*** .36** −.65*** (.89)

Study 2: Gender is coded as 0 = Male and 1 = Female; Age and tenure are expressed in years; TPCB
Transactional psychological contract breach; RPCB Relational psychological contract breach. POS
Perceived Organizational Support; OI Organizational Identification; ODI Organizational Disidentification.
Alpha reliabilities are along the diagonal in (), *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Time 2 POS (ß=−.20, p≤.001, Step 1). The second requirement for mediation was also
met, as Time 1 relational psychological contract breach was negatively and significantly
associated with Time 3 organizational identification (ß=−.23, p≤.001; Step 2). We
derived support for the third requirement for mediation, as our mediating variable (POS,
Time 2) was positively and significantly related to our dependent variable (organiza-
tional identification, Time 3: ß=.28, p≤.001, Step 3) while the previously significant
relationship between Time 1 relational psychological contract breach and our Time 3
organizational identification became insignificant (ß=−.10, p=n.s., Step 3).

As in Study 1, we again conducted a Sobel test (Sobel 1982) to confirm the
mediating effect of POS (T2) between relational contract breach (T1) and
organizational identification (T3). Again, the results of the Sobel test revealed that
the indirect path was significant, z= −.35, p<.001 and produced a 99% confidence
interval that did not include zero (CI: −.67−(−.12)). Thus, based on the results of the

Table 6 Mediated regression analyses for transactional psychological contract breach predicting
organizational identification in Study 2

Models Step 1: IV ⇨ mediator Step 2: IV ⇨ DV Step 3: IV, mediator ⇨ DV

Step 1:

Agea .12* .05 .05

Genderb .01 −.07 −.07
Tenurec −.07 .02 .02

POS T1 .60*** .45*** .45***

Step ΔR2 .37*** .21*** .21***

Step R2 .37*** .21*** .21***

Step 2:

Age .13* .05 .05

Gender .01 −.07 −.07
Tenure −.07 .02 .02

POS T1 .52*** .44*** .44***

Transactional contract −.17*** −.03 −.03
Step ΔR2 .02 .00 .00

Step R2 .40*** .21*** .21***

Step 3:

Age .10

Gender −.11
Tenure .05

POS T1 .27***

Transactional contract .02

POS T2 .31***

Step ΔR2 .06***

Step R2 .27***

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests). Beta values are standardized estimates from final step of
analysis. a Gender: male = 0, female = 1; b Age: years
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Sobel test, we concluded that POS mediated the relationship between relational
contract breach and organizational identification.

We used the same procedures used to test H1a and H1b to test Hypotheses 2a,
which predicted that that Time 2 perceived organizational support would mediate the
relationship between Time 1 transactional psychological contract breach and Time 3
organizational disidentification (see Tables 8 and 9). Evidence obtained from our
first regression equation (Step 1) fulfills the first requirement for mediation, as our
Time 1 transactional psychological contract breach was negatively and significantly
related to the mediator variable, Time 2 POS (ß=−.17, p≤ .01). We did not find
evidence meeting the second requirement for mediation, as Time 1 transactional
psychological contract breach did not demonstrate a negative and significant
relationship with Time 3 organizational disidentification. Thus, we concluded that
Time 2 POS did not mediate the relationship between Time 1 transactional
psychological contract breach and Time 3 organizational disidentification.

Table 7 Mediated regression analyses for relational psychological contract breach predicting organizational
identification in Study 2

Models Step 1: IV ⇨ mediator Step 2: IV ⇨ DV Step 3: IV, mediator ⇨ DV

Step 1:

Agea .12* .05 .14*

Genderb .01 −.07 −.10
Tenurec −.07 .02 .03

POS T1 .60*** .45*** .43***

Step ΔR2 .37*** .20*** .21***

Step R2 .37*** .20*** .21***

Step 2:

Age .12* .05 .10

Gender .01 −.06 −.11
Tenure −.07 .01 .05

POS T1 .48*** .32*** .26***

Relational contract −.20*** −.23*** .30***

Step ΔR2 .03*** .04*** .06***

Step R2 .40*** .24*** .27***

Step 3:

Age .10

Gender −.11
Tenure .05

POS T1 .21**

Relational contract −.10
POS T2 .28***

Step ΔR2 .01

Step R2 .28***

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests). Beta values are standardized coefficients. a Gender: male = 0,
female = 1; b Age: years
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Hypothesis 2b stated that Time 2 POS would mediate the relationship between
Time 1 relational psychological contract breach and Time 3 organizational
disidentification. The first requirement for mediation was met, as Time 1 relational
psychological contract breach was negatively and significantly related to Time 2
POS (ß=−.29, p≤ .001, Step 1). The second requirement for mediation was met as
well, as Time 1 relational psychological contract breach was positively and
significantly related to Time 3 organizational disidentification (ß=.29, p≤.001; Step 2).
The third requirement for mediation revealed evidence of partial mediation, as the
mediating variable (Time 2 POS) was negatively and significantly associated
with Time 3 organizational disidentification (ß=−.32, p≤ .001, Step 3). However,
Time 1 relational psychological contract breach was also still significantly related
to Time 3 organizational disidentification (ß=.20, p≤ .001, Step 3).

We again conducted Sobel tests to verify our results for Hypothesis 2b. The
results of our Sobel bootstrap analysis provided support for the mediating effect of

Table 8 Mediated regression analyses for transactional psychological contract breach predicting
organizational disidentification in Study 2

Models Step 1: IV ⇨ mediator Step 2: IV ⇨ DV Step 3: IV, mediator ⇨ DV

Step 1:

Agea .12* −.08 −.14*
Genderb .01 −.08 −.10
Tenurec −.07 .07 .05

POS T1 .60*** −.44*** −.46***
Step ΔR2 .36*** .21*** .23***

Step R2 .36*** .21*** .23***

Step 2:

Age .13* −.08 −.14*
Gender .01 −.08 −.10
Tenure −.07 .08 .06

POS T1 .51*** −.39*** −.42***
Transactional contract −.17** .09 .08

Step ΔR2 .02* .01 .01

Step R2 .38*** .22** .24***

Step 3:

Age −.10
Gender −.08
Tenure .03

POS T1 −.25***
Transactional contract .01

POS T2 −.36***
Step ΔR2 .08***

Step R2 .32***

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests). Beta values are standardized estimates from final step of
analysis. a Gender: male = 0, female = 1; b Age: years
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POS (T2) between relational contract breach (T1) and organizational disidenti-
fication (T3): the indirect path was significant, z= −.41, p<.001 and produced a
99% confidence interval that did not include zero (CI: .15–.76). This demonstrates
that the indirect effect of the mediated relationship was significantly different from
zero. Because the Sobel test is argued to be more rigorous than the Baron and
Kenny (1986) test, we suggest that POS fully mediated the relationship between
relational psychological contract breach and organizational disidentification.

Discussion

Drawing on organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al. 1986; Eisenberger and
Stinglhamber 2011), we argued that psychological contract breach would cause

Table 9 Mediated regression analyses for relational psychological contract breach predicting organizational
disidentification in Study 2

Models Step 1: IV ⇨ mediator Step 2: IV ⇨ DV Step 3: IV, mediator ⇨ DV

Step 1:

Agea .12* −.08 −.14*
Genderb .01 −.08 −.10
Tenurec −.07 .07 .05

POS T1 .60*** −.44*** −.46***
Step ΔR2 .37*** .21*** .23***

Step R2 .37*** .21*** .23***

Step 2:

Age −.08 −.08 −.12
Gender −.08 −.09 −.10
Tenure .07 .08 .05

POS T1 −.27*** −.27*** −.30***
Relational contract .29*** .29*** .27***

Step ΔR2 .05*** .05*** .05***

Step R2 .26*** .26*** .28***

Step 3:

Age −.09
Gender −.08
Tenure .03

POS T1 −.17*
Relational contract .20***

POS T2 −.32***
Step ΔR2 .07***

Step R2 .34***

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 (two-tailed tests). Beta values are standardized estimates from final step of
analysis. a Gender: male = 0, female = 1; b Age: years
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employees to feel as if their organizations do not value their contributions and care
about their well-being, which would cause them to reduce the degree to which they
identify with and increase the degree to which they disidentify with their employing
organizations. We found support for the mediating effect of POS on the
psychological contract breach-organizational identification relationship in Study 1
(full mediation), which comprised university faculty and staff. In Study 2, we found
that Time 2 POS fully mediated the relationship between Time 1 relational
psychological contract breach and Time 3 organizational identification and partially
mediated the relationship between Time 1 relational psychological contract breach
and Time 3 organizational disidentification. However, Time 2 POS did not mediate
the relationship between Time 1 transactional psychological contract breach and
Time 3 organizational identification or Time 3 organizational disidentification.
Overall, the pattern of results that we obtained provide support for the idea that
broken promises related to relational elements of the employer-employee relation-
ship signal to employees that they are not supported, and as a result they incorporate
organizational membership into their self-concept to a lesser degree and cognitively
distance themselves from the organization. However, while broken promises related
to transactional elements of the employer-employee relationship signaled to
employees that they were not supported, they were not related to identification and
disidentification.

Implications and Contributions

Our work contributes to organizational and applied psychological research by
responding to recent calls for research expanding the scope of social exchange
theory. In particular, social exchange has been criticized for the manner in
which it conceptualizes rewards as well as its focus on simple dyadic
relationships (Fuller et al. 2006; Ho & Levesque, 2005; Restubog et al. 2008;
Zagenczyk et al. 2010). Our focus in this work was on exploring the significance
of the symbolic aspects of exchange: we did this by bringing together social
exchange and social identity through the theoretical lens of OST. This perspective
suggests that favorable treatment from the organization makes employees feel
valued and thus motivates them to make organizational membership an important
component of their social identities (Rhoades and Eisenberger 2002). Our results
support this perspective: in particular, we show that negative treatment
(psychological contract breach) reduces the degree to which employees feel
valued and as a result they are less apt to incorporate organizational membership
into their self-concept. In Study 2, we broke psychological contract breach down
into relational and transactional components. When we did this, we found that
only relational contract breach—more symbolic in nature—was related to
identification and disidentification through its effects on POS. These results are
consistent with the findings of Restubog et al. (2008), who also showed that
relational (and not transactional) breach was related to trust and identification.
Because relational elements of the contract are largely symbolic (relative to
transactional elements), our results suggest that symbolic elements of the
employer-employee relationship have important implications for organizational
identification and disidentification.
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A second contribution of our work relates to psychological contracts. The vast
majority of past research on psychological contracts has explored the ramifications
of psychological contract breach and produced relatively consistent results (Zhao et
al. 2007). By comparison, less is known about why breach results in these negative
outcomes (Kiewitz et al. 2009), particularly among studies in which identification-
based variables are considered outcomes. In this research, we demonstrate that OST
is a useful framework for understanding the implications of psychological contract
breach. In particular, breach that signals to employees that they are not valued
organizational members may be particularly damaging.

Our research also has some methodological features which contribute to the
literature. For one, our data in Study 2 spans three points in time, thus minimizing
the effects of common method variance and demonstrating the relationship between
psychological contract breach, POS and organizational identification/disidentifica-
tion across time (Podsakoff and Organ 1986). Second, we demonstrate that the
pattern of results we obtained was consistent across two samples (employees from
different Universities in Study 1 as well as employees from a wide variety of
industries in Study 2), lending some confidence that our results may be relatively
generalizable. Third, we provide a constructive replication of our Study 1 results in
Study 2 (Lykken 1968) through our use a facet-based measure of psychological
contract breach as opposed to the global measure of breach used in Study 1. The
replication is a particularly important contribution in light of recent research. For
instance, Schmidt (2009) emphasizes the important and largely neglected role that
replication plays in the possibility of making generalizations from behavioral science
research, while Lindsay and Ehrenberg (1993) suggest that results that have not been
replicated are “virtually meaningless and useless” (p. 219). These more recent
commentaries on replication are consistent with the words of Popper (1959), who
strongly encouraged multi-study research design because “only by such repetitions
can we convince ourselves that we are not dealing with a mere isolated
‘coincidence’” (p. 45).

Practically speaking, our research suggests that it is important to understand how
employees understand breach to predict whether or not it will cause them make
organizational membership a more or less meaningful part of their self-concepts.
Consistent with the recent writing of Baruch (2006), our research suggests that not
all breach is damaging with respect to identification and disidentification, but instead
that breach is damaging because it makes employees feel as if the organization does
not value their contributions or care about their well-being. This effect operated for
relational—as opposed to transactional—employment terms. Further, our results
suggest that managers—before designing interventions to assuage psychological
contract breach—must understand why its effects are damaging. For example, a
recent study by Blader (2007) demonstrated that the decision to organize and vote
for certification of a union was influence by social-psychological factors, specifically
procedural justice and social identification variables (identification with the
University, identification with the graduate student community, and identification
with union organizing group) explained variance in decisions to certify over and
above economic considerations. Thus, understanding identification and disidentifi-
cation with the organization may be useful for managers seeking to predict whether
employees are likely to organize.
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Limitations and Future Research Directions

Like most research, our study has limitations which should be considered. First,
common method variance is a concern, as all measures used in this research were the
result of employee self-reports. To ameliorate the effects of common method bias, we
separated collection of our independent, mediating, and dependent variables
temporally as suggested by Podsakoff and Organ (1986) in Study 2 and present
empirical evidence that employees distinguished between the constructs that we
measured in both Studies 1 and 2. Further, to ameliorate concerns about reverse
causality, we examined psychological contract breach as a mediator of the
relationship between POS and organizational identification in Study 1 (See Table 4)
and found that results were consistent with our argument that POS mediates the
relationship between breach and outcomes.

It bears mentioning that other researchers have presented different conceptualiza-
tions of the relationship between psychological contract breach and POS. For
instance, Tekleab et al. (2005) found that employees with higher levels of POS at
time 1 reported lower levels of psychological contract breach 3 years later, while
Coyle-Shapiro and Conway (2005) found that POS is both an antecedent of and an
outcome to psychological contract components such that employer inducements
predict POS and POS causes employees to reduce perceived obligations that they
have of their employers. In total, research suggests a possible feedback process in
the relationship. With these results in mind, we emphasize the fact that common
method bias is still a concern which should limit the confidence that practitioners
and other researchers have in our results. A second and related limitation is the fact
that we were unable to include objective outcomes or performance evaluations in
this research. To address this, as well as the relatively inconsistent findings of past
research, we suggest that researchers employ longitudinal research designs, experi-
ments, or vignettes to determine the causal directions of relationships and make the
results more useful to practitioners. This research will have greater utility if the
subsequent effects of identification and disidentification on outcomes such as
turnover, citizenship, in-role performance, and absenteeism are explored.

A third limitation of our work was that we explored only POS as a mediator of the
link between psychological contract breach and identification and disidentification.
While OST’s use of both social exchange and social identity perspectives makes
POS a logical and theoretically defensible choice to mediate these relationships,
future research simultaneously examining various mediators of the relationship
between psychological contract breach and outcomes is desirable. Examinations of
variables such as job satisfaction, trust, psychological contract violation, and unmet
expectations on a wide array of attitudinal and behavioral outcomes could provide
evidence as to which mediating variables are most critical. Further, we suggested
that psychological contract breach threatened employees’ socioemotional needs
and thus resulted in lower POS. Psychological contracts do not necessarily reflect
“needs”, but actually represent promises. Thus, future research examining the
degree to which employees’ socioemotional (in the case of relational psychological
contract breach) and material (in the case of transactional psychological contract breach)
needs were threatened would be a more rigorous test of our theoretical perspective
(see Armeli et al. 1998).
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A fourth potential limitation of our work was our utilization of on-line surveys to
collect information from respondents. This method could potentially create a bias, as
respondents needed to have access to the internet to respond to our survey. We do not
believe that this is a concern in Study 1, as we ensured that all potential respondents
had internet access. However, it is clear that we oversampled white-collar employees
(who have access to the internet at work) as opposed to blue-collar employees (who
are perhaps less likely to have internet access at work) in Study 2. Further, although
we found that there were no significant differences between employees who
responded to the survey and didn’t respond to the survey at different points in time in
Study 2, we were unable to examine differences between employees who did not
respond to any of our surveys and those who responded to a survey in either Study 1
or Study 2. Thus, it is possible that we oversampled employees who enjoy doing
online surveys (in Study 2) or were more committed to the student advising
organization (in Study 1).

Conclusion

In this paper, we drew on organizational support theory to argue for the mediating
role of POS in the relationship between psychological contract breach and
organizational identification and disidentification. Results from Study 1 confirmed
that POS indeed mediates the relationship between breach and identification. Our
second study built on Study 1 by breaking out psychological contract breach into
relational and transactional dimensions. Results demonstrated the mediating effect of
POS on the relational psychological contract breach-identification (full mediation)
and relational contract breach-disidentification (partial mediation) connections.
However, transactional contract breach was unrelated to organizational identification
and disidentification. Our results suggest that employees are less apt to identify with
and more apt to disidentify with their organizations in response to relational
psychological contract breach because it signals to them that the organization does
not care for them or value their contributions.
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