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The organizational commitment and social identity literature present two important 

frameworks for understanding employee’s behaviors and attitudes at work. Both have 

been used to explain similar outcomes, however, there is relatively little work examining 

how the two are related and how the two frameworks can be integrated.  This paper 

represents the first formal attempt at empirically testing a model that integrates these two 

important literatures, as some important antecedents (i.e. dispositional factors such as 

need for organizational identification, positive and negative affectivity, and achievement 

orientation) and outcomes (i.e. satisfaction, performance, intent to stay in the 

organization, and psychological contract breach committed by the employee).  Notably, 

this study incorporates the notion of psychological contract breach committed by the 

employee within the model.  This aspect of the employee-employer relationship is 

generally overlooked by psychological contract literature.  Results suggest that deep-



 

 

structured organizational identity and organizational commitment are distinct constructs 

that can influence one another over time.  This work also shows that dispositions can 

impact the types of identities formed early in employees careers suggesting that 

researchers should look beyond the situational factors generally examined in identity 

research. Deep-structured organizational identity and organizational commitment 

differentially predicted important organizational outcomes suggesting that identity may 

be more predictive of attitudinal outcomes in certain circumstances. Furthermore, 

psychological contract breach committed by the employee appeared to act similarly to a 

retaliatory or counterproductive work behavior. 
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Introduction 
 
 
 

Organizational commitment and social identity theory present two important 

frameworks for understanding employees’ behavior in and attitudes regarding 

organizations (see Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer, Becker, & Van 

Dick, 2006 for reviews). When applied to the workplace, a social identity is generally 

referred to as an organizational identity in order to indicate that the individual is defining 

himself as an organizational member rather than a member of another social group (Mael 

& Ashforth, 1992). Both commitment and identity theories have been used to explain a 

similar set of important work outcomes including turnover (Bunderson, 2001; Ellemers, 

Spears, & Doosje, 2002), career intentions (Cole & Bruch, 2006; Raja, Johns, & 

Ntalianis, 2004; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994; Suazo, Turnley, & Mai-Dalton, 2005); 

performance (Mael & Ashforth, 1989; Robinson, 1996; Turnley and Feldman, 1999a), 

and organizational citizenship behavior (Norman, Avey, Nimnicht, & Pigeon, 2010; 

Robinson and Morrison, 1995; Turnley and Feldman, 2000) among others. Interestingly, 

however, there is relatively little work examining how the two relate to one another and 

how these two theories can be integrated with one another (Meyer et al., 2006). The little 

work that does exist on this topic tends to be largely theoretical in nature, leaving this 

topic ripe for study. 

While identity and commitment may often yield similar outcomes, their 
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antecedents are not necessarily the same; it is possible that the two constructs may in fact 

be causally related to one another (Meyer et al., 2006).  As such, focusing on only of 

these two constructs may yield an incomplete picture of the employee-organization 

relationship, especially when examined longitudinally.  What is important when an 

employee first enters an organization may not be the same as what is important several 

months or years later when predicting outcomes of interest. To my knowledge, this paper 

represents the first formal attempt at empirically testing a model that integrates the 

identity and commitment literatures.  See Figure 1 for a framework of the hypotheses 

proposed within this paper. 

Furthermore, antecedents of organizational commitment have traditionally been 

studied as being largely situational in nature (see Meyer & Allen, 1997; Mowday, Porter, 

& Steers, 1982 for a review). This raises an important question; are all people really 

equally likely to become committed to an organization given the same set of conditions? 

If not, what dispositional factors impact commitment and how might this interact with the 

environment? Recent theoretical work on organizational identification suggests that 

individual differences in individuals’ identity structure may impact the types of bonds 

(i.e. commitment) one forms with an organization (Meyer et al 2006, Rousseau, 1998). 

Furthermore, this work suggests that certain individuals may be more likely then others to 

form deep-structured or situated organizational identities. 

In this paper, an interactional model of organizational commitment is developed 

and tested, in which both situational and dispositional antecedents of commitment are 

examined. Expanding on the theoretical work of Meyer, Becker, and Van Dick (2006), a 
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social identity framework is used in order to better specify how commitment develops in 

individuals with different dispositions and in different situations. Building on this model, 

I show how several theoretically important dispositional variables (i.e. need for 

identification, achievement orientation, positive and negative affectivity) may impact the 

structure of one’s identity.1 

Organizational Commitment and Social Identity: Concepts, Similarities, and Differences. 

 While organizational commitment and social identity are certainly associated 

constructs, a review of the literature demonstrates that important differences exist.  These 

differences served as the foundation from which an integrative model of identity and 

commitment was built. 

Organizational commitment: Although numerous conceptualizations and models 

of commitment have been proposed over the last five decades (e.g. Becker, 1960; Jaros, 

Jermier, Koehler, & Sincich, 1993; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Mowday et al., 1979; O'Reilly 

& Chatman, 1986; Penley & Gould, 1988), the three-component model of organizational 

commitment developed by Meyer and Allen (1991; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993) has 

become the dominant framework for studying commitment in the organizational 

literature. According to this model, each of the three forms of commitment represents 

different mindsets or psychological states through which an individual is bonded to a 

 
1 At the advice of my committee members the second portion of the proposal, involving how identity 

threats manifested as psychological contact breaches can impact ones identity and thus level of 

commitment with an organization were removed from the main body of the dissertation and placed in 

Appendix A. 
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Figure 1. Framework for Hypothesized Model 
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group. In affective commitment, people remain in an organization because they ‘want to’ 

as a result of their emotional ties to the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Those who 

are affectively committed tend to endorse an organization’s goals and values, strive to 

help the organization in its mission, and desire to maintain their organizational 

membership (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). In normative commitment, 

individuals remain because they feel ‘it is the right thing to do,’ due to an internalized 

sense of obligation (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Those who are normatively committed tend 

to feel a moral obligation to remain with the organization (Weiner, 1982). Finally, in 

continuance commitment, individuals remain because they feel they ‘need to’ as a 

consequence of high perceived levels of investment and/or few viable alternatives 

(Becker, 1960; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Reichers, 1985).2  For these individuals leaving the 

organization would entail sacrificing some form of nontransferable investments that the 

employee has made within the organization, or selecting a less attractive alternative 

 
2 It is worth noting that recent work has suggested that the three-component model of commitment may be 

more easily accounted for by two supraordinate dimensions, value-based and exchange-based commitment 

(e.g. Gellatly, Meyer, & Luchak, 2006; Meyer, Becker, & Van Dick, 2006; Watsi, 2005). This recent 

reconceptualization is the result of a number of problems that have been found regarding the construct and 

discriminant validity of normative commitment, which has called this dimension into question (Ko, Price, 

& Mueller, 1997). This work suggests that normative commitment behaves differently when in the 

presence of strong continuance or affective commitment (Gellatly et al., 2006; Watsi, 2005). As such value-

based commitment reflects affective commitment and the moral imperative aspect of normative 

commitment, while exchange based commitment reflects continuance commitment and the indebted 

exchange aspect of normative commitment (Meyer et al., 2006). Unfortunately no established measures of 

value or exchange based commitment have been developed. Thus, for the remainder of this paper we will 

limit our discussion to the more well established measures of affective and continuance commitment. 
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(Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

Until recently researchers have suggested that strength of an individual’s 

affective, continuance, and normative commitments to an organization are driven largely 

by his or her experiences and the context. Meyer and Allen (1997) even went as far as to 

say that there is scant evidence that individual differences serve as meaningful 

antecedents to the three constructs. In recent years, however, there has started to be a 

resurgence of interest in dispositional predictors of commitment (see Bergman, Benzer, 

& Henning, 2009 for a review).  I suggest that deep-structured social identity represents 

one such important dispositional antecedent describing the extent to which organizational 

characteristics and employees’ membership in the organization are deeply integrated and 

stable within their self-concepts (Rousseau, 1998).  

While the bonds described by organizational commitment are certainly important 

in understanding the employee-organizational relationship, they overlook the more basic 

question of whether or not the individual sees himself as an organizational member in the 

first place.  In other words, although commitment addresses why an individual may 

remain, it does not address other important questions such as “’Who am I?’, ‘Where do I 

belong?’, and ‘How do I fit (or fit in)?’” (Oyserman, 2001, p. 499). The answers to these 

questions lay at the very heart of social and organizational identity theories, and provide 

the conceptual foundation for the notion of a deep-structured organizational identity. 

Social and Organizational Identity. Although a number of iterations of identity 

theory have been proposed over the years, most contain the same central premises that 
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form the basis of social identity theory.3 Most social identity theorists suggest that an 

individual’s identity is formed through a process of intergroup comparisons and self-

categorization (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Ellemers, Spears, & 

Doosje, 2002; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1999; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, 

Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). This suggests that, individuals classify themselves and 

others into ingroups and outgroups, striving to maintain or enhance their self-esteem 

through the formation of a positive social identity (Tajfel, 1978). A social identity 

emerges when the self is seen as similar to ingroup members, whereas a personal identity 

emerges if the self is seen as unique4. When social identities take prominence, individuals 

start to perceive themselves in terms of their group memberships, maximizing 

perceptions of intragroup similarities and intergroup differences (Turner, 1999; Turner et 

al., 1987). Thus, the stronger the social identity, the more strongly people see themselves 

as a group member.   

 
3 Several different approaches to identity exist in the literature. The dominant models can be classified as 

having either a social cognition or social identity approach.  Unfortunately, the propositions and findings of 

the two frameworks are not always compatible with one another. For the purposes of this paper I focus 

primarily on the social identity approach and its offshoots (e.g. self-categorization theory and optimal 

distinctiveness theory). This was also done by Meyer et al. (2006) in their prior model of identity and 

commitment. 
4 Some identity and self-concept theories also include the notion of a relational identity. Self-concepts at 

this level are defined in terms of an individual’s dyadic relationships with others (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; 

Markus, 1991; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001).  Research suggests that this is linked to an individual’s identity 

with their supervisor or coworker (depending on the target) rather then a group or organization (Sluss & 

Ashforth, 2007).  Since the focus of this paper is on organizational commitment, relational level self-

concept will not be discussed due to space constraints. 
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In general, organizational identity represents a specific form of social 

identification in which the referent social group is the organization itself (Ashforth & 

Mael, 1989; Mael & Ashforth, 1992).  Consequently the two terms can be applied 

interchangeably when discussing an employee’s identity within an organizational context.  

In general, social identity theory functions on the notion that people strive to 

maintain a positive self-concept through their group memberships by forming positive 

social identities (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1999).  Positive social identities can be 

achieved by perceiving one’s ingroup as being positively distinct from their outgroups, or 

by joining a more positively distinct group when their social identity is unsatisfactory 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Applying this work to organizational settings, Ashforth and 

Mael (1989) suggested that organizational identification is greater when 1) an 

organization is distinctive from comparable organizations, 2) the prestige of an 

organization contributes to the formation of a positive social identity, 3) salient outgroups 

become more pronounced, and 4) factors traditionally associated with group formation 

(e.g. interpersonal interaction, shared goals or threats, interdependence) can enhance 

identification and categorization. 

Thus traditional conceptualizations of social identity theory would suggest that a 

given organizational identity is made salient primarily by the situational context (Tajfel, 

1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). Consequently, according to this view, 

stability in one’s identity is due primarily to the stability in one’s experiences with their 

environment (Turner& Onorato, 1999). In recent years, however, authors have started to 

postulate that the nature of these identities can be embedded in one’s self-concept to 
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different degrees, being either situated or deep-structured (Rousseau, 1998). Situated 

identities occur when contextual cues prime individuals to either recognize their shared 

characteristics with the group (in the case of organizational identity), or how they differ 

from the group (in the case of personal identity). This concept is similar to the traditional 

view of identity in Tajfel’s (1978) work in which the situation makes a given identity 

salient. Moving beyond this context specific representation, Rousseau (1998) suggests 

that individuals can also have deep-structured identities, which involve modifying the 

core of one’s self-concept to integrate new information regarding their group 

memberships. Thus an individual will integrate and embed aspects of the organization 

into his or her self-concept as a deep-structured organizational identity (DSOID) 

develops. While this proposition is a relatively recent development in social identity 

theory, this idea is similar to the concept of chronic self-concept in the social cognition 

literature (Lord & Brown, 2004; Markus & Wurf, 1987; Oyserman, 2001). A chronic 

self-concept refers to the relatively stable, centrally important, cognitive memory 

structure used to understand ourselves and our experiences, and answer the question 

“Who am I?” (Oyserman, 2001). 

In contrast to organizational commitment, organizational identification deals with 

the way people psychologically associate themselves with an organization rather the 

binding forces that cause them to remain.  As such, organizational identification describes 

employees’ reactions to their organizational memberships (both emotional and cognitive) 

rather then the reasons they have to remain within the organization (Brown, 1996; Meyer 

& Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 2006). According to Meyer et al. (2006) the behavioral 
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implications for the two constructs can be quite distinct. The literature suggests that 

identity is directly related to intra- and inter-group relations and feelings about one’s 

group, but indirectly associated with criteria such as retention and job performance, 

which are generally viewed as a positive side effect of social identity due to its impact on 

more proximal outcomes (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Meyer et al., 2006). These criteria, on 

the other hand, are more directly related to commitment which consciously specifies 

these behaviors in its conceptualization. (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 2006; 

Mowday et al., 1982).  

Recent Integrative Models. 

Early attempts at relating identity and commitment suggested that holding an 

organizational identity was a precursor to becoming committed to a organization (Meyer 

et al., 2006). Identification yields positive affective commitment due to the emotional 

bond created through one’s experiences and feelings of belongingness (Ashforth & Mael, 

1989). Those with a social or organizational identity are driven by a concern for their 

group, and incorporate the group’s attitudes and values into one’s self-concept (Becker, 

1992; Johnson & Chang, 2006).  As such, an organizational identity can act as a social 

glue, that promotes loyalty and keeps the members of the organization together in the 

face of strife or threat (Van Vugt & Hart, 2004). In contrast, those who hold a weak 

organizational identity are more likely to define themselves as unique individuals, and are 

driven out of concern for themselves and their own well-being (Johnson & Chang, 2006; 

Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001).  

Meyer, Becker, and Van Dick (2006) built on this work and proposed an initial 
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integrative model connecting the two literatures. Core to Meyer et al.’s (2006) model is 

the assumption that identification with an organization is antecedent to organizational 

commitment. But what causes individuals to form a social identity? All else being equal, 

the context will prime individuals to see themselves as part of a group or organization, 

vis-à-vis social comparison and self-categorization processes (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987).5 In this case the nature of the identity may change 

with the context. As such, the context will yield situated organizational identities that are

cue dependent and potentially highly volatile, changing with the situatio

Experience and DSOID. Recent theory has suggested, however, that factors that 

signal that one’s membership in a group membership can serve to fulfill their basic needs 

relating to self-esteem and security will help transition an individual from a situated to a 

DSOID (Meyer et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998). Factors such as stability, common fate, and 

 
5 While beyond the scope of the current study, this model becomes somewhat more complex when an 

individual is a member of multiple groups.  These group memberships may overlap, being nested within 

one another (e.g. teams, units, divisions, organizations).  Research suggests that individuals will identify 

most strongly with the lowest level group in nested social identities due to the proximity and salience of 

these groups (Ellemers & Rink, 2005; Riketta & Van Dick, 2005).   Thus, when nested identities occur, 

value-based commitment will be strongest towards those groups at lower levels of nested identities (Meyer 

et al., 2006).  In contrast, it is possible that one’s group memberships (and thus social identities) may not 

overlap in certain circumstances (e.g. professional identity, organizational identity, familial identity).  

When this occurs, the dueling identities can serve to either dilute or reinforce each other when the demands 

they place on an individual are incompatible or complementary, respectively (Ellemers & Rink, 2005).  

When the dueling identities reinforce each other individuals will be affectively committed to both groups; 

but when the groups are incompatible or complimentary affective commitment will be strongest towards 

the more salient group (Meyer et al., 2006). 
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impermeability of one’s group memberships are particularly important in this respect 

(Rousseau, 1998). Interestingly, one can argue that these factors are more likely to be 

stronger the longer an individual remains in an organization or group. Viewed in this 

light, individuals who have more experience with the organization are more likely to see 

or perceive these effects and develop a DSOID than individuals who are new to the 

organization. As such, we would expect DSOID to be positively associated with an 

employee’s tenure within an organization.  

Hypothesis 1: Deep-structured organizational identification will be positively 

associated with an employee’s tenure within an organization. 

Said differently, this would suggest that experienced organizational members should have 

their membership in the group deeply embedded in their self-concept, remaining salient 

and important to them even when not at work. Relative newcomers, on the other hand, 

should be more easily separated from the organization or drawn to other groups due to 

the lack or paucity of the embeddedness of the organization within their self-concept.  

DSOID and Organizational Commitment. From a practical standpoint, these 

differences in tenure and DSOID can potentially have important implications for the 

types of bonds or commitments employees form with an organization. In general, 

individuals with situated organizational identities will experience relatively transitory and 

context dependent social identities and will tend to form exchange-based forms of 

commitment, such as continuance commitments (Meyer et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998). 

These individuals are more likely to have transactional relationships with their 

organization, characterized by monetary obligations and entailing limited short-term 
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involvement from the parties (Meyer et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1989; 1995; Rousseau & 

McLean Parks, 1993). According to Rousseau (1998) situated organizational 

identification is most likely to manifest itself when contextual cues indicate common 

interest with the organization and shared consequential events; whereas the situated 

identification starts to break down when these reinforcing cues are removed (Rousseau, 

1998; Sherif & Sherif, 1969).  Thus, rather than acting out of their loyalty and attraction 

to the organization (i.e. value-based commitment), these individuals are maintaining their 

membership in the organization due to situational reinforcements and in order to fulfill 

the terms of their contracts or work arrangements (Meyer et al., 2006). In other words, 

the employee-employer relationship is governed by principles of a simple economic 

exchange for those with a situated identity. 

In contrast, the employee-employer relationship is more likely to be governed by 

rules of social exchange when individuals have high levels of DSOID. According to 

Shore, Tetrick, Lynch, and Barksdale (2006), there are three distinctions between social 

exchange and economic exchange relationships: trust, investment, and duration. Social 

exchange relationships imply long-term, open-ended orientation relying on future 

obligations, whereas exchange orientations tend to occur on a quid pro quo basis (Blau, 

1964; Organ & Konovsky, 1989).  Furthermore, social exchange relationships tend to be 

more personal then exchange relationships; when combined with the long term duration 

this makes trust a crucial feature of social exchange that is not necessary for economic 

exchange relationships (Blau, 1964). Finally, this long-term, trusting nature of social 

exchange relationships suggests that some level of investment is needed by the parties to 
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the exchange, with the assumption that they will be repaid in the future (Blau, 1964; 

Eisenberger et al., 1986). 

Meyers et al. (2006) suggests that individuals with high levels of DSOID will 

experience more stable, meaningful, and integrated identities yielding value-based or 

affective forms of commitment. Rather than having their relationships governed by 

transactional contracts, these relationships might be better characterized by relational 

contracts, which refers to longer-term, often open-ended, exchanges (monetary or non-

monetary) between parties that are used to establish and maintain a relationship (e.g. 

loyalty and support; Rousseau, 1989; 1995; Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993).  Rather 

then acting as group members on a quid pro quo basis, these individuals start to 

internalize the characteristics of the group into their self-concepts. This internalization 

can yield shared values and beliefs, ultimately producing affective commitment to an 

organization (Becker & Billings, 1993; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; 

Meyer et al., 2006). The exchange bases for these notions are particularly interesting 

because they suggest that an organizational identity can be conceptualized as a resource 

that individuals can exchange in an exchange relationship.  

Thus I also propose that those high in DSOID are more likely to experience 

higher levels of affective commitment, while those low in DSOID are more likely to 

experience higher levels of continuance commitment.  

Hypothesis 2a: DSOID is positively associated with affective commitment. 

Hypothesis 2b: DSOID is negatively associated with continuance commitment. 

 Impact on Attitudinal and Behavioral Criteria. As mentioned previously, the 
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literature typically discusses identity as having its most proximal effects on the 

functioning of inter- and intra-group processes and the way in which one perceives and 

feels about the group, but only indirect effects on most behavioral and attitudinal 

outcomes associated with remaining in an organization. As such, Meyer et al.’s (2006) 

model suggests that commitment serves to mediate the effects of DSOID on these more 

distal attitudinal and behavioral outcomes such as an employee’s intent to remain with an 

organization, their level of satisfaction with that organization, their job performance, and 

the extent to which they fail to fulfill what they perceive to be the terms and conditions 

that underlie the reciprocal exchange relationship they have with their organization (i.e. 

psychological contract breach committed by the employee; Rousseau, 1989; 1990). 

 In general, affectively committed individuals desire to remain in the organization 

and seek to help the organization meet its missions and goals (Meyer & Allen, 1997).  

This emotional attachment can have a number of positive effects on employees’ attitudes 

and behavior increasing satisfaction, motivation to perform, and intent to stay within an 

organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Riketta & Van Dick, 2009).  In general, research 

suggests that employees high in affective commitment tend to work harder at their jobs 

and exhibit better performance than those low in affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 

1997).  For instance, the literature shows that affective commitment is negatively 

associated with a number of criteria indicative of career continuance intentions such as 

voluntary absences from work, intention to leave, and actual turnover (e.g. Allen & 

Meyer, 1996; Johns, 1997; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Pare & Tremblay, 2007; Mowday, 

Porter, & Steers, 1982; Tett & Meyer, 1993).  
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The emotional bonds that characterize affective commitment can yield a strong 

sense of affiliation with the organization, and have been associated with more positive 

attitudes regarding work and higher levels of job satisfaction (Allen & Meyer, 1990; 

Meyer & Allen, 1997; Park & Rainey, 2007).  From a job performance standpoint, 

affective commitment has also been linked to higher levels of self-reported performance 

(e.g. Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995; Leong, Randall, & Cote, 1994; Randall, Fedor, & 

Longenecker, 1990) and independently assessed performance evaluations (e.g. Bashaw & 

Grant, 1994; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Mayer & Schoorman, 1992; Moorman, 

Niehoff, & Organ, 1993).   

While to my knowledge no studies have examined the impact of affective 

commitment on psychological contract breach committed by an employee6, work on the 

relationship between affective commitment and negative work behavior may shed some 

light on the expected association. Research has found that affective commitment is 

negatively associated with voluntary absences, antisocial, and unethical behavior (Allen 

& Meyer, 1996; Barclay, Skarlicky, & Pugh, 2005; Duan, Lam, Chen, & Zhong, 2010; 

Oz, 2001). Similar to these negative work behaviors, when an employee knowingly 

breaches their psychological contract with their organization, they are in essence 

intentionally failing to fulfill their end of their perceived bargain with their organization.  

As such one can expect to find affective commitment negatively associated with 

psychological contract breach committed by the employee.  

 
6 Psychological contract breach committed by an employee and employee breach will be used 

synonymously within this paper. 



 

17 
 

Taken as a whole, this work suggests that higher levels of affective commitment 

should be predictive of stronger intentions to stay, satisfaction, performance, and a lower 

incidence of psychological contract breach committed by the employee. 

Hypothesis 3a: Affective commitment is positively associated with intent to stay. 

Hypothesis 3b: Affective commitment is positively associated with satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 3c: Affective commitment is positively associated with performance. 

Hypothesis 3d: Affective commitment is negatively associated with psychological 

contract breach committed by the employee. 

The transactional foundation of continuance commitment, on the other hand 

suggests that individuals’ will only remain in the organization as long as it serves their 

interests (Meyer, 2009; Wasti & Onder, 2009). Thus, while intent to stay, satisfaction, 

and performance may remain moderately high, and employee breach may remain low as 

long as the transactional exchange proceeds smoothly, these associations will be much 

more tenuous, and easily reversed if problems occur.  According to Meyer and Allen 

(1991; 1997), there is no reason to expect that employees whose primary reason for 

staying in an organization is due to continuance commitment will feel a pressing need to 

contribute more than they need to the organization, while their perceived lack of 

alternatives and high levels of investment can create feelings of resentment and 

frustration against the organization. Thus while these individuals may be more likely to 

remain in an organization due to situational factors, they will not necessarily have the 

same levels of satisfaction, performance, and employee breach as employees who are 

highly affectively committed. As such, it is hypothesized that those high in continuance 
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commitment are more likely to have higher levels of intent to stay, but lower levels of 

satisfaction and performance, and are more likely to commit psychological contract 

breaches.   

Hypothesis 4a: Continuance commitment is positively associated with intent to 

stay. 

Hypothesis 4b: Continuance commitment is negatively associated with 

satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 4c: Continuance commitment is negatively associated with 

performance. Hypothesis 4d: Continuance commitment is positively associated 

with psychological contract breach committed by the employee. 

Dynamic feedback between Identity and its Outcomes. While identity and 

commitment can certainly impact one’s attitudes and behaviors, research suggests that 

these outcomes can also impact employee’s identity and commitment at later points in 

time. Applying Bandura’s (1991) work in social cognitive theory to their model, Meyer et 

al (2006) suggest that employees’ behavior can create a feedback loop with the structure 

of their identity, impacting the development of their identity over time. This is based on 

Bandura’s (1991) notion that peoples’ views of themselves can change as they observe 

their own behavior. While Meyer and colleagues focus on discretionary behavior, I 

suggest that this view is somewhat narrow in focus. According to Bandura’s (1991) work, 

any behavior that reflects being part of a group or organization, or caring about that group 

or organization should help form or strengthen a DSOID.  

This suggests that those high in intent to stay, satisfaction, and performance, and 
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those who did not commit any psychological contract breaches are displaying attitudes 

and behaviors that can allow them to perceive themselves as good organizational 

members who care for the organization.  

Hypothesis 5: People who observe a history of behaviors within themselves 

reflecting an affinity for the organization (i.e. high levels of commitment, intent to 

stay, satisfaction, performance and low levels of psychological contract breach 

committed by the employee) are more likely to have higher levels of DSOID at 

later time points. 

 An Expanded Perspective: Integrating Dispositions 

Building on the core of the model proposed by Meyer et al. (2006), I suggest that 

certain individual dispositions can interact with context in order to produce different 

forms of identity and commitment. Although there are a number of potential individual 

differences that can be examined, I focus my attention on three individual differences (i.e. 

need for organizational identification, and positive and negative affectivity) due to their 

theoretical importance in this model (see Figure 1).  

Need for organizational identification – a dispositional orientation toward group 

membership. While identity theory details the way in which peoples’ self-concepts 

reflects (or excludes) their group memberships, it says little about their tendencies to seek 

out, affiliate with, or join a group. The notion that certain individuals have a tendency to 

form attachments and seek out group memberships have long existed in the psychological 

literature. The needs for affiliation, belonging, and identification, for example, all tap the 

fundamental human need for social bonds (Maslow, 1968).  
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According to Maslow (1968) people will immediately seek out loving social 

bonds once their primitive physiological and safety needs of are met. Work such as this 

suggests that individual’s are driven to seek out and maintain lasting positive and 

significant social contacts and interpersonal relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; 

Veroff & Veroff, 1980 as cited in Wisenfeld et al., 2001). In order to satisfy these drives, 

people strive for frequent warm interpersonal relationships and approval from at least a 

few other people, and try to ensure that these relationships become temporally stable and 

enduring (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). People high in these motives are expected to form 

bonds more easily, be more reluctant to break social bonds, devote more cognitive 

resources to interpersonal interactions and are more affected by isolation or uncaring 

relationships than those low in need for belonging (see Baumeister & Leary, 1995 for a 

review). 

While the need for affiliation describes an individual’s tendency to seek out 

others, it says little about an individuals’ orientation towards a group or organization. 

Markus and Kitayama (1991) suggest that individuals differ in the extent to which they 

view their self-concept as interdependent or independent (i.e. connected to or separate 

from people and groups). Taken together these studies suggest that some individuals 

should be more inclined to integrate the organization into their self-concept then others. 

As such, theorists have argued that people will differ in their tendency to identify with 

social objects (Glynn, 1998; as cited in Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Applied to 

organizational contexts, this concept is more commonly referred to as the need for 

organizational identification (NOID) and it reflects an individual’s generalized tendency 
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to identify with an organization (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). According to Glynn (1998) 

individuals high in NOID desire to become socialized in the organization and avoid 

separation. 

I suggest that NOID may represent an important individual difference that will 

cause some individuals to develop deep structured social identities. From an exchange 

perspective, these individuals will be inclined to favor social exchange relationships, 

seeking long-term relationships and trust in the organization. As such, those high in 

NOID will direct their efforts towards a work group, and socially integrate themselves 

within that group regardless of the context. Individuals low in NOID may still identify 

with an organization, but they are more likely to do so due to the contextual cues that 

accumulate with their time spent with the organizations (rather than being internally 

motivated) thereby forming a more situated organizational identity.  

Hypothesis 6: NOID moderates the association between tenure and DSOID, such 

that those high in NOID are more likely to form deep-structured organizational 

identities. 

Trait Affectivity. I suggest that the tendency to hold positive and/or negative 

world-view may impact the type of identity one develops and its level of embeddedness 

in one’s self-concept. Positive and negative affectivity can indirectly influence peoples’ 

identity by impacting how they perceive their group memberships and the events 

affecting both themselves and the group (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Researchers suggest 

that two general dimensions account for most of the variance in affectivity; these are 

positive and negative affect (Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988; 
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Watson, Clark, McIntyre, & Haymaker, 1992; Watson & Tellegen, 1985).  

At the most basic level positive affectivity refers to an individual’s tendency to 

experience positively activated emotions, while negative affectivity represents the 

tendency towards negative emotions (Thorsen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, & Chermont, 

2003; Watson et al., 1988). As such, positive affectivity reflects a stable and pervasive 

disposition that causes individuals to have pleasurable engagements with their 

environments, experiencing feelings of enthusiasm, alertness, and energy (Watson & 

Clark, 1984; Watson, 1988). Individuals high in positive affectivity tend to have 

relatively positive cognitive explanatory styles, engaging in more social and socializing 

activities, and are more attuned to nurturance and appetition needs (Larsen, McGraw, & 

Cacioppo, 2001; Watson et al., 1992). Negative affectivity, on the other hand, causes 

individuals to experience greater levels of distress and dissatisfaction across different 

situations and experiences (Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson, 1988). These dispositions 

can influence the method in which individuals perceive and interpret negative events, 

with individuals who are high on negative affectivity experiencing problems more 

negatively then others (Watson & Clark, 1984). Individuals high in negative affectivity 

have a negative cognitive explanatory style, are more introspective, dwell on problems, 

and are more likely to attend to negative situational cues, avoid threats, and are thus less 

satisfied and have a less favorable self-view (Larsen et al., 2001; Watson & Clark, 1984; 

Watson et al., 1992; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989). 

In general, those high in negative affectivity are more likely to focus on negative 

experiences, cognitions and attitudes when interacting with group members, decreasing 



 

23 
 

the extent to which organizational identification can be used to fulfill a positive self 

concept and increasing the likelihood that disidentification will occur (Kreiner & 

Ashforth, 2004).  Those high in positive affectivity, on the other hand, are more likely to 

embrace positive experiences, cognitions, and attitudes increasing the likelihood that 

identification will occur (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Viewed in this manner, some 

researchers have posited that the positive affect system helps attune individuals to 

nurturance and appetition, whereas negative affect attunes individuals to nurturance and 

aversion (Larsen et al., 2001). This suggests that individuals high in positive affectivity 

will focus more on what the group has to offer them, potentially overlooking problems 

that may occur, while those high in negative affectivity will focus more heavily on the 

problems associated with group membership. In fact, Kreiner and Ashforth (2004) have 

found that positive affectivity was positively related to organizational identification, 

whereas negative affectivity predicted disidentification. The fact that those high in 

negative affectivity are more likely to dwell on the negative aspects of a group 

membership, distancing themselves from the group, while those high in positive 

affectivity are more likely to attend to the positive aspects of the group suggests that 

affectivity may moderate the role of experience with the organization (i.e. years in 

service) and its impact on the extent to which deep-structure emerges. 

Hypothesis 7: Positive affectivity moderates the association between tenure and 

DSOID, such that those high in positive affectivity are more likely to form deep-

structured organizational identities.  
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Hypothesis 8: Negative affectivity moderates the association between tenure and 

DSOID, such that those high in negative affectivity are less likely to form deep-

structured organizational identities. 

Achievement orientation. Achievement represents a desire for advancement or 

success in work and is reflected in employees' willingness to put forth effort, make 

sacrifices, seek out opportunities for development, and adhere to social standards (Judge 

& Bretz, 1992; Kilcullen, Putka, & McCloy, 2006; Schwartz, 1992). Traditionally 

achievement orientation has been studied in the context of individual task performance; 

however, some research suggests that it has implications for other performance domains 

(Neuman & Kickul, 1998). Puffer (1987) demonstrated that achievement-oriented 

individuals’ need to excel relates to factors outside task performance, impacting other 

behaviors that benefit the organization such as prosocial and organizational citizenship 

behaviors. Thus those who place high value in achievement are more likely to 

demonstrate high levels of contextual performance (such as organizational citizenship 

behaviors) due to the satisfaction and pride they receive from their overall work 

performance rather then task performance alone (Schnake, 1991; Tang & Ibrahim, 1998). 

As such, achievement orientation can predispose individuals towards developing strong 

relational exchange dynamics at work, characterized by high levels of loyalty, trust, 

mutuality, obedience, and shared values, and engaging in more citizenship behaviors 

(Neuman & Kickul, 1998).  

These linkages to organizational citizenship behaviors and one’s emotional ties to 
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the organization suggest that achievement orientation may impact an employee’s identity 

as well. For example, personal support can entail putting the group goals and objectives 

ahead of one’s personal interests; organizational support can include sticking with an 

organization through temporary problems, and complying with the organization's values, 

objectives, procedures, and rules; while conscientious initiative entails persisting with 

extra effort even in difficult conditions and going beyond what is required of an 

individual (Borman et al., 2001). By priming an individual to engage in these types of 

behaviors, achievement orientation helps establish a pattern of behavior in which the 

employee’s membership in an organization becomes highly salient to him/herself.  The 

saliency of one’s organizational membership will consequently increase the likelihood 

that a DSOID will emerge as employees have further experiences with the organization.  

Hypothesis 9: Achievement orientation moderates the association between tenure 

and DSOID, such that those high in achievement orientation are more likely to 

form deep-structured organizational identities.  

To my knowledge, this is the first paper to systematically integrate and test an 

interactional model of organizational identification and commitment.  Furthermore, this 

paper examines the role of DSOID, whereas most prior work focuses on more 

contextually based forms of identity.  An attempt was made to integrate new meaningful 

dispositional antecedents to commitment and identity.  Finally, this paper examines 

identity and commitments impact on psychological contract breach committed by the 

employee, whereas most studies focus on employee’s perceptions of breach on the part of 

the organization.   
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Method 
 
 
 
Participants. 

 Participants in this study were composed entirely of new junior officers within the 

U.S. Army.  Officers were first evaluated prior to their initial commissioning as they 

enrolled in the U.S. Army’s Officer Candidate School (OCS) program. OCS is a 12-week 

program that trains, evaluates, and screens soldiers to become commissioned officers in 

the U.S. Army. Upon completion of the program candidates are commissioned as second 

lieutenants. Surveys were administered to 447 officer candidates, although only 243 had 

sufficient data across the three waves to be included in the analyses. The average 

participant was 29.21 years old with 3.9 years of prior military experience. 15.2% of the 

sample was female.  The racial/ethnic makeup of the sample was as follows: 67.1% 

white, 20.2% black, 7.8% Asian, 16.5% Hispanic. 

Context. 

In recent years the Army has become particularly concerned with identifying, 

developing, and retaining junior officers to meet current and future force requirements 

(Russell, Allen, & Babin, 2010). In order to increase the pool of qualified officers and 

meet these current needs, OCS has undergone rapid expansion to supplement the 

traditional commissioning sources of the Reserve Officer Training Corps and the United 
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States Military Academy. This expansion has yielded an increased need to identify 

officer candidates that have a strong propensity for retention and performance. As such 

Officer Candidate School represents an ideal environment to examine this model. 

 While employee identification is important for any organization, few pay more 

attention to developing a deeply embedded identity with the organization in their 

employees more than the United States Army. Prior work has suggested that 

organizational identification with the Army is the primary predictor of cohesive fighting 

groups and combat readiness (Grinker & Spiegel, 1945; Griffith, 2002; Shamir, Brainin, 

Zakay, & Popper, 2000; Shils & Janowitz, 1948). As such, the model developed in this 

study provides a coherent framework of factor that can impact an officers’ integration of 

the Army into their self-concept and their subsequent commitment to the Army. Both of 

these factors can impact the degree to which an officer buys into the mission, values, and 

goals of the Army (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Furthermore, I also establish how these factors 

impact officers’ performance, behaviors, and intentions over time. This knowledge can be 

used in the design of future selection and training instruments to help aid in the selection 

and development of new officers. 

Procedure. 

 Data were collected in three waves, as part of a larger effort within the Army to 

determine those individuals who are most likely to complete OCS and remain in the 

Army beyond their first active duty service obligation. The first wave was collected as 

officer candidates started OCS. The second wave was collected approximately three 

months later at the end of their OCS programs. Both of these data collections took place 
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during their regular classroom instruction. An additional follow-up was collected 

approximately five-months after participants completed OCS and were commissioned as 

second lieutenants. The third wave was administered via an internet-based survey 

residing within the U.S. Army’s data networks. The third wave was administered in this 

manner due to logistical and practical concerns. After completing OCS participants 

moved on to a variety of assignments or training courses spread across the country. As 

such in-person administration became impractical.  

 Due to time and space constraints, the surveys differed slightly between the first 

wave and the two follow-ups (see Table 1).  

 

Table 1. Data collection overview 
  

 
Wave 1 

Start 
OCS

 
 

Wave 2 
End 
OCS 

Wave 3 
End  

Basic Officer 
Leadership 
Course III

Deep-Structured Organizational Identity X X X 
Affective and continuance commitment X X X 
Tenure X   
Need for organizational identification X   
Achievement orientation X   
Negative & positive affectivity X   
Intent to stay X X X 
Satisfaction   X 
Performance in OCS  X  
Employee breach  X X 
Demographics X   
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At time one, participants were administered measures regarding their level of deep-

structured organizational identity, organizational commitment (i.e. affective and 

continuance commitment), dispositional tendencies (i.e. need for organizational 

identification, achievement orientation, positive and negative affectivity), initial level of 

intent to stay, and a demographics questionnaire. In the second and third waves, the 

dispositional tendencies regarding identification and commitment will be dropped from 

the instrument in order to make room for other constructs to be used by the Army. 

Outcomes regarding performance, satisfaction, and employee breach were added to these 

later waves.  

Measures. 

 Tenure. Demographic information was collected on each participant’s years in 

service. This was assessed via single self-report item that asked participants how may 

years of prior military service they had had prior to entering OCS. On average the typical 

participant had 3.9 years of prior service when entering OCS. 

Deep-Structured Organizational Identification. Deep-structured identity 

represents a relatively stable social identity in which the organization or group is deeply 

embedded within one’s self-concept (Meyer et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998). Initially 

developed for this study, DSOID is calculated by taking the composite of two 

geometrical scales with seven response options (see Appendix A for a series of studies 

piloting and validating this measure). These scales provide the participants with graphical 

representation of the extent to which the organization (in this case the Army) is present in 

an employee’s self-concept, and the extent to which this identification remains stable 
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over time. In general, the DSOID had moderate to high levels of reliability across the 

three waves of data collection (α = .68, .81, and .73 for times 1, 2, and 3, respectively). 

Organizational Commitment. Affective and continuance commitment were 

measured using two four-item scales developed by Gade, Tiggle, and Schumm (2003). 

These scales represent a simplified version of the eight and ten item affective and 

continuance commitment subscales (respectively) from the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). Affective commitment represents 

employee’s emotional ties to the organization. Continuance commitment, on the other 

hand, represents their need to stay in the organization due to high costs for leaving and 

poor alternatives being available. Prior work has validated the reduced four item scales in 

Army contexts (Gade et al., 2003). Sample items include: “I feel ‘like part of the family’ 

in the Army” for affective commitment and “Too much of my life would be disrupted if I 

decided I wanted to leave the Army now” for continuance commitment.  Responses were 

made on five-point likert scales with endpoints of “strongly agree” and “strongly 

disagree.”  Items were recoded such that higher scores indicate higher levels of 

commitment.  Coefficient alpha for the affective commitment scales were .87, .87, and 

.90 at times one through three, respectively.  Coefficient alpha for the continuance 

commitment scales, on the other hand, were .87, .90, and .91 at times one, two, and three.  

Intent to Stay. Intent to stay was assessed via a single item measure frequently 

used within the biannually administered Survey of Officer Careers (see, for example, 

Knapp, Sager, & Tremble, 2005; Ingerick, Allen, Weaver, Caramagno, & Hooper, 
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2008).This measure evaluated participant’s long-term career goals and the length of time 

they believed that they would remain in the Army (e.g. until their service requirement 

was fulfilled, until retirement). Participants were asked “Which of the following best 

describes your current active duty career intentions?” Response options were (1) “I plan 

to stay in the Army beyond 20 years;” (2) “I plan to stay in the Army until retirement 

(e.g. 20 years or when eligible to retire);” (3) “I plan to stay in the Army beyond my 

obligation, but I am undecided about staying until retirement;” (4) “I am undecided 

whether I will stay in the Army upon completion of my obligation;” (5) “I will probably 

leave the Army upon completion of my obligation;” (6) “I will definitely leave the Army 

upon completion of my obligation.” The item was recoded such that higher scores 

reflected greater intent to stay. 

Satisfaction. Satisfaction was evaluated using two-items that asked participants to 

evaluate their current satisfaction with their assignments and experiences since the end of 

OCS. Theses items have been from prior Army research and was taken from the Survey 

of Officer Careers (see, for example, Knapp, Sager, & Tremble, 2005; Ingerick, Allen, 

Weaver, Caramagno, & Hooper, 2008).  A sample item included: “In general, how 

satisfied have you been with your training since the end of OCS?”  Responses were made 

on a five point likert scale with endpoints of “very dissatisfied” and “very satisfied.” 

Performance. OCS performance data were obtained via class records maintained 

by the officer candidate school. This performance score is a composite of individuals’ 

academic, leadership, and physical fitness performance and is typically used by OCS to 

identify distinguished military graduates. In order to standardize the way in which 
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different administrators evaluated these criteria all performance scores were standardized 

within class. As such higher scores indicate above average performance, whereas lower 

scores indicate below average performance. 

Psychological Contract Breach Committed by the Employee. Psychological 

contract breach committed by the employee was assessed by using a global measure 

adapted from Gakovic and Tetrick (2003). Participants were presented with two items 

assessing the extent to which they perceived that they fulfilled, or failed to fulfill their 

obligations to the organization using a five-point likert scale with endpoints of “strongly 

disagree” and “strongly agree.” In contrast to Gakovic and Tetrick’s (2003) measure, the 

employee and organizational referents for these scales were reversed (e.g. “In general, the 

Army has kept its promises to me” was changed to “In general, I have kept my promises 

to the Army”). Items were recoded such that higher scores reflected greater perceptions 

of breach. Employee breach exhibited acceptable levels of reliability, with coefficient 

alphas of .61 and .75 for times one and two, respectively. 

Need for organizational identification. Kreiner and Ashforth’s (2004) Need for 

Organizational Identification scale was used to assess the extent to which individuals 

seek out an organization to identify with. Participants were asked to indicate their 

agreement with seven statements such as “An important part of who I am would be 

missing if I didn’t belong to a work organization.”  Responses were made on five-point 

likert scales with endpoints of “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.” Items were 

recoded such that higher scores indicate higher need for organizational identification. The 

alpha coefficient for need to achievement was .71. 
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 Negative and positive affectivity. Following the methods used by Jones, 

O’Connor, Conner, McMillan, and Ferguson (2007), a subset of 10 items reflecting 

positive and negative affect were selected from the Positive and Negative Affect 

Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) in order to measure positive and 

negative affectivity. The trait-version of the PANAS’ instructions was used. Participants 

were asked to indicate the extent to which they generally felt interested, distressed, 

excited, upset, inspired, scared, enthusiastic, afraid, determined, or jittery on a five-point 

scale ranging from “very slightly or not at all” to “very much.” Higher scores reflected 

stronger levels of positive or negative affectivity (respectively). Prior work has shown 

that these reduced scales correlate highly with the original measure (Jones et al., 2007).  

The alpha coefficients were .83 for both the positive and negative affectivity scales. 

 Achievement Orientation. Achievement orientation was measured using the 

achievement orientation subscale of the Relational Biodata Inventory (Kilcullen, Putka, 

& McCloy, 2006; Kilcullen, Putka, McCloy, & Van Iddekinge, 2005; Kilcullen, White, 

Mumford, & Mack, 1995). This scale assesses soldiers’ willingness to give their best 

effort in their work, and to work hard in order to achieve difficult objectives. Prior work 

has shown this measure to have good convergent, divergent and predictive validity 

(Kilcullen, Putka, McCloy, & Van Iddekinge, 2005). Items included: “To what extent 

have you been willing to take on a difficult task if you could learn a lot from doing it?”  

Responses were made on five-point likert scales with endpoints such as “Great extent” 

and “Not at all.”  Items were recoded such that higher scores indicated greater 

achievement orientation. The scale exhibited relatively poor reliability, having a 



 

34 
 

coefficient alpha of .55.  

Demographics. Demographic data were collected regarding individuals’ age, 

gender, race/ethnicity, and martial status. Participants were asked to self-report their age, 

gender was (males=0, females=1), their race/ethnicity, and their marital status (not 

married =0, married=1). 

Data Analysis. 

 ARI had cleaned the database checking for coding errors and unusual response 

patterns prior to providing us with the dataset.  The provided dataset contained data for 

447 individuals across three time points.  

 A modified listwise deletion approach was used within the subsequent data-

analyses.  The response rate for the third wave of data collection was relatively small (i.e. 

136), and would have provided insufficient power for several of the analyses if a 

traditional listwise deletion approach was used.  In general, the attrition rate for OCS was 

minimal occurring for less then 5% of officer candidates.  Most of the attrition that 

occurred in the database was the result of problems in contacting the respondents due to 

logistical and practical problems relating to participants being spread across the country 

and having inconsistent access to email during this wave of data collection. As such, time 

3 was treated as somewhat experimental in nature.  Thus the data was cleaned using 

listwise deletion based on participants’ responses from times one and two, while pairwise 

deletion was used for time three. This modified listwise deletion approach yielded 

complete data for 243 participants at T1 and T2, and 136 participants at T3. All 

subsequent analyses were analyzed using this reduced sample. 
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All measurement models and subsequent analyses were examined using LISREL 

8.72 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2003). In general, the total sample size was not large enough 

to test the entire measurement model at once due to the large number of parameters 

needing to be estimated.  To alleviate this problem separate measurement models were 

examined for the data in each of the three waves of the data collection. Model fit was 

examined using the normed fit index (NFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), comparative 

fit index (CFI) and the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) fit statistics.  

RMSEA is probably the single most informative criteria in SEM (Byrne, 1998).  

According to Brown and Cudeck (1993), the model has very close fit when RMSEA 

values are lower than .05, and poor fit when RMSEA exceeds .10. With regards to CFI, 

good model fit is indicated by values exceeding .90, while adequate fit is indicated by 

CFI = .80 to .89 (Knight, Vardin, Ocampo, & Roosa, 1994). While traditionally NFI and 

NNFI has been interpreted as indicating acceptable model fit when values are between 

.90 and .95 (Byrne, 1998), some authors have applied a more lax .80 cut-off value 

(Satorra & Bentler, 1994). 

Due to the relatively small sample size in relation to the number of parameters 

that were estimated, a manifest latent variable approach was used when examining the 

structural model. The procedure used by Williams and Hazer (1986) and Farkas and 

Tetrick (1989) for correcting for lack of reliability was followed for this study.  This 

procedure involves first computing each of the manifests constructs and calculating their 

respective variances and coefficient alphas (for single item measures an alpha of .9 was 

used). When estimating the structural model, the path of each latent variable to its 
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observed indicator was set to the square root of the indicator’s coefficient alpha.  The 

random error variance for each indicator was then set to (1-alpha) X variance.   
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Results 
 
 
 

Measurement Model and Descriptive Statistics. 

At T1 the nine-factor model (see Appendix C, Table 1) yielded acceptable levels 

of model fit (NFI = .83, NNFI = .91, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .06), suggesting the proposed 

constructs fit the data well.  Similarly, the fit indices for the T2 suggest that the six-factor 

model had good fit (see Appendix C, Table 2) (NFI = .95, NNFI = .97, CFI = .98, 

RMSEA = .05).  Finally, the six- factor model at T3 (see Appendix C, Table 3) yielded 

marginal to acceptable levels of model fit (NFI = .90, NNFI = .92, CFI = .94, RMSEA = 

.09).  Consequently all initial items were retained in the analyses.    

Descriptive statistics for all variables included in this study and their intercorrelations can 

be found in Table 2.  The average participant had 3.90 years of tenure.  In general, they 

reported a relatively strong need for organizational identification (M = 3.70), 

achievement orientation (M = 4.15), and positively affectivity (M = 3.75), but relatively 

weak levels of negative affectivity (M = 1.77).  On average, participants exhibited a 

strong DSOID at T1 (M = 5.31) and continued to do so over the remainder of the study 

(M = 5.28 and 5.43 for T2 and T3, respectively).  Similarly respondents had high levels 

of affective commitment (M = 3.71, 3.72, and 3.85 for T1, T2, and T3, respectively) and 

moderate levels continuance commitment (M = 2.88, 2.85, and 3.04 for T1, T2, and T3, 
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respectively) across all three waves of the data collection.  Participants had relatively 

high levels of intent to stay (M = 3.39, 3.44, 3.59, for T1, T2, and T3, respectively) and 

satisfaction (M = 3.77), while their self-reported levels of breach were relatively low (M 

= 1.75 and 1.66 for T1 and T2, respectively). Unfortunately, achievement orientation 

exhibited low levels of Reliability and was dropped from subsequent analyses. All other 

scales exhibited acceptable to strong levels of reliability.  

Structural Model.   

The first model that was estimated (see Figure 2) attempted to examine all the 

hypotheses proposed in the study simultaneously (removing achievement orientation). 

The resulting structural model (see Table 3) yielded weak levels of fit (NFI = .87, NNFI 

= .83, CFI = .90, RMSEA = .096). 

Impact of Experience on Deep Structured Organizational Identification. The first 

hypothesis states that employees with greater tenure have higher levels of DSOID. In 

support of this hypothesis, tenure was found to be associated with deep structured 

organizational identification (γ = .24, p < .01), suggesting that relative newcomers have 

weaker levels of DSOID.  It is important to note that DSOID at T1 was moderately to 

strongly associated with DSOID at T2 (β = .56, p < .01) and T3 (β = .21, p < .01), 

suggesting that DSOID was relatively stable over time.7  Thus, experience may be a 

better predictor of identity for those relatively new to the Army.  

 
7 This issue is examined in greater more detail in the validation of a measure of DSOID in Appendix B and 

the second study presented in Appendix C. 
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Not :  p < .001, * p < .0  * = p < . N = 1  243. D 1 = ti  1 deep-st red orga zational i tificati DSOID2 = tim
structured organizational identification, DSOID3 = time 3 deep-structured organizational identification, AC1 = time 1 affective commitment, AC2 = 
time 2 affective commitment, AC3 = time 3 affective commitment, CC1 = time 1 continuance commitment, CC2 = time 2 continuance commitment, 
CC3 = time 3 continuance commitment, CI1 = time 1 career intent, CI2 = time 2 career intent, CI3 = time 3 career intent, Satis = satisfaction, perf = 
performance at the end of OCS (time 2), PCB-E2 = time 2 psychological contact breach committed by the employee, PCB-E3 = time 3 psychological 
contract breach committed by the employee, NOID = need for organizational identification, NA = negative affectivity, PA = positive affectivity, ACH = 
achievement orientation, Tenure = tenure. 

e *** = * = 1, .05 33 to SOID me ructu ni den on, e 2 deep-

 Var M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 DSOID1 5.31 1.12 (.68)          

2 DSOID2 5.28 1.18 .51*** (.81)         

3 DSOID3 5.43 1.09 .58*** .64*** (.73)        

4 AC1 3.71 .82 .55*** .41*** .62*** (.87)       

5 AC2 3.72 .72 .44*** .60*** .56*** .60*** (.87)      

6 AC3 3.85 .70 .45*** .50*** .60*** .57*** .64*** (.90)     

7 CC1 2.88 1.16 .00 .10 -.03 .11 .15* .12 (.87)    

8 CC2 2.85 1.08 -.01 -.04 -.10 -.02 .00 .06 .63*** (.90)   

9 CC3 3.04 1.10 .02 -.03 -.07 .05 .14 .17 .64*** .68*** (.91)  

10 CI1 3.39 1.29 .37*** .36*** .41*** .36*** .36*** .33*** .15* .03 .05 -- 

11 CI2 3.44 1.34 .40*** .45*** .48*** .39*** .45*** .44*** .15* .09 .10 .68*** 

12 CI3 3.59 1.32 .37*** .37*** .50*** .46*** .44*** .52*** .22** .18* .11 .64*** 

13 Satis 3.77 1.00 .16 .23** .16 .20* .19* .17 -.01 -.08 -.09 .04 

14 Perf .04 .80 .22*** .13* .03 .04 .04 .01 -.17** -.12 -.14 .11 

15 PCB-E2 1.75 .78 -.13* -.27*** -.26** -.14* -.34*** -.22** -.05 .12 .09 -.09 

16 PCB-E3 1.66 .67 -.21* -.17* -.34*** -.25** -.31*** -.22* .03 .10 .11 -.08 

17 NOID 3.70 .60 .18** .05 .09 .29*** .36*** .37*** .29*** .25*** .38*** .09 

18 NA 1.77 .75 -.26** -.22** -.19* -.13* -.20** -.12 .07 .14* .04 -.14* 

19 PA 3.75 .78 .23*** .13* .16 .30*** .25*** .31*** .00 .03 .18* .13* 

20 ACH 4.15 .48 .14* .07 .16 .20** .23*** .24** .04 .06 .14 .10 

21 Tenure 3.90 4.70 .15* .23*** .24** .18** .18** .11 .12 -.05 .02 .56*** 

 



 

 

 Var 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

1 DSOID1            

2 DSOID2            

3 DSOID3            

4 AC1            

5 AC2            

6 AC3            

7   

40 

CC1

CC2

CC3

CI1

           

8              

9              

10              

11 CI2 --           

12 CI3 .77*** --          

13 Satis .01 .07 (.64)         

14 Perf .08 -.07 -.02 --        

15 PCB-E2 -.13* .05 -.04 -.12 (.61)       

16 PCB-E3 -.03 -.04 -.10 -.10 .36*** (.75)      

17 NOID .15* .17* -.03 -.09 -.09 -.10 (.71)     

18 NA -.19** -.09 -.02 -.21** .13* .04 .02 (.83)    

19 PA .11 .12 -.05 .10 .11 -.17* .28*** -.19** (.83)   

20 ACH .10 .17* .09 .05 -.13* -.20* .38** .06 .33*** (.55)  

21 Tenure .47*** .40** -.10 .11 -.02 .10 -.11 -.06 -.01 -.01 -- 
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  Endogenous Criteria 
  DSOID1 DSOID2 AC2 CC2 IS2 Perf PCB-E2 DSOID3 AC3 CC3 IS3 PCB-E3 Sat3 
Exogenous NOID .26**             
Predictors NA -.32**             

 PA .11             
 Tenure .24**             
 TNOID -.25**             

 TNA .23**             
 TPA .08             
 AC1  .16** .56** -.13** .18** .07 -.24** .45** .30** -.08 .18** -.15 .12 

 CC1  .04 .12** .73** .05 -.20** .00 -.30** -.14 .40** -.04 .17 -.01 
 IS1  .16**   .69**   .02   .12‡   
Endogenous DSOID1  .56** .33** .02    .21** .08 .22**    
Predictors AC2        -.09 .38** .18** -.01 -.13 .17 

 CC2        .10 .20** .46** .17** -.05 -.09 

 DSOID2        .48** .17‡ -.28**    

 IS2        .15   .67**   
 Perf        -.18**      
 PCB-E2        -.18**    .50**  
R2  .40 .51 .59 .53 .62 .04 .06 .99 .57 .70 .78 .37 .06 
Note: *** = p < .001, ** = p < .01, * = p < .05. DSOID1 = time 1 deep-structured organizational identification, DSOID2 = time 2 deep-structured 
organizational identification, DSOID3 = time 3 deep-structured organizational identification, AC1 = time 1 affective commitment, AC2 = time 2 
affective commitment, AC3 = time 3 affective commitment, CC1 = time 1 continuance commitment, CC2 = time 2 continuance commitment, CC3 = 
time 3 continuance commitment, IS1 = time 1 intent to stay, IS2 = time 2 intent to stay, CI3 = time 3 intent to stay, Satis = satisfaction, perf = 
performance at the end of OCS (time 2), PCB-E2 = time 2 psychological contact breach committed by the employee, PCB-E3 = time 3 psychological 
contract breach committed by the employee, NOID = need for organizational identification, NA = negative affectivity, PA = positive affectivity, Tenure 
= tenure, TNOID = tenure X need for organizational identification interaction term, TNA = tenure X negative affectivity interaction term, TPA = tenure 
X positive affectivity interaction term. 
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Figure 2. Hypothesized Model Without Autoregressive Paths
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Deep Structured Organizational Identification and Commitment.  Hypotheses 2a 

was partially supported in that DSOID at time 1 was positively associated with affective 

commitment at T2 (β = .33, p < .01), but not at T3 (β = .08, ns).  Although zero order 

correlations suggested that DSOID would be associated with affective commitment at T3 

as well (r = .40, p < .001), this association was eliminated when taking into account the 

autoregressive effects of prior levels of affective commitment.  Similarly the results from 

the structural model provided partial support for hypothesis 2b, revealing that DSOID at 

T2 was negatively associated with continuance commitment at T3 (β = -.28, p < .01). 

Contrary to the initial hypothesis, however, DSOID at T1 was positively associated with 

CC at T3 (β = .20, p < .01).    

Commitment and its Outcomes. Examining the impact of commitment on intent to 

stay, performance, and employee breach, we find that affective commitment at T1 was 

positively associated with intent to stay at T2 (γ = .18, p < .01) and T3 (γ = .18, p < .01), 

although affective commitment at T2 was not associated with intent to stay at T3.  On the 

other hand only continuance commitment at T2 predicted intent to stay at T3 (γ = .17, p < 

.01).  Although neither affective nor continuance commitment were associated with 

satisfaction, continuance commitment was negatively associated with participants’ 

performance in officer candidate school (γ = -.20, p < .01).  Finally, those high in 

affective commitment at T1 were less likely to commit a breach at T2 (γ = -.24, p < .01).  

Continuance commitment remained unassociated with employee breach at all time points. 

These analyses suggest that continuance commitment failed to predict employee breach 

and intent to stay, while affective commitment failed to predict performance, and both 
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forms of commitment failed to predict satisfaction.   

Impact on Commitment over Time.  Hypothesis five was partially supported in 

that respondents’ perceptions and behaviors did influence later levels of deep structured 

identity in certain instances.  Affective commitment at T1 was positively associated with 

later levels of DSOID (β = .16, p < .01 and β = .45, p < .01, with DSOID at T2 and T3 

respectively), whereas continuance commitment at time one was negatively related with 

deep structured identity at T3 (β = -.30, p < .01).  Similarly, intent to stay at T1 was 

positively associated with DSOID at T2 (β = .16 p < .01), while performance and 

employee breach were negatively associated with later levels of deep structured identity 

at T3 ((β = -.18, p < .01 and β = -.18, p < .01, respectively). 

Moderating Effects of Personality on Experience when Predicting DSOID. 

Hypothesis six stated that NOID moderates the association between tenure and DSOID 

such that experienced employees high in NOID would be more likely to develop higher 

levels of DSOID. While NOID was positively associated with DSOID (γ = .26, p < .01) 

and did in fact interact with tenure, the interaction was not in the direction initially 

hypothesized. The impact of the direct effects of NOID on DSOID weakened as years in 

service increased (γ = -.25, p < .01). Freeing that path between the interaction term and 

DSOID, however, yielded a non-significant chi-square difference (Δχ2(1) = .00, ns), 

suggesting that the interaction between NOID and years in service did not meaningfully 

contribute to the prediction of DSOID.   

In contrast, neither PA nor its interaction with tenure was associated with DSOID, 

failing to provide support for hypothesis 7. Furthermore, freeing the paths from PA and 
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its interaction term did not have a significant impact on model fit, Δχ2(2) = 1.91, ns.  The 

percentage of variance accounted for in DSOID drops from 40% to 39% when these 

paths are freed.  Together this suggests that PA did not contribute to employees initial 

levels of DSOID. 

Finally, hypothesis eight states that negative affectivity moderates the association 

between tenure and DSOID, such that experienced officers high in NA are less likely to 

form high levels of DSOID. Although, NA was negatively associated with DSOID (γ = -

.32, p < .01) and NA did interact with tenure, the interaction was again in the opposite 

direction of what was predicted. The results suggest that the direct effects of NA on 

DSOID weakened as tenure increased (γ = -.25, p < .01 and γ = .23, p < .01, for the 

interactions between NOID and tenure and NA and tenure respectively).  Removing the 

path between the interaction term and DSOID yields a significantly poorer fit, Δχ2(1) = 

5.92, p < .05. In this instance the percentage of variance accounted for in DSOID dropped 

from 40% to 35%. Thus while the direction of the interaction may not have been as 

hypothesized, the interaction itself may still be of some degree of importance. 

Mediating Effects of Commitment. In order to examine the mediating effects of 

commitment on the relationship between identity and its distal outcomes (i.e. intent to 

stay, satisfaction, performance, employee breach) a series of models were examined in 

which direct paths for identity were included. Hypotheses 3a and 4a state that affective 

and continuance commitment (respectively) mediate the effects of DSOID on intent to 

stay. Adding the direct path between DSOID at T1 and intent to stay at T2 significantly 

improved model fit, Δχ2(1) = 4.56, p < .01.  DSOID at T1 significantly predicted intent to 
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stay at T2 (β = .24, p < .01). However, neither affective nor continuance commitment 

were associated with intent to stay at T2 when this path was added (γ = -.06, p > .05 and γ 

= .06, p > .05, respectively) suggesting that neither could mediate the relationship. In 

contrast, adding the direct path for DSOID at T1 and T2 to intent to stay at T3 failed to 

significantly improve the model fit, Δχ2(1) = 2.33, p > .05 and Δχ2(1) = .24, p > .05, 

respectively.  Thus the only path through which DSOID could impact intent to stay at T3 

is through continuance commitment at T2.  As such, the results failed to yield any 

support for the mediating effects of affective commitment in hypothesis 3a.  In contrast 

the results provided partial support for the mediating effects of continuance commitment 

in 4a, mediating the effects of continuance commitment on intent to stay at T3, but not 

T2. 

 No support was found for hypotheses 3b and 4b.  Neither affective nor 

continuance commitment reliably predicted satisfaction in the original model.  

Consequently, neither could be a mediator of the relationship between DSOID and 

satisfaction. 

Hypotheses 3c and 4c state that affective and continuance commitment 

(respectively) mediate the relationship between DSOID and OCS performance.  Adding 

the direct path between identity at T1 and OCS performance OCS (T2) yielded a 

significant improvement in model fit, Δχ2(1) = 14.65, p < .001.  DSOID moderately 

predicted performance (β = .39, p < .001), whereas affective and continuance 

commitment remained weakly predictive of performance (γ = -.16, p < .05 and γ = .19, p 

< .01, respectively), indicating that commitment only partially mediated the relationship 
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between DSOID and performance.       

Finally hypotheses 3d and 4d examined the mediating effects of commitment on 

the relationship between DSOID and employee breach. Adding a direct path between 

DSOID at T1 and employee breach at T2 significantly improved the fit of the model, 

Δχ2(1) = 5.57, p < .05. DSOID at time one was moderately predictive of employee breach 

at T2 (β = -.28, p < .01). However, affective and continuance commitment were not 

significantly associated with employee breach (γ = -.07, p > .05 and γ = -.01, p > .05, 

respectively) and thus could not mediate the relationship between DSOID and the 

criterion. Similarly, no form of commitment was associated with employee breach at T3, 

thus commitment could not mediate the relationship between DSOID and the criteria at 

time three. Taken as a whole, these results failed to provide any support for hypotheses 

3d and 4d.  

Model Revision. 

Based on the mediation analyses, three model constraints could be added to the 

original model to improve model fit (i.e. adding the direct effects between DSOID at T1 

and intent to stay, performance, and employee breach at T2). As indicated previously, 

adding in the three direct paths significantly improved model fit when compared to the 

original model, Δχ2(3) = 24.22, p < .001.8  Finally, the measure of satisfaction used 

 
8 A fully mediated model (in which no direct paths between DSOID and the criteria) was also compared to 
a partially mediated model (in which all direct paths between DSOID and the criteria were included).  In 
general, the results were quite similar be compared.  While the partially mediated model was superior to the 
original model, Δχ2(9) = 29.40, p < .001, it did not differ significantly from the model in which just the 
three direct paths were added, Δχ2(6) = 5.18, p > .05.  This suggests that only the three direct paths 
contribute to the improvement in model fit.  Furthermore, the path coefficients did not substantively change 
when examining the partially mediated model. 
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within this study represents employees’ satisfaction with their assignments rather than 

satisfaction with the organization or job.  This poor operationalization may potentially 

account for the lack of association between satisfaction and commitment in the structural 

model.  Removing the paths between commitment and satisfaction further improved the 

model fit (Δχ2(6) = 18.21, p < .001). The results from the final revised model are 

presented in Table 4 and Figure 3. 

  



 

Table 4. Revised Structural Model. 
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  Endogenous Criteria 
  DSOID1 DSOID2 AC2 CC2 IS2 Perf PCB-E2 DSOID3 AC3 CC3 IS3 PCB-E3 Sat3 
Exogenous NOID .25**             
Predictors NA -.34**             

 PA .11             
 Tenure .26**             
 TNOID -.24**             

 TNA .22**             
 TPA .07             
 AC1  .12 .53** -.12‡ .07 .15 .06 .47** .31** -.07 .22** -.19‡  

 CC1  .05 .12** .73** -.06 -.19** -.01 -.30** -.14 .39** -.04 .16  
 IS1  .13‡   .65**   .04   .13‡   
Endogenous DSOID1  .62** .39** .00 .22** .37** -.29** .24‡ .09 .19‡    
Predictors AC2        -.11 .36** .18** -.03 -.08  

 CC2        .10 .19** .47** .16** -.04  

 DSOID2        .48** .17‡ -.29**    

 IS2        .12   .66**   
 Perf        -.20**      
 PCB-E2        -.18**    .51**  
R2  .40 .55 .60 .53 .63 .16 .10 .99 .57 .70 .78 .37  
Note: *** = p < .001, ** = p < .01, * = p < .05. DSOID1 = time 1 deep-structured organizational identification, DSOID2 = time 2 deep-structured 
organizational identification, DSOID3 = time 3 deep-structured organizational identification, AC1 = time 1 affective commitment, AC2 = time 2 
affective commitment, AC3 = time 3 affective commitment, CC1 = time 1 continuance commitment, CC2 = time 2 continuance commitment, CC3 = 
time 3 continuance commitment, IS1 = time 1 intent to stay, IS2 = time 2 intent to stay, CI3 = time 3 intent to stay, Satis = satisfaction, perf = 
performance at the end of OCS (time 2), PCB-E2 = time 2 psychological contact breach committed by the employee, PCB-E3 = time 3 psychological 
contract breach committed by the employee, NOID = need for organizational identification, NA = negative affectivity, PA = positive affectivity, Tenure 
= tenure, TNOID = tenure X need for organizational identification interaction term, TNA = tenure X negative affectivity interaction term, TPA = tenure 
X positive affectivity interaction term.  
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Discussion 
 
 
 
 The primary goal of this study was to develop and test an interactional model of 

identity and commitment. The results suggest that DSOID was predicted by both 

experience and individuals differences in dispositions, as well as by the interaction of the 

two. This is notable for two reasons.  First, to my knowledge this is the first study to 

systematically study the antecedents and consequences of DSOID.  Secondly, these 

findings indicate how individual differences can impact the types of identities formed 

early in one’s career, whereas most prior research focuses primarily on the context.   

Furthermore, DSOID at time one was positively associated with affective commitment at 

time two although its associations with continuance commitment were somewhat less 

clear.  Interestingly affective and continuance commitment only partially mediated the 

association between DSOID and performance, while DSOID was the sole predictor of 

psychological contract breach committed by the employee and intent to stay in some 

circumstances.  Thus it appears that commitment partially mediated the effects of DSOID 

on more distal and objective measures of behavior, but not on more proximal self-

reported attitudinal based outcomes. Finally, it is important to note that this is one of the 

few studies that examine psychological contract breach committed by the employee. This 

topic is generally overlooked in the literature (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1998).  
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Antecedents of Deep-Structured Organizational Identity.   

 Perhaps one of the more novel findings of this study is the fact that personality 

can serve as a powerful antecedent to an organizational identity in certain circumstances. 

Traditionally, the social identity approach suggests that even stable social identities are 

due primarily to the context, and in particularly the stability of people’s experiences with 

their environments (Haslam, 2004; Turner & Onorato, 1999).  Thus according to this 

view, an organizational identity would become chronic when one’s membership in the 

organization is chronically accessible (Abrams & Hogg, 1999). Proponents of the social 

identity approach, including those interested in organizational idenity, tend to focus on 

the role of intergroup comparisons and self-categorization as the driving force for identity 

formation (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 

Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1999; 

Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987).  Consequently, the roles of important 

individual differences that drive an individual to seek out a group membership and 

remain in that group tend to be marginalized at best.  For example, Haslam (2004) states 

“There are thus no inherent, stable differences between representations labeled ‘ingroup’ 

and ‘outgroup’ and no predefined, universal identity in terms of which a person will 

define themselves” (p. 35). 

 While the referent for one’s organizational identity is necessarily contextually 

derived (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994), this study provides evidence that stable 

traits are associated with the structure of this identity early in an employee’s career.  As 

such, under certain condition DSOID may be impacted by more than the situational 
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context alone. In fact, taken together the situation and individual differences accounted 

for roughly 40% of the variance in employees’ initial levels of DSOID.  Specifically, I 

found that need for organizational identification and negative affectivity were 

consistently associated with employees’ initial level of DSOID both directly and through 

their interaction with prior experience (i.e. years in service). The main effects for 

personality in this study suggest that people high in need for achievement and low in 

negative affectivity are likely to form more deeply-structured organizational identities.  

These findings are consistent with recent research and theory (Bergman, Benzer, 

Henning, 2009). While the direction of the interactions might not have been as initially 

hypothesized, the findings do make a certain degree of sense.  In general, the interactions 

suggest that the impact of the main effects weakens as an employee accumulates more 

experience with an organization (i.e. greater tenure).  Although personality may be an 

important predictor of identity for a newcomer, experience will play a more important 

role as time progresses. Thus, understanding the impact of personality is important when 

examining new recruits into an organization, but less so when examining veteran 

employees. This may also explain why this topic is marginalized in the literature. Unless 

studying the identity formation of relatively new employees it is conceivable that the 

impact of personality would be quite small. 

Deep-Structured Organizational Identity and Organizational Commitment.  

To my knowledge this study is the first to test a systematically integrated model 

of identity and commitment.  In general, DSOID at time one was found to predict identity 

at time two to a moderate to strong degree.  Although affective commitment at time one 
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also predicted DSOID at time two, the magnitude of the effect size for this relationship 

was approximately half that of DSOID predicting affective commitment.  

These results partially confirm the hypotheses that DSOID would predict later 

levels of affective commitment. As stated earlier, identity and in particular DSOID refers 

to the way people psychologically associate themselves with an organization. 

Identification relates to an employee’s perception of their “oneness” with the 

organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992).  It deals with the extent to which the organization 

is salient, accessible, and embedded in one’s self-concept (Haslam, 1999; Mael & 

Ashforth, 1989; Rousseau, 1998; Tajfel, 1978; Turner et al., 1987).  Commitment on the 

other hand describes the binding forces that cause an employee to remain within the 

organization (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 2006). Logically speaking, an 

individual must first see themselves as being a member of an organization before they 

can be bound to it. While identity may initially help to promote feelings of loyalty and 

keep members of the organization together (Van Vugt & Hart, 2004), its role might 

become less important once commitments are formed. Extenuating circumstances aside, 

once an individual is bonded to a group their membership in that group becomes part of 

the bond itself (as seen in many conceptualizations of affective commitment, e.g. Meyer 

and Allen, 1997). Thus while identity may be a necessary precursor for organizational 

commitment, and in particular affective commitment, identity’s importance likely wanes 

once an employee’s organizational commitment starts to crystallize. 

In contrast to the result for affective commitment, DSOID was not predictive of 

continuance commitment in this study. In general, participants had relatively high levels 
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of DSOID throughout the three waves of data collection. As hypothesized earlier, 

continuance commitment was expected to be stronger for those low in DSOID.  It is 

possible that the high levels of DSOID seen in this study were indicative of some degree 

of range restriction in the construct which would minimize the magnitude of the 

association between DSOID and continuance commitment.  Interestingly, continuance 

commitment at time one did weakly predict higher levels of DSOID and moderately 

predicted lower levels of DSOID at time three. Meyer and Allen (1997) note that 

continuance commitment is characterized by the tenants of a transactional exchange. As 

such, the transactional nature of continuance commitment conflicts directly with the 

highly relational nature of a DSOID. This might suggest that an employee, who focuses 

on the transactional nature of their relationship with the organization, might start to 

depress their identity over time. This parallels Meyer et al. (2006) proposition that those 

low in organizational identity are more likely to have exchange based commitments, 

while those high in social identity are more likely to have value-based commitments to an 

organization.  

Identity in a Social Exchange Context.  The findings regarding the associations 

between DSOID and affective and continuance commitment suggest that identity can be 

interpreted as an important resource that can be exchanged within the employee-

employer relationship. While novel, this social exchange notion of identity fits well with 

prior research that has shown that employees trade socio-emotional resources such as 

effort, loyalty and commitment, in return for pay, support, and recognition from the 

organization (Blau, 1964; Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986; 
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Levinson, 1965; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Rousseau & Parks, 1993; van 

Knippenberg, van Dick, & Tavares, 2007).  

Social exchange theory suggests that the employment relationship can be 

understood as an exchange of tangible and intangible between the employee and 

employer (Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2004; Coyle-Shapiro, Taylor, Shore, & Tetrick, 

2004). The intangible socio-emotional resources sets social exchanges apart from 

traditional economic exchanges, which focus more on the tangible benefits (Coyle-

Shapiro et al., 2004; Shore, Tetrick, Lynch, & Barksdale, 2006). In general, employee 

organizational identification can have a number of positive consequences for the 

organization.  By identifying with an organization, employees start to see themselves as 

good organizational members, buying into the organizations values, norms, and beliefs 

(Mael & Ashforth, 1989; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  More importantly, 

employee organizational identification has been shown to aid in the formation of more 

cohesive and better performing work groups (Grinker & Spiegel, 1945; Griffith, 2002; 

Shamir, Brainin, Zakay, & Popper, 2000; Shils & Janowitz, 1948).  

From the employees’ perspective, identification serves an individual’s need to 

develop a positive self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This fundamental premise 

implies that, at some level, individuals expect to receive feelings of positive self-worth or 

self-esteem from their organizational membership in exchange for their continued 

membership in and identification with the organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1992; Dutton 

et al., 1994; Mael & Ashforth, 1989; 1992; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Thus employees 

provide organizational identification and its associated outcomes to an organization in 
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exchange for feelings of positive self-worth; when this positive self-concept cannot be 

derived employees are likely to change their patterns of identification, and reduce their 

levels of commitment and loyalty to the organization (Meyers et al., 2006, Rousseau, 

2000). 

The current study provides some initial evidence that DSOID can serve as a 

resource exchanged in a social-exchange context.  DSOID was positively associated with 

constructs linked to social or relational exchanges (i.e. affective commitment; Allen & 

Meyer, 1990; Meyer et al., 2006) and negatively associated with constructs linked to 

economic or transactional exchanges (i.e. continuance commitment; Allen & Meyer, 

1990; Meyer et al., 2006). As such this work provides an initial foundation from which 

future research can build off of when investigating how identity functions in a social 

exchange context.  

Uniqueness of Deep-Structured Organizational Identification and Organizational 

Commitment. 

Interestingly, affective and continuance commitment failed to consistently 

mediate the relationship between DSOID and intent to stay, performance, and employee 

breach. These findings, however, suggest that identity and commitment may 

differentially predict different types of criteria.  When the direct paths between DSOID at 

time one and intent to stay, performance, and breach at time two were added in the final 

model, the associations between organizational commitment and intent to stay and breach 

became non-significant.  In contrast, the magnitude of association between continuance 

commitment and performance remained relatively unchanged. Interestingly, intent to stay 
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and breach can both be viewed as attitudinal criteria, whereas performance is clearly a 

behavioral outcome.   

The literature speculates that identity is most proximally related to attitudinal 

outcomes relating to feelings about one’s group and intra- and inter-group relations, 

while it is more distally associated with criteria such as retention and job performance, 

(Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Meyer et al., 2006). These distal outcomes are generally viewed 

as a positive side effect of social identity due to its impact on more proximal outcomes, 

such as affective and continuance commitment (Meyer et al., 2006).  Behaviors such as 

performance and actual attrition are direct consequences of organizational commitment, 

whereas the attitudinal criteria can be viewed as both antecedents and outcomes of 

commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 2006; Mowday et al., 1982). This paper 

provides initial evidence that DSOID may serve as one of the primary determinants of 

attitudinal outcomes in the workplace in certain circumstances, while both DSOID and 

commitment uniquely impact behavioral outcomes.   

Longitudinal Feedback of Attitudes and Behaviors on Deep-Structured Organizational 

Identity. 

 The study provided partial support for the proposition put forth by Meyer et al. 

(2006) that DSOID can serve as an antecedent of individuals’ behaviors, while these 

behaviors will in turn influence later levels of DSOID.  Expanding on this work I also 

showed that attitudes potentially influence the structure of one’s identity over time.  As 

expected, affective commitment and intent to stay were positively associated with 

subsequently evaluated levels of DSOID, while continuance commitment and employee 
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breach were negatively associated with later levels of DSOID. In each of these cases the 

attitude or behavior reflects ones membership in and integration into the group.  

Employees high in affective commitment desire to remain in the organization, causing 

them to more strongly endorse the organization’s values and goals (Meyer & Allen, 

1991). Similarly employees high in intent to stay have no intention to leave the 

organization in the foreseeable future. While employees high in continuance commitment 

may also seek to remain in an organization it is generally due to poor alternatives or their 

level of investment in the organization rather than a desire to remain (Meyer & Allen, 

1991).  As such these employees tend to interact with the organization on a more quid 

quo pro basis, governed by the rules of a transactional exchange (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

Consequently these individuals perceive themselves as being less integrated into the 

organization forming lower levels of DSOID. Finally, employees who perceive 

themselves as having breached their perceived obligations to the organization clearly 

view themselves as less then model group members yielding lower levels of subsequent 

DSOID.  

It is less clear, however, why performance was negatively associated with later 

levels of DSOID. The performance variable used in this study was standardized within 

each OCS class. It is possible that employees that perform substantially above average 

may see themselves as being distinct from the average individual in the class. Priming a 

self-as-unique mindset would move an individual away from an organizational identity, 

towards a more personal identity (Tajfel, 1978, Turner, 1999; Turner et al., 1987). In 

theory, this could explain the current results, causing the respondents to have lower levels 
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of DSOID. 

Psychological Contract Breach Committed by the Employee. 

This is one of the few studies in which psychological contract breach committed 

by the employee has been examined.  To my knowledge only three other studies have 

examined this form of psychological contract breach (i.e. Petersitzke, 2009; Robinson, 

Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994; Tekleab & Taylor, 2003).  This prior work suggests that 

managers tend to view employees work performance and organizational citizenship 

behavior in a more unfavorable manner if they perceived the employee to have engaged 

in a psychological contract breach (Tekleab & Taylor, 2003) and have less trust that they 

will fulfill their obligations in the future (Petersitzke, 2009). Furthermore, this prior work 

shows that as employees’ tenure increases the obligations they perceive that they owe to 

the organization decreases, while the obligations that they perceive the organization owes 

to them increases (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994; Tekleab & Taylor, 2003). While 

employees breaching their psychological contracts can clearly have negative implications 

little work has addressed the antecedents of employee breaches and whether employees 

themselves perceive that they have in fact committed a breach. The results from this 

study seem to suggest that employees do in fact knowingly breach their contracts with the 

organization.  

This is particularly important given that reactions tend to be more negative when 

the unfulfilled obligations are perceived to result from the other party reneging on the 

terms of their psychological contract rather than an incongruence in the terms of that 

psychological contract (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). Furthermore, a psychological 
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contract that is knowingly breached can be compared to a breach of trust. Trust entails 

one party’s confidence in, and willingness to rely on, another in an exchange relationship, 

and is grounded in the assumption that they will not be taken advantage of by the trustor 

(Anderson & Narus, 1990; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992). When knowingly 

committing a breach, an employee is in essence taking advantage of this fundamental 

assumption, disregarding the mutual trust needed for continued relationships. Framed in 

this manner, psychological contract breaches committed by the employee can be 

interpreted as a form of global counterproductive work behavior oriented towards the 

organization. 

The results from this study also suggest that affective commitment and DSOID 

are antecedents of employee breach. Thus it appears that employees are most likely to 

breach their psychological contract with the organization when affective commitment and 

DSOID are low. While not directly addressed in this study, this is consistent with the 

notion that these employees may have experienced a psychological contract breach on the 

part of the organization. According to Robinson et al. (1994), when the employer violates 

the psychological contract, it will erode the relationship between the employer and 

employee, and can impact what the employee feels obligated to offer in return. Oddly, the 

one study that examined employees’ perceptions of psychological contract breach 

committed by the organization and psychological contract breach committed by the 

employee simultaneously (i.e. Tekleab & Taylor, 2003) found that the two sets of 

evaluations were not significantly associated with one another. However, in Tekleab and 

Taylor’s (2003) study, the mean and standard deviation for employee’s self-ratings of 
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employee breach were quite low, potentially indicating the presence of range restriction, 

which can attenuate the correlations between the two sets of evaluations. Consequently, 

different results may have been found if employee breach was seen as being more 

commonplace. It would be informative if future work revisited this matter.   

Limitations. 

The findings presented within this paper should be interpreted with regards to the 

limitations of this study. First, the design of this study relied heavily on the use of self-

report measures for the majority of the constructs evaluated in the initial data collection. 

When compared to expert and third party ratings or organizational records, self-reports 

can be influenced by a number of factors including common method variance, social 

desirability, and self-deceptions (Bagozzi & Yi, 1990; 1991; Buckley et al., 1990; 

Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Fortunately, many of the relationships seen in this study were 

relatively strong; suggesting that most would remain meaningful even if reduced by a 

third.  This study also shows that results hold even when predicting objective criteria 

such as performance at the end of OCS. Furthermore, the confirmatory factor analyses 

presented within this study indicated that the constructs were in fact distinct from one 

another. 

Another caveat can be found in the magnitude of DSOID when respondents 

entered OCS and its relative stability over time. On average, participants had relatively 

high levels of DSOID at all three waves of the data collection.  This suggests that most 

participants started off with the organization being relatively well embedded in their self-
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concept and remained that way for the duration of the study. While some participants had 

some prior military experience, many were new recruits with no military background. It 

is possible, however, that even in this circumstance, new recruits’ DSOID started to form 

prior to entering OCS, perhaps as early as the recruitment process. This may have yielded 

some degree of range restriction in DSOID, which would necessarily reduce the 

associations between identity and its outcomes. It is important to note that this study 

takes place over the first eight months of an officer’s career, as they enter OCS and 

complete their training. As such, it is possible that these individuals have had insufficient 

time to experience circumstances that would make them question their identity.   

Similarly, the U.S. Army may differ in some systematic way from other types of 

organization. One important way in which it might differ is in an officer’s ability to leave 

the Army. Once an officer enters OCS they have committed to completing an active duty 

service obligation with the U.S. Army. Unlike other organizations, under Article 86 of 

the Uniform Code of Military Justice, an officer cannot simply quit or leave if they are 

unhappy in their new position without facing potential legal consequences such as a 

potential court martial. It is thus conceivable that this barrier may cause officers to 

respond differently to the measures within the survey when compared to members of a 

different organization.  

 Finally the design of the study, coupled with logistical concerns yielded a smaller 

time three sample when compared to times one and two. Although no systematic 

differences were found between those who completed time three and those who did not, 

there is always some modicum of risk involved in interpreting results that are based in 
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part on pairwise deletion. 

Contributions to the Literature. 

 Despite these limitations, this study makes a number of important and unique 

contributions to the literature.  This study is the first to systematically examine the 

antecedents and consequences of DSOID.  While prior work has posited theoretical 

models (e.g. Meyer et al., 2006); to my knowledge no study has previously examined 

such a model in detail.  Secondly, this study shows that researchers need to take into 

account more than just the situation when studying identity.  Prior work places too much 

emphasis on the context (e.g. Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). 

The current study shows that personality can impact the formation of DSOID when an 

individual is relatively new to an organization.  More importantly, the fact that DSOID 

was found to be relatively stable across time suggests that this initial identity formation is 

particularly important. Thirdly, this paper provides additional evidence that DSOID and 

organizational commitment are distinct constructs.  As such DSOID and commitment 

appear differentially predict attitudinal and behavioral outcomes, suggesting that DSOID 

is more proximally associated with attitudinal criteria. Finally this study is one of only a 

handful of studies (i.e. Petersitzke, 2009; Robinson et al., 1994; Tekleab & Taylor, 2003) 

examining psychological contract breaches committed by the employee.  The current 

study expands this line of work suggesting that psychological contract breach committed 

by the employee can be viewed as a form of global counterproductive work behavior 

oriented towards the organization and that employees are most likely to commit a breach 

when the employee-employer relationship starts to erode. 



 

 65

Future Directions and Conclusion. 

 This study provides an important foundation from which we can build more 

complex and refined models of organizational identity, commitment, and their outcomes. 

It would be informative for future work to examine whether making the transactional or 

relational aspects of the employee-employer exchange relationship more salient would 

impact employees development of a DSOID over time. This may be particularly relevant 

when employees perceive a contract breach on the part of the organization. According to 

Rousseau and McLean Parks (1993), when an employee experiences a breach they are to 

move from a relational- to a transactional-exchange in future interactions with the 

exchange partner. As this happens individuals will start to have a more short-term 

outlook in which they maintain their membership in the organization in order to fulfill the 

terms of their contracts and act in their own self-interests rather than acting out of their 

attachment to the organization (Meyer et al., 2006). This change may coincide with a 

similar change in the structure of an employee’s identity. 

 It would also be interesting to examine how employee’s standing within an 

organization might impact their formation of a DSOID. Work on identity theory suggests 

that factors that prime the individual to see the self as a unique individual can serve to 

weaken one’s social or organizational identity (Johnson & Chang, 2006; Meyer & 

Herscovitch, 2001; Tajfel, 1978). Do high performers see themselves as elites, thereby 

potentially lowering their DSOID, or are these individuals’ model organizational 

members? 

 Finally, more work is needed to understand association between psychological 
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contract breach as committed by the organization and the employee.9 To my knowledge 

only Tekleab and Taylor (2003) has evaluated this relationship, although concerns 

regarding range restriction potentially render their results inconclusive. If employee 

breach does in fact act as a form of retaliatory behavior, or global counterproductive 

work behavior oriented towards the organization, we would expect to find employee 

breach to increase as employees perceptions of breach on the part of the organization 

increases. 

 In summary, this study provides a first attempt at systematically studying the 

relationship between organizational identity and commitment. The results suggest that the 

two constructs differentially predict important outcomes such as intent to stay, 

performance, and employee breach.  Notably, this study incorporates the notion of 

psychological contract breach committed by the employee within the model. This 

construct appeared to act similarly to a retaliatory or counterproductive work behavior, 

and is generally overlooked in the literature. The results also suggest that individual 

differences in disposition can impact the formation of identity early in an employee’s 

career. In particular need for organizational identification and negative affectivity 

interacted with employee tenure to impact employees initial level of DSOID. A better 

understanding of the relationships between identity and commitment and their outcomes, 

will hopefully aid future studies in determining how organizational practices (e.g. 

recruitment, selection, training, compensation practices) can be leveraged to influence 

 
9 This question is addressed in Appendix C. The results suggest that employees’ perceptions that the 

organization breached the psychological contract were associated with the employees committing a breach 

themselves in certain circumstances (i.e. when the PCB-O was viewed as intentional). 
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important work outcomes such as increasing retention and performance (e.g. select 

individuals with traits that may predispose them towards developing higher levels of 

DSOID). 
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Appendix A: Deep-Structured Organizational Identification in Army OCS Candidates 
 
 

 
Officer Candidate School (OCS), along with the Reserve Officer Training Corps 

(ROTC) and the United States Military Academy (USMA) are the three principal sources 
of commissioned officers in the U.S. Army. In recent years, OCS has been expanding 
rapidly to meet the current requirements as the Army grows in size. In order to meet 
current and future force structure needs, the Army is particularly concerned with 
identifying officers that have a strong propensity for retention. This research sought to 
develop a measure of deep-structured organizational identification (DSOID) in part to 
meet this goal. 
Organizational Identification and Deep Structured Organizational Identification. 

At its very core, the notion of self-concept and identity represents the way in 
which individuals think about themselves; identities can be personal or social in nature 
and can be used to answer the questions “’Who am I?’, ‘Where do I belong?’, and ‘How 
do I fit (or fit in)?’” (Oyserman, 2001, p. 499). Applying the basic principles of this work 
to organizational settings, Ashforth and Mael (1989) developed a framework for 
organizational identification grounded in social identity theory. As such, organizational 
identification (OID) represents a specific form of social identification in which people 
define themselves in terms of their organizational memberships (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; 
Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Mael & Tetrick, 1992). OID has been linked to a number of 
important outcomes in the workplace including job satisfaction, behavioral involvement, 
commitment, turnover intentions, absenteeism, motivation, extra-role performance, and 
intra- and inter-group relations (Ashmore, Deaux, McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Haslam, 
2004; Mael& Ashforth, 1995; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & 
Bachrach, 2000; Riketta & Van Dick, 2005; Van Knippenberg & Sleebos, 2006). 

Traditionally, this line of research suggests that a given identity is made salient 
primarily by the situational context (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 
1987). While this perspective does not discredit the notion that peoples’ identity can 
remain consistent over time, it argues that this consistency is due primarily to the stability 
in peoples’ experiences with their environment (Turner & Onorato, 1999). Rousseau 
(1998) elaborated on this point of view, postulating that the nature of these identities can 
be embedded in one’s self-concept to different degrees, being either situated or deep-
structured.  

According to this work, situated social identification is most likely to occur when 
a group (or organization) is not well integrated into one’s self-concept (Rousseau, 1998). 
In this case contextual cues prime individuals to either recognize their shared 
characteristics with a group (in the case of organizational or social identity), or how they 
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differ from a group (in the case of personal identity). This concept is similar to the 
traditional view of identity in Tajfel’s (1978) work. Deep-structured identification, on the 
other hand, involves modifying the core of one’s self-concept to integrate new 
information regarding peoples’ group memberships (Rousseau, 1998). While this 
proposition is a relatively recent development in social identity theory, this idea is similar 
to the concept of chronic self-concept in the social cognition literature (Lord & Brown, 
2004; Markus & Wurf, 1987; Oyserman, 2001).  

Building on this work, we suggest that DSOID represents the extent to which 
individuals’ organizational affiliations are integrated into their self-concept. Thus, the 
organization should be more personally important and generally salient to an individual 
with high in DSOID. Consequently, we would expect these individuals to have higher 
levels of OID and be less likely to waver in their identity (i.e. ambivalent identification) 
and less likely to try to separate the organization from their self-concept (i.e. 
disidentification).  

Hypothesis 1: Deep-structured organizational identification is negatively 
associated with ambivalent identification and disidentification. 

Furthermore, according to Rousseau (1998) DSOID may be associated with high levels 
of trust and attachment, predisposing people to becoming committed to an organization 
for affective reasons. 

Hypothesis 2: Deep-structured organizational identification is positively 
associated with affective commitment and negatively associated with continuance 
commitment. 

 More importantly, we suggest that this construct is conceptually and empirically distinct 
from existing measures of OID, 

Hypothesis 3: Deep-structured organizational identification and organizational 
identification are conceptually and empirically distinct constructs. 

Finally, to the extent that DSOID captures how well an organization is integrated into an 
individual’s self-concept, we predicted that this construct would add incremental validity 
to the prediction of relevant organization outcomes. 

Hypothesis 4: Deep-structured organizational identification accounts for unique 
variance in related criteria beyond that accounted for by organizational 
identification. 

Study 1. 
 The first study was used as an opportunity to develop and to pilot the new 
measure. 

Method 
Participant and Procedure.  

Data were collected from 198 OCS candidates. The demographics demonstrated 
that 55.8% of the respondents had prior military experience before entering OCS. 
Following their normal daily training routines, participants were administered a paper and 
pencil survey. Participation was strictly voluntary.  
Measures. 

Deep-Structured Organizational Identification. DSOID was measured using three 
geometrical items. The first item was adapted from a measure developed by Shamir and 
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Kark (2004) that assesses the extent to which an individual identifies with his or her 
current organization (see Figure 1).  

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. Deep structured organizational identification – mangitude 

 
 
 

 
This item has been previously validated on both Army personnel and students. We 
created two additional geometric measures as variations of this measure to assess 
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movement and stability in ones identity (see figures 2 and 3, respectively). A DSOID 
composite was obtained by taking the average of these three items. The coefficient alpha 
for the composite was .72. 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2. Deep structured organizational identification - movement 
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Figure 3. Deep structured organizational identification – stability 

 
 
 
 

 Organizational Identification. OID was measured using Mael and Ashforth’s 
(1992) six-item measure. Responses were make on a five-point scale with endpoints of 
(1) strongly disagree and (5) strongly agree. The coefficient alpha for this scale was .69. 
 Organizational Commitment. Affective and continuance commitment were 
evaluated using the appropriate subscales from the Organizational Commitment 
Questionnaire (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). Affective commitment represents 
participants’ emotional ties to the organization. Continuance commitment represents their 
need to stay in the organization due to high costs for leaving and poor alternatives being 
available. Responses were made on a five-point likert scale with endpoints of (1) strongly 
disagree and (5) strongly agree. The coefficient alpha for the two scales were .81 and .83 
for affective and continuance commitment, respectively. 
 Disidentification. Disidentification represents the extent to which the organization 
is actively removed from one’s self-concept. This was evaluated using a seven-item 
measure developed by Kreiner & Ashforth (2004). Responses were made using five-point 
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likert scales with endpoints of (1) strongly disagree and (5) strongly agree. Items included 
statements such as: “I am embarrassed to be part of this organization.” The coefficient 
alpha for this scale was .75. 

Ambivalent Identification. Ambivalent identification represents the paradoxical 
state in which one simultaneously identifies with and disidentifies with an organization. 
This was assessed using a five-item measure developed by Kreiner and Ashforth (2004). 
Participants rated each item using a five-point likert scale with endpoints of (1) strongly 
disagree and (5) strongly agree. Items included statements such as: “I am torn between 
loving and hating this organization.” The coefficient alpha for this scale was .85. 
 Career Intent. Career intent assessed the length of time they believed that they 
would remain in the Army (e.g. until their service requirement was fulfilled, until 
retirement). This was assessed via an item taken from the 2007 Survey of Officer 
Careers. This measure has been used in previous Army research (see, for example, 
Knapp, Sager, & Tremble, 2005; Ingerick, Allen, Weaver, Caramagno, & Hooper, 2008) 
and previous work has shown that career intent is a good indicator of subsequent 
continuance behavior (Strickland, 2005). 
 Tenure. Participants were asked to report how many years of prior service they 
had before enrolling in OCS. 

Results and Discussion 
An exploratory factor analysis using principal axis factoring and an oblique 

rotation was conducted to examine the factor structure of DSOID and OID. As expected 
the results suggested that 50% of the variance in the items were accounted for by two 
factors, with a factor correlation of .54. The results showed that the three geometrical 
items loaded onto the first factor, while the six items comprising Mael and Ashforth’s 
(1989) measure of OID loaded onto the second (see Tables 1 and 2).  

In general, officer candidates had moderately high levels of DSOID, OID, and 
affective commitment, and moderately low levels of disidentification, ambivalent 
identification, continuance commitment, and career intent (see Table 3). As hypothesized, 
DSOID was associated with higher levels of OID (r = .47), affective commitment (r = 
.68), and career intent (r = .40), but significantly lower levels of disidentification (r = -
.63) and ambivalent identification (r = -.63). While this may yield some modicum of 
predictive validity in support of DSOID, a similar pattern of results was found for OID. 
This raises the question of whether the two composites are redundant with one another. 

To answer this question we examined 1) the associations between DSOID and the 
criteria controlling for OID and 2) the associations between OID and the criteria 
controlling for DSOID (see Table 4). The results showed that deep structured identity 
continued to be associated with higher levels of affective commitment (β = .57) and 
career intent (β = .29) and lower levels of disidentification (β = -.54) and ambivalent 
identification (β = -.53). Furthermore, in each of these cases the magnitude of these 
partial correlations was substantially larger for DSOID than for OID, suggesting that the 
two composites are not simply redundant.   
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Table 1. Pattern matrix for items comprising deep structure identity and organizational 
identity. 
 OID DSOID 
Identity magnitude .05 .69 
Identity movement .02 .54 
Identity stability .02 .79 
When someone criticizes the Army, it feels like a personal 
insult. 

.52 .17 

I am very interested in what others think about the Army. .35 .01 
When I talk about the Army, I usually say ‘we’ rather than 
‘they.’ 

.42 .08 

The Army’s successes are my successes. .44 .23 
When someone praises the Army it feels like a personal 
compliment. 

.68 .09 

If a story in the media criticizes the Army, I would feel 
embarrassed. 

.49 .13 

Notes: Direct oblimin rotation was used with principal axis factoring 
 
 
 
 
Table 2. Structure matrix for items comprising deep structure identity and organizational 
identity. 
Structure Matrix OID DSOID 
Identity magnitude .42 .74 
Identity movement .31 .55 
Identity stability .45 .80 
When someone criticizes the Army, it feels like a personal 
insult. 

.61 .45 

I am very interested in what others think about the Army. .36 .20 
When I talk about the Army, I usually say ‘we’ rather than 
‘they.’ 

.46 .31 

The Army’s successes are my successes. .57 .47 
When someone praises the Army it feels like a personal 
compliment. 

.72 .46 

If a story in the media criticizes the Army, I would feel 
embarrassed. 

.42 .14 

Notes: Direct olbimin rotation was used with principal axis factoring 
 
 
 



 

 
 

Table 3. Correlation matrix. 
  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. DSOID 5.17 1.13 .72          
2.     Id magnitude 5.31 1.25 .79*** --         
3.     Id movement 5.21 1.41 .78*** .41*** --        
4.     Id Stability 5.03 1.43 .84*** .55*** .45*** --       
5. OID 3.69 .61 .47*** .41*** .31*** .43*** .69      
6. Disidentifcation 2.50 .61 -.63*** -.51*** -.45*** -.59*** -.43*** .75     
7. Amb Id 2.21 .86 -.63*** -.53*** -.43*** -.64*** -.47*** .67*** .85    
8. Affective Com 3.57 .65 .68*** .62*** .47*** .59*** .62*** -.66*** -.65*** .81   
9. Continuance Com 2.77 .82 -.10 .01 -.09 -.13 .08 .10 .09 .03 .83  
10. Career Intent 2.54 1.34 .40*** .35*** .26*** .40*** .34*** -.41*** -.41 .47*** -.20** -- 

75 

Notes: * p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. N = 189-198. Reliabilities appear in the diagonal. DSOID = deep structured organizational identification, Id 
magnitude = identity magnitude, Id movement = identity movement, Id stability = identity stability, OID = organizational identification, 
Disidentification = disidentification, Amb Id = ambivalent identification, Affective Com = Affective commitment, Continuance Com = continuance 
commitment, Career Intent = career intent.
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Table 4. Partial correlations for organizational identification and deep structured identity. 
 DSID  

controlling for OID 
OID  

controlling for DSID 
Disidentification -.54*** -.20** 
Ambivalent Identification -.53*** -.25** 
Affective Commitment .57*** .46*** 
Continuance Commitment -.17* .16* 
Career Intent .29*** .17* 
Tenure .12 -.03 
Notes: * p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. df = 179.  
 
 
 
Study 2. 
 While the first study yielded a preliminary measure of DSOID, it was validated 
using only a small number of self-reported criteria using a cross sectional design. To the 
extent that DSOID is truly embedded in one’s self-concept we would expect to find that 
this construct continues to predict relevant job related criteria over time.  

Hypothesis 5: Deep-structured organizational identification remains associated 
with relevant job related outcomes collected at different points in time. 

Thus, Study 2 sought to provide a longitudinal validation of the measure of DSOID. 
The criteria from Study 1 were expanded to include several relevant job outcomes 

for new OCS candidates including wanting to serve one’s country, performance in OCS, 
experiencing events that would make an individual want to stay or leave, morale, and 
satisfaction with respondents military experiences. To the extent that DSOID causes an 
individual to buy into the Army’s values and goals more strongly (Meyer, Becker, & Van 
Dick, 2006; Rousseau, 1998), we would expect that wanting to serve one’s country and 
subsequent performance would be higher for those with DSOID. 

Hypothesis 6: Deep-structured organizational identity is positively associated 
with wanting to serve one’s country and performance in OCS. 

Furthermore, DSOID provides a stable framework from which an individual can interpret 
the events around them (Meyer et al., 2006). To the extent that this occurs we would 
expect those with deep structured organizational identities to have consistently higher 
levels of morale and satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 7: Deep structured organizational identity is positively associated 
with morale and satisfaction over time. 

 Finally, Study 1 failed to control for potentially important demographic variables 
including marriage status, number of dependents, and years in service as control 
variables. Prior work suggests that these variables can have widespread implications for 
the criteria in this research (Mael & Ashforth, 1992; Martin & O’Laughlin, 1984; Rosen 
& Durand, 1995; Segal & Harris, 1993). 
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Method 
Participants and Procedure. 

Data were obtained from 447 participants enrolled in OCS.  These data were 
collected as part of a larger effort within the Army, to identify those individuals who are 
most likely to complete OCS and remain in the Army. Data collection occurred in three 
waves, over a 6-month period. The first wave was collected when individuals entered 
OCS. The second wave was collected approximately three months later at the end of 
OCS. Both of these data collections took place during students’ regular classroom 
instruction. A final set of follow-up data was collected approximately three months after 
the completion of OCS, administered via a web-based survey.  

Due to time and space constraints, surveys differed slightly between the first wave 
and the two follow-ups. Measures of DSOID were evaluated at all three time-points. 
OID, reasons for enrolling in OCS, and demographics were assessed only at Time 1. OCS 
performance data were obtained from the instructors upon completion of OCS at Time 2. 
Finally data regarding one’s experience of events that made one definitely want to 
stay/leave, and participants’ morale, satisfaction, affective commitment and career intent 
were collected at Time 3.  
Measures.  

Deep structured organizational identification. DSOID was assessed using the 
same measure 

developed in Study 1. 
 Organizational identification. An analogue to Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) 
measure of OID was obtained using five items derived from Mael and Ashforth’s (1989) 
original measure. This composite shows comparable levels of reliability to that of Mael 
and Ashforth’s (1989) measure of OID used in Study 1 (α = .66 in Study 2 and α = .69 in 
Study 1). 
 Affective commitment. Affective commitment was measured using a four item 
scale developed by Gade, Tiggle, and Schumm (2003). This scale represents a simplified 
version of the eight item affective commitment subscales from the Organizational 
Commitment Questionnaire (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). The affective commitment 
scale had a coefficient alpha of .88.  
 Career intent. Career intent was evaluated in the same manner as in Study 1. 
 OCS performance. OCS performance data were obtained via class records 
maintained by the school. The OCS performance score is a composite of individuals’ 
academic, leadership, and physical fitness performance and is typically used by OCS to 
identify distinguished military graduates. In order to standardize these ratings across 
classes and evaluators, all performance scores were standardized within class. As such, 
positive scores indicate above average performance, whereas negative scores indicate 
below average performance. 
 Experience of positive and negative events. Two questions asked whether 
participants have experienced any positive or negative events that would definitely make 
the want to leave or remain in the Army. 
 Morale. Morale was assessed using a single item that asked participants to rate 
their current level of morale. This item has been used in prior Army research and was 
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taken from the 2007 Survey of Officer Careers (see, for example, Knapp, Sager, & 
Tremble, 2005; Ingerick, Allen, Weaver, Caramagno, & Hooper, 2008). 
 Satisfaction. Satisfaction was evaluated using a single item that asked participants 
to rate their current satisfaction with their assignments. This item has been used in prior 
Army research and was taken from the 2007 Survey of Officer Careers (see, for example, 
Knapp, Sager, & Tremble, 2005; Ingerick, Allen, Weaver, Caramagno, & Hooper, 2008). 
 Demographics. Demographics data were collected regarding participants’ age, 
gender, marital status, number of dependents, and years in service via self-reports at time 
one. 
Results and Discussion 
 Revisions to the measure of deep structured organizational identity. Examining 
the descriptive statistics for the three items comprising deep structured identity in a 
longitudinal framework revealed an interesting trend. As seen in Table 5, identity 
movement appeared to decrease over time such that people were most strongly 
integrating the group into their self-concept early on and more weakly as time passed (M 
= 5.40, 5.21, and 4.94 for times 1, 2, and 3, respectively).  
 
 
 
Table 5. Descriptive statistics for items comprising initial deep structured identity 
composite. 
  

Time 1 
 

Time 2 
 

Time 3 
Test of within subject 

effects 
Identity 
magnitude 

5.43 
(1.17) 

5.32 
(1.29) 

5.38 
(1.32) 

F(2,306) = .09 

Identity 
movement 

5.40 
(1.34) 

5.21 
(1.40) 

4.94 
(1.54) 

F(2,310) = 6.78** 

Identity stability 5.15 
(1.50) 

5.19 
(1.37) 

5.24 
(1.37) 

F(2, 308) = .34 

Notes: **p<.01. 
 
 
 

The same trends were not found for identity magnitude or stability. A repeated 
measures ANOVA confirmed that individuals’ identity movement weakened over time, 
F(2,310) = 6.78, p < .01, and that this trend was in fact linear, F(1,155) = 14.05, p < .001. 
From a conceptual standpoint this finding makes good sense. When an individual has 
relatively little experience with an organization,  his or her identity would likely still be 
evolving, changing somewhat over time as they become more familiar with and 
socialized into the organization (Rousseau, 1998). As individuals become more 
experienced, on the other hand, this movement would likely wane. As such, we dropped 
this measure from the DSOID composite and used a two-item composite for the 
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remainder of this paper10. The revised 2-item measure maintained adequate levels of 
reliability (see Table 6). 

To examine whether DSOID explains additional variance in several important 
criteria (i.e. importance of serving one’s country, performance during OCS, experiencing 
a negative/positive event that makes one definitely want to leave/stay, morale, 
satisfaction, affective commitment, and career intent) above and beyond that explained 
by OID and demographic variables (i.e., years in service, marriage status, and number of 
dependents), we conducted a series of hierarchical multiple regressions. In the first step, 
we regressed the criterion on the three demographic variables. In the second step we 
added OID to the equations. Finally, in the third step DSOID was added11.  

The results of the regression analyses appear in Table 7. The results suggest that 
organizational identification predicts incrementally more variance in the criteria than the 
three demographics for six of the eight criteria. Adding organizational identification in 
the second step accounted for an additional 12% of the variance in importance of serving 
one’s country; 2% of the variance in experiencing a negative event that would definitely 
make you want to quit the Army; 3% of the variance in experiencing a negative event that 
would definitely make you want to remain in the Army; 9% of the variance in morale, 
19% of the variance of affective commitment, and 6% of the variance in career intent. 
More importantly, adding deep structured identity in the third step accounted for 
additional variance in the criteria above and beyond that explained by the demographics 
and organizational identity variables for each of the eight criteria. Adding deep structured 
identity accounted for an additional 2% of the variance in importance of serving one’s 
country; 2% of the variance in OCS performance, 2% of the variance in experiencing a 
negative event that would definitely make you want to quit the Army; 3% of the variance 
in experiencing a negative event that would definitely make you want to remain in the 
Army; 6% of the variance in morale; 2% of the variance in satisfaction, 7% of the 
variance in affective commitment, and 4% of the variance in career intent.  
Conclusion 

This paper provides evidence for the validity and usefulness of a new measure of 
DSOID. To my knowledge, no prior measure of this construct exists. This paper 
demonstrated that DSOID is distinct from existing measures of OID and contributes to 
the prediction of relevant job related criteria above and beyond existing measures. 
Furthermore, the geometric scales used for this measure provide an additional benefit of 
minimizing the confounds that sometimes occur between traditional measures of identity 
and affective commitment by eliminating the affectively loaded statements that generally 
appear in identity measures (Mael & Tetrick, 1992, Meyer et al., 2006). Finally, this brief 
yet reliable measure is quick to administer making it an attractive measure to be used in 
populations that typically experience survey fatigue. 

 
10 We re-analyzed the results from study one using the revised two-item composite for DSOID.  The pattern 
and magnitude of the results remained the same, and no substantive differences were found.   
11 Although data for DSOID was collected over the three time points OID was only collected at time one.  
In order to directly compare the unique contribution of each when predicting a given criteria we only used 
the observations for DSOID collected at time one for the remainder of this paper. 
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 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
1. DSOID1 5.29 1.17 .69               
2. DSOID2 5.25 1.22 .48** .79              
3. DSOID3 5.30 1.19 .55** .57** .70             
4. OID 3.79 .65 .43** .22**. .37** .66            
5. AC 3.81 .79 .41** .50** .61** .47** .88           
6. CI 3.56 1.36 .36** .36** .54** .30** .51* --          
7. Serve 4.10 1.03 .26** .23** .21** .35** .15* .14* --         
8. Perf .02 .84 .14* .09 .06 -.03 .06 -.03 .05 --        
9. -Exp 1.88 .33 .20* .18* .30** .16* .32** .38** .10 -.09 --       
10. +Exp 1.72 .45 -.23** -.18* -.34** -.21** -.33** -.37** -.05 .05 -.12 --      
11. Morale 2.21 .93 -.39** -.41** -.59** -.35** -.64** -.54** -.15* -.03 .40** .36** --     
12. Sat 3.48 1.03 .16* .29** .31** .12 .33** .24** .02 .04 .39** -.25** -.41** --    
13. Tenure 4.24 5.05 .22** .20** .25** .06 .12 .43** -.04 .13* .10 -.10 -.23** .03 --   
14. Mar .51 .50 .03 .12* .12 .07 .12 .18** -.04 .11* -.01 -.09 -.10 .04 .43** --  
15. Dep .86 1.13 .10* .12* .21** .08 .12 .35** -.03 .04 .02 -.18* -.17* -.02 .55** .58** -- 
Notes: * p < .05, ** p < .01, N = 224-447. Reliabilities appear in the diagonal. DSOID1 = deep structured organizational identification at time 1, 
DSOID2 = deep structured organizational identification at time 2, DSOID3 = deep structured organizational identification at time 3, OID = 
organizational identification, AC = affective commitment, CI = career intent, Serve = desire to serve country, Perf = OCS performance, -Exp = had a 
negative experience that makes you definitely want to leave the organization, +Exp = had a positive experience that makes you definitely want to remain 
in the organization, Morale = morale, Sat = job satisfaction, Tenure = tenure in organization, Mar = marital status, Dep = number of dependents.

 



 

Table 6. Predictive validity of deep structured identity above and beyond organizational identification and control variables. 
 
Variables 

Serve  
Country 

OCS  
Perform 

Negative  
Experience 

Positive  
Experience 

 
Morale 

 
Satisfaction 

Affective  
Commitment 

Career  
Intent 

Step 1          
  Tenure -.04 .12 .14 -.15 .21* .03 .09 .37*** 
  Married -.02 .12 -.06 .04 .03 .06 .04 -.08 
  Depend .01 -.08 -.02 -.12 -.06 -.08 .04 .18* 
     ΔR2 .00 .03* .01 .05** .05* .00 .02 .20*** 
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Step 2

Step 3

          
  Tenure -.04 .12 .12 -.13 -.18* .02 .04 .34*** 
  Married -.03 .12 -.06 .05 .05 .05 .00 -.10 
  Depend -.01 -.08 -.02 -.13 -.08 -.08 .06 .19* 
  OID .35*** -.03 .16* -.17** 31*** .10 .44*** .25*** 
     ΔR2 .12*** .00 .02* .03** .09*** .01 .19*** .06*** 

          
  Tenure -.08 .08 .07 -.07 -.10 -.03 -.05 .28*** 
  Married -.02 .14* -.05 .04 .03 .07 .03 -.09 
  Depend -.01 -.07 .00 -.14 -.10 -.06 .09 .22** 
  OID .28*** -.10 .08 -.09 -.19** .03 .31*** .16* 
  DSOID .14** .15* .17* -.19** .27*** .18* .30*** .22*** 
     ΔR2 .02** .02* .02* .03** .06*** .02* .07*** .04*** 
  R .37*** .20* .25* .32*** .45*** .20* .52*** .55*** 
  R2 .14*** .04* ..06* .10*** .20*** .04* .27*** .30*** 
Notes: * p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001. Serve Country = desire to serve country, OCS Perform = OCS Performance, Negative Experience = had a negative 
experience that makes you definitely want to leave the organization, Positive Experience = had a positive experience that makes you definitely want to 
remain in the organization, Morale = morale, Satisfaction = satisfaction, Affective commitment = affective commitment, career intent = career intent, 
Tenure = tenure in organization, Married = marital status, Depend = number of dependents, OID = organizational identification, DSOID = deep 
structured organizational identification. 
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Appendix B: Deep-Structured Social Identity Under Threat: 
The Impact of Psychological Contract Breach on Deep-Structured Social Identity 

 
 
 

The initial study presented in this paper focused primarily on the factors that 
prime employees to identify with, and become committed to, an organization. While this 
knowledge is certainly important, it does not provide a complete picture of identity 
formation. In particular the previous model did not address any of the factors that could 
cause employees identity and commitment to weaken over time. According to Ellemers et 
al. (2002), given sufficient time, problems are bound to occur from either within or 
outside the organization that can potentially threaten one’s identity. These problems are 
commonly referred to as identity threats and can be a valuable mechanism for 
understanding why an employee might transition from a relatively strong deep-structured 
organizational identity (DSOID) to a weaker DSOID or more situated organizational 
identity.  

Identity threat is a relatively inclusive construct that encompasses any event or 
experience that challenges an individual’s identity or the value of the group (i.e. the 
organization) within their self-concept (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999; 
Ellemers et al., 2002). In this paper I propose that an employee’s perception that the 
organization breached their psychological contract (PCB-O) can be characterized as an 
important threat to one’s organizational identity. To my knowledge identity and 
psychological contracts have never been examined in such a manner in the past. I then 
examine the impact of breach on the structure of one’s organizational identity, the 
attributions employees make regarding the organization, and the likelihood that the 
employee will in turn breach his or her psychological contract with the organization 
(PCB-E). 
Identity in a Social Exchange Context. 

From a purely logical standpoint, identity can be viewed as an important resource 
that can be exchanged within the employee-employer relationship. While novel, this 
social exchange notion of identity fits well with prior research that has shown that 
employees trade resources such as effort and loyalty, in return for pay, support, and 
recognition from the organization (Blau, 1964; Levinson, 1965; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 
2002; Rousseau & McLean-Parks, 1993; van Knippenberg, van Dick, & Tavares, 2007).  

By identifying with an organization, employees start to see themselves as good 
organizational members, buying into the organizations values, norms, and beliefs (Mael 
& Ashforth, 1989; Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). As such, employee 
organizational identification is advantageous to an organization aiding in the formation of 
more cohesive and better performing work groups (Grinker & Spiegel, 1945; Griffith, 
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2002; Shamir, Brainin, Zakay, & Popper, 2000; Shils & Janowitz, 1948). From the 
employees’ perspective, identification serves an individual’s need to develop a positive 
self-concept (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). This fundamental premise implies that, at some 
level, individuals expect to receive feelings of positive self-worth or self-esteem from 
their organizational membership in exchange for their continued membership in and 
identification with the organization. Taken together, this work suggests that employees 
provide organizational identification and its associated outcomes to an organization in 
exchange for feelings of positive self-worth; when this positive self-concept cannot be 
derived employees are likely to change their patterns of identification, and reduce their 
levels of commitment and loyalty to the organization (Meyers et al., 2006, Rousseau, 
2000). 
Psychological Contract Breach as a Threat to Employees Organizational Identity. 

A psychological contract represents the perceived terms and conditions 
underlying the reciprocal exchange relationship that an employee has with their 
organization (Rousseau, 1989; 1990). In contrast to legal or oral contracts, the terms and 
conditions of these reciprocal exchanges do not need to be stated, negotiated, or 
discussed; instead they can be influenced by any situation or context that communicates a 
future commitment or intent (Rousseau, 2001). Psychological contract breach occurs 
when one party is perceived to have not fulfilled these terms and conditions (i.e. fail to 
provide the reciprocal obligations perceived by the other party; Rousseau, 1995).  

The rationale for psychological contract breach is grounded in social exchange 
theory.  Social exchange theory suggests that employees’ evaluations of the employee-
organization relationship are based on the balance of what they put into a relationship, 
what they get out of it, the kind of relationship they feel they deserve, and the alternatives 
that they perceive to be available (Kelly and Thibaut, 1978). When the ratio of benefits 
provided by the employer in relation to the benefits promised matches the ratio of 
contributions provided by the employee in relation to the contributions promised by him 
or her, the contract is perceived as being fulfilled (Morrison and Robinson 1997; 
Robinson, Kraatz, and Rousseau 1994). If this ratio is perceived as having become 
unbalanced, the psychological contract is perceived as being breached. When this 
perceived imbalance favors the organization (i.e. PCB-O), the employee would perceive 
that he is getting less out of the organization than deserved. In this circumstance, 
employees will start to modify the structure of their organizational identification, 
reducing their level of DSOID, moving towards a more situated organizational identity in 
an attempt to restore equity to the employee-employer relationship. 

Preliminary evidence for this proposition can be found in some related constructs 
such as trust, commitment, and extra-role performance.  Psychological contracts require 
some modicum of trust in the relationship an individual has with their exchange partner 
(i.e. the organization), and the potential for future interactions; when the psychological 
contract is breached, it damages the foundations on which this relationship exists 
(Turnley and Feldman 2000). Research has shown that when an organization commits a 
PCB-O the employees will in turn start to decrease their relational (but not transactional) 
obligations (Robinson, Kraatz, & Rousseau, 1994; Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). 
This suggests that employees are motivated to reduce their commitment to an 
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organization, and reduce both their in-role and extra-role performance in order to restore 
balance to the exchange relationship (Turnley et al., 2003).  

Thus viewing psychological contract breach through an identity threat framework, 
I suggest that employees who experience a PCB-O early on in their careers are also more 
likely to have weaker levels of DSOID. 

Hypothesis 1: Employees’ initial standing on perceptions of PCB-O will be 
negatively associated with their initial levels of DSOID. 

The Impact of Psychological Contract Breach Committed by the Organization on 
Psychological Contract Breach Committed by the Employee. 

Social exchange theory suggests that employees will reciprocate good treatment 
by the organization with good work behaviors, and poor treatment with negative work 
behaviors (Blau, 1964; Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkle, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001; 
Gouldner, 1960; Herman, Bigley, Steensma, & Hereford, 2009). As such, research has 
shown that employees display higher levels of organization support and affective 
commitment, and are more likely to remain within an organization when the organization 
fulfills employees’ psychological contracts (Shore & Barksdale, 1998).  Furthermore, 
they are more likely to complete in-role responsibilities and display higher levels of 
organizational citizenship behavior towards the organization and its employees (Turnley, 
Bolino, Lester, & Bloodgood, 2003).  On the other hand, if employees believe that they 
have not been treated fairly, or that the organization has breached its obligations, they 
will be more likely to reduce their effort causing their performance to decline (Wayne, et 
al., 2002). 

Placing this in a longitudinal framework, Conway and Coyle-Shapiro (2006) note 
that psychological contract theory characterizes the employee-employer relationship as 
an ongoing exchange cycle. According to this model, the employer makes promises that 
are fulfilled when the employee fulfills their side of an exchange (and vice versa).  This 
exchange can, in theory, continue indefinitely until some perceived breakdown in the 
receipt or fulfillment of the perceived reciprocal obligations occurs. Importantly, this 
conceptualization implies that the employee will cease to fulfill their end of the 
psychological contract when they perceive the employer as having committed a PCB-O.  
Consequently, I hypothesize that employees who perceive a PCB-O are more likely to 
commit a PCB-E themselves in turn. 

Hypothesis 2: Employees’ perception of an PCB-O will predict the extent to 
which they subsequently commit an PCB-E. 

In partial support of this notion, Coyle-Shapiro and Kessler (2002) have found that 
employer fulfillment of obligations can be linked to employees subsequent fulfillment of 
their obligations over time. 
Role of Attributions. 
 While norms of reciprocity may cause an individual react to a negatively to a 
PCB-O, a breach will have no impact if an employee does not first perceive the breach as 
having occurred. According to Morrison and Robinson (1997) not all psychological 
contract breaches are perceived in the same manner; employees’ reactions can depend on 
whether the breach is attributed to the deliberate actions of the organization, or some set 
of extenuating circumstances outside of the organizations control. When the organization 
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is deemed guilty (i.e. intentionally breach the psychological contract), employees are 
more likely to react negatively than when some external extenuating set of factors are 
perceived to have caused the breach (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). 

A psychological contract breach that is attributed to internal motivations of an 
organization or its agents can be compared to a breach of trust. Trusts entails one party’s 
confidence in, and willingness to rely on, another in an exchange relationship, and is 
grounded in the assumption that they will not be taken advantage of by the trustor 
(Anderson & Narus, 1990; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 1992). This assumption 
can only exist when one party believes in the others reliability and integrity (Morgan & 
Hunt, 1994). When a party is perceived as having intentionally breached a psychological 
contract, they are in essence perceived as having taken advantage of this fundamental 
assumption, disregarding the mutual trust needed for continued relationships. In general, 
causal attributions indicative of responsibility and blame have been shown to exaggerate 
feelings of anger and contempt in the perceiver (Frijda, 1988; Morrison and Robinson, 
1997). As such, research has indicated that employees experience negative emotional 
reactions in response to breach including perceptions of victimization, anger, distress, and 
wrongful harm (Morison & Robinson, 1997; Robbins, Jaju, Kwak, 2007; Rousseau, 
1989; 1995; Turnley & Feldman, 2000). More importantly, experiencing a PCB-O can in 
turn prompt employees to retaliate with counterproductive work behaviors (Lemire & 
Rouilland, 2005; Jensen, Opland, & Ryan, 2010 ).  This suggests that employees who 
experience a PCB-O may be more likely to commit a PCB-E in the future. 

Hypothesis 3: Employees that perceive that the organization intentionally 
committed a PCB-O are more likely to commit a PCB-E themselves over time. 

Similar outcomes can be found in the identity threat literature. Research has shown that 
individuals’ reactions to an identity threat are dependent on the attributions they make 
regarding the source and nature of the threat (Ellemers et al., 2002). This suggests that 
employees who perceive an intentional breach are more likely to distance themselves 
from the organization, thereby reducing their levels of DSOID. 

Hypothesis 4: Employees that perceive that the organization intentionally 
committed a PCB-O are more likely to experience a decrease in DSOID over 
time.  

Repeated Psychological Contract Breaches. 
Research suggests that repeated PCB-Os may cause an individual to alter the 

types of attributions they make regarding the cause of breach (Morrison & Robinson, 
1997; Robinson & Morrison, 2000). While one mild PCB-O may be overlooked by 
employees in certain circumstances (such as when the employees have high levels of trust 
in or commitment to an organization), employees may start to become more suspicious of 
the organizations, its motives, and its intentions as continued PCB-Os occur.  This has 
two direct consequences.  First it can raise the saliency of further PCB-Os as employees 
start to further criticize and analyze the organizations actions.  

Hypothesis 5: Employees initial standing on their perceptions of PCB-O predicts 
the slope of continued perceptions of PCB-O that occur over time. 

Secondly, it increases the likelihood that the organizational will be held accountable for 
further PCB-Os (Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Robinson & Morrison, 2000).  
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Hypothesis 6: Both the intercept and slope for PCB-O will predict attributions of 
intentionality regarding the employer. 

In support of these notions, research has shown that employees are more likely to 
perceive betrayal and PCB-O as the organizations actions become more overt or severe 
(Finkel et al., 2002; Morrison & Robinson, 2000). 

More importantly, as continued PCB-Os occur, employees may start to revoke 
their group membership from their self-concept thereby altering the structure of their 
identity. Evidence for this can be found in the identity literature. Research has shown that 
when a positive self-concept cannot be restored, an individual’s social identity will start 
to weaken over time, becoming unstable, or shifting back towards a personal identity 
(Breakwell, 1983; Elsbach, 1999). Thus employees who experience repeated 
psychological contract breaches over time will experience ever decreasing levels of 
DSOID. 

Hypothesis 7a: Employees’ initial standing on perceptions of PCB-O will be 
negatively associated with their later levels of DSOID. 
Hypothesis 7b: As the slope for PCB-O increases, the slope for employees’ level 
of DSOID will decrease. 

Figure 1 presents a graphical depiction of the hypotheses in this study (with the exception 
of the moderators). 

  
Moderating Effects of Affective Commitment and Disposition.   
 Research on both psychological contract theory and social identity threats has 
suggested that individuals can differ in the extent to which they attribute fault to the 
organization and the manner in which they react to PCB-Os (Ellemers et al., 2002; 
Morrison & Robinson, 1997). The current study focuses on four potentially important 
moderators: affective commitment, need for organizational identification, negative 
affectivity, and positive affectivity. 

Affective Commitment. Affective commitment implies an enduring sense of 
persistence in and attachment to a group (Meyer et al., 1997). More specifically, affective 
commitment refers to the force that binds an individual to an organization, arising from 
the employee’s emotional ties with an organization, producing a want or desire to remain 
(Meyer & Allen, 1991; 1997; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974).). Individuals 
high on this construct strongly endorse the goals, values, and mission of the organization 
(Porter et al., 1974). As such affectively committed employees tend to exhibit more 
positive attitudes towards work, higher levels of performance, lower turnover, and higher 
levels of organizational citizenship behavior when compared to those low in affective 
commitment (Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvaran, 2005; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; Meyer, 
Stanley, Herscovitch, & Toplonytsky, 2002).  

As long as employees maintain high levels of affective organizational 
commitment failures of the organization to fulfill their psychological contract will likely 
be either overlooked or attributed to factor outside the organizations control.  Research 
has shown that once a socio-economic exchange relationship between two parties is well 
established, affective commitment can serve to buffer the perceptions of, and reaction to, 
mild misconduct on the part of one of the parties in the exchange (Finkel, Rusbult, 
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Figure 1. Depiction of Hypotheses without the Moderating Effects of Disposition.
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Kumashiro, & Hannon 2002; Ganesan, Brown, Mariadoss, & Ho, 2010). In general, 
affectively committed employees are less likely to recognize that the misconduct had 
occurred. As the misconduct become more severe or overt, however, betrayal or breach 
will be perceived (Finkel et al., 2000; Morrison & Robinson, 2000). 

Similar evidence can be found in the identity threat literature. Recent work 
suggests that one’s emotional bonds or attachment to an organization is primarily 
responsible for the way in which an individual chooses to deal with an identity threat 
(Ellemers, Kortekaas, Ouwerkerk, 1999; Ellemers et al., 2002).  As such, affective 
commitment moderates individuals’ reactions to an identity threats, impacting whether 
they maintain their perceived group memberships in the face of a threat or disassociate 
themselves from the group (Ellemers, Spears, Doosje, 1997; 2002; Spears, Doosje, & 
Ellemers, 1999).  

Taken as a whole, this work suggests that affectively committed employees are 
likely to strive for continued membership in the organization even in the face of mild 
perceived threats, they would be less likely to attribute mild problems to intentional 
behaviors, and they would be less likely to work against the organizations interests. As 
such I hypothesize that affective commitment will moderate employees’ reactions to 
PCB-Os.  

Hypothesis 8: Employees’ initial level of affective commitment moderate how they 
react to PCB-O, such that those high in affective attribute less intentionality to the 
organization, maintain the levels of DSOID over time, and commit fewer PCB-E 
themselves. 

While affective commitment represents one important factor that can impact a person’s 
tendency to persevere in the organizational membership and follow the organization 
goals, norms, and values it is not the only important moderator.  Several dispositional 
factors, such as need for organizational identification (NOID) and negative and positive 
affectivity can potentially have similar moderating effects. 

Need for organizational identification. According to Glynn (1998), NOID reflects 
an individual’s generalized tendency to identify with social objects such as an 
organization.  In general employees who are high in NOID are highly adverse to 
separation from the organization (Glynn, 1998; as cited in Kriener & Ashforth, 2004). As 
such, those high in need for identification are more likely to continue to see the value of 
their organization taking an active role in defending against a psychological contract 
breach by changing the attribution style.  This suggests that employees who are high in 
need for organizational identification will be less likely to perceive a PCB-O as 
intentional and react less severely to PCB-Os if they are perceived. 

Hypothesis 9: Employees’ need for organizational identification moderates how 
they react to PCB-O, such that those high in need for organizational 
identification attribute less intentionality to the organization, maintain the levels 
of DSOID over time, and commit fewer PCB-E themselves. 
Positive and Negative Affectivity. As discussed previously, positive and negative 

affectivity represents relatively stable dispositions that can influence the way in which 
individuals see the world around them (Watson & Clark, 1984).   Employees who are 
high on negative affectivity tend to experiencing problems more negatively then others 
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(Watson & Clark, 1984). These individuals have a relatively negative cognitive 
explanatory style (Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson et al., 1992; Watson & Pennebaker, 
1989).  As such these employees tend to be more introspective, dwelling longer on 
problems, and are more likely to attend to negative situational cues, avoid threats, and 
hold a less favorable self-view (Larsen et al., 2001; Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson et al., 
1992; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989). 

The fact that individuals high in negative affectivity seek to avoid threats is 
particularly interesting because it suggests that these individuals would withdraw from 
the threat rather than combat it.  As such, employees who are high in negative affectivity 
should start to question the value of their organizational membership, taking more drastic 
measures to protect their self-concept in the face of an identity threat or psychological 
contract breach. These individuals will react more strongly to breaches, either reducing 
the extent to which they hold a DSOID and being more likely to view a breach as 
intentionally committed by the organization.  

Hypothesis 10: Employees’ degree of negative affectivity moderates how they 
react to PCB-O, such that those high in negative affectivity attribute more 
intentionality to the organization, reduce the levels of DSOID over time, and 
commit more PCB-E themselves. 
In contrast, employees with high levels of positive affectivity tend to have 

relatively positive cognitive explanatory styles (Larsen et al. 2001; Watson et al., 1992). 
Researchers have posited that the positive affect system helps attune individuals to 
nurturance and appetition needs, whereas negative affect attunes individuals to 
nurturance and aversion (Larsen et al., 2001). This suggests that, in contrast to those high 
in negative affectivity, employees high in positive affectivity will focus primarily on the 
benefits that they receive from the organization while overlooking minor problems that 
might occur. Research has shown that those high in positive affectivity will continue to 
see the value of their group and will continue to incorporate their membership in the 
organization into their self-concept even if problems arise (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). 
As such, these individuals may be more motivated to take an active approach to improve 
one’s self-concept by rationalizing how the group was not directly at fault for a PCB-O.  

Hypothesis 11: Employees’ degree of negative affectivity moderates how they 
react to PCB-O, such that those high in negative affectivity attribute more 
intentionality to the organization, reduce the levels of DSOID over time, and 
commit more PCB-E themselves. 

Methods 
Participants and Procedure. 
 The participants in this study were drawn from the same sample of 447 
individuals collected in study one in the main body of this paper. The sample sizes differ 
slightly due to slightly different response rates for some of the items.  As such, of the 
initial 447 respondents, there was complete data for 261 individuals at time 2, but only 
144 at time three. The procedure is again the same as described in the main body of this 
paper. The primary difference is that this study also examines psychological contract 
breach and attributions regarding the cause of that breach which the first study did not. 
Psychological contract breach was assessed at all three wave of data collection, whereas 
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attributions were assessed at times two and three only. 
Measures. 
 Tenure. As in study one, years in service was assessed via single self-report item 
that asked participants how may years of prior military service they had had prior to 
entering OCS. On average the typical officer candidate had 3.79 years of prior service 
when entering OCS at the start of this study. 

Deep-Structured Organizational Identification. The same two-item measure of 
DSOID from study one was also used in this study. Again, the DSOID scales had 
moderate to high levels of reliability across the three waves of data collection (α = .68, 
.81, and .73 for times 1, 2, and 3, respectively). 

Psychological Contract Breach. At time one, Robinson’s (1996) single item 
global measure of breach was used to assess an officer’s generalized perception of how 
well their psychological contract has been fulfilled by the organization. At times two and 
three, a two-item global measure similar to that developed by Gackovic and Tetrick 
(2003) was used. When examining psychological contract breach committed by the 
organization (PCB-O), the referent in Gakovic and Tetrick’s (2003) scale was to reflect 
the extent to which employees perceived that the organization fulfilled, or failed to fulfill 
its obligations to the employee using a five-point likert scale with endpoints of 
(1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree). When examining psychological contract 
breach committed by the employee (PCB-E), the referent in Gakovic and Tetrick’s 
(2003) scale was to reflect the extent to which they perceived that the respondent 
themselves fulfilled, or failed to fulfill their obligations to the organization using a five-
point likert scale with endpoints of (1=strongly disagree to 5=strongly agree). The scales 
exhibited acceptable levels of reliability, with coefficient alphas of .61 and .75 for times 
one and two, respectively. 

Attributions Regarding the Cause of the Breach.  Participants were administered a 
series of four statements assessing the extent to which they felt they were intentionally 
misled by the Army. Sample statements include “In most instances when a promise was 
broken by the Army, I have felt intentionally mislead” and “In general, a situation beyond 
the Army’s control made it impossible for the Army to keep its promise.”  Participants 
were asked to respond using a five-point likert scale with endpoints of 1=strongly 
disagree and 5=strongly agree.    

Affective Commitment. Affective commitment was measured using the same four-
item scales developed by Gade, Tiggle, and Schumm (2003) that was employed in study 
one. Coefficient alpha for the affective commitment scales was .87.  

Need for organizational identification. As in study one, Kreiner and Ashforth’s 
(2004) need for organizational identification scale was used to assess the extent to which 
individuals seek out an organization to identify their own self-concept with. The alpha 
coefficient for need for organizational identification was .71. 
 Negative and positive affectivity. Negative and positive affectivity were measured 
using the same method as in study one. Participants were asked to indicate the extent to 
which they generally felt interested, distressed, excited, upset, inspired, scared, 
enthusiastic, afraid, determined, or jittery on a five point scale ranging from “very 
slightly or not at all” to “very much.” The alpha coefficients were .83 for both the 
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positive and negative affectivity scales.  
Demographics. Demographic data was collected regarding individuals’ age, 

gender, and martial status. 
Data Cleaning and Treatment. 
 As in study one, ARI and its contractors had cleaned and checked the database for 
coding errors providing me with the final product. The dataset contained information for 
447 individuals across the three wave of the data collection. Of the initial 447 
respondents, there was complete data for 261 individuals at time 2, but only 144 at time 
three. 
 Data was again cleaned using a modified listwise deletion approach based on 
participants’ responses from times one and two, while pairwise deletion was used for 
time three. All analyses in this study were conducted using M-Plus 6.1 (Muthen & 
Muthen, 2010).   

Results 
According to Muthen and Muthen (2007), missing data is acceptable when 

running an latent growth model as long as it meets the assumptions of Missing at 
Random theory.  In order to ensure that data was missing at random the means were of 
every T1 and T2 variable were examined to assess whether any differences exist between 
those who have completed the third time point and those who did not (see table 1).  As 
expected there were no systematic differences between the two groups.  In general, 
statisticians suggest utilizing unweighted Bonferroni adjustments when conducting post 
hoc analyses where the results are associated with one another (Altman, 2000; Shaffer, 
1995). After correcting for the use of repeated t-tests, none of the differences were 
significant. Interestingly, even without this correction only two of the variables differ, but 
to only a small degree (Cohen’s d = .44 and .47 for age and psychological contract breach 
at T2, respectively). 
Descriptive Statistics. 

 Descriptive statistics for all observed variables included in this study and their 
intercorrelations can be found in table 2.  In general, participants had strong levels of 
DSOID at T2, which continued to remain strong across the three waves of data collection 
(M = 5.33, 5.29, and 5.40 for times 1, 2, and 3, respectively). PCB-O, on the other hand 
remained moderately low over time (M = 2.41, 2.31, 2.15, for T1, T2, and T3 
respectively). Furthermore, respondents indicated that they were fairly unlikely to breach 
their psychological commitment with the organization (M = 1.65). On average 
participants had moderately high levels of affective commitment (M = 3.69), need for 
organizational identification (M = 3.68) and positive affectivity (M = 3.76), but low 
levels of negative affectivity (M = 1.78).  
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Table 1. Evaluation of Missing at Random 
 Not Missing 

N = 140 
Missing 
N = 103 

 
t-test 

Age 31.20 (7.65) 28.82 (4.17)  -2.82, ns  
Tenure 1.49 (.50) 1.64 (.48) -1.37, ns 

DSOID T1 5.36 (1.14) 5.25 (1.10) -.74, ns 
DSOID T2 5.36 (1.17) 5.16 (1.19) -1.35, ns 
PCB-O T1 2.41 (.92) 2.41 (.81) -.08, ns 
PCB-O T2 2.24 (.72) 2.50 (.81) 2.63, ns 
Attrib T2 2.92 (1.28) 3.07 (1.20) .96, ns 

AC 3.78 (.79) 3.62 (.84) -1.50, ns 
NOID 3.69 (.61) 3.71 (.59) .27, ns 

PA 3.70 (.78) 3.82 (.77) 1.11, ns 
NA 1.74 (.72) 1.81 (.79) .78, ns 

Note: Significant results need an alpha smaller then .0045 to be significant. Age = age of participants, 
Tenure = tenure, DSOID T1 = deep structured organizational identification at time 1, DSOID T2 = deep 
structured organizational identification at time 2, PCB-O T1 = psychological contract breach on the part of 
the organization at time 1, PCB-O T2 = psychological contract breach on the part of the organization at 
time 2, Attrib T2 = attributions regarding breach at time 2; AC = affective commitment, NOID = need for 
organizational identification, NA = negative affectivity, PA = positive affectivity. 
 
 
Change in Identity and Breach Over Time.  

Prior to analyzing the full structural model, a latent growth model was examined 
containing PCB-O and DSOID alone. The descriptive statistics and correlations for the 
latent (second-order) variables can be found in table 3. Results indicated that PCB-O has 
a significant intercept (M = 2.42, p < .001) and slope (M = -.12, p < .05), while DSOID 
only had a significant intercept (M = 5.32, p < .001).  The means for the intercepts 
suggest that individuals experienced moderately levels of PCB-O and moderately high 
levels of DSOID at the start of the study.  However, the latent slopes indicate that PCB-O 
decreased over time, while DSOID remained stable.   

Significant variance in the intercept and slope for PCB-O, and the intercept for 
DSOID indicated that there are between individual differences in each of these 
parameters. The variance of the slope for DSOID was again non-significant, suggesting 
that the mean is stable across individuals. This suggests that once established, DSOID 
remained stable.  As such, the lack of change over time suggests that all hypotheses 
regarding changes in identity (i.e. hypotheses 4, 7a, 7b, and 8) were not supported. The 
correlational findings, however, did provide support for hypothesis 1, in that initial levels 
of employees’ perceptions of PCB-O were strongly negatively associated with their 
initial standing on DSOID (Φ = -.67). 
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 Var M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 DSOID T1 5.33 1.11 (.68)            
2 DSOID T2 5.29 1.18 .46*** (.81)           
3 DSOID T3 5.40 1.15 .62*** .63*** (.73)          
4 PCB-O T1 2.41 .91 -.29*** -.10 -.14 (.87)         
5 PCB-O T2 2.31 .71 -.24*** -.42*** -.38*** .23*** (.87)        
6 PCB-O T3 2.15 .68 -.24*** -.30*** -.43*** .14 .50*** (.90)       
7 PCB-E 1.65 .67 -.37*** -.18** -.36*** .05 .27** .44*** (.75)      
8 AC 3.69 .82 .53*** .42*** .53*** -.29*** -.31*** -.42*** -.21** (.87)     
9 NOID 3.68 .60 .25*** .10 .13 -.15* -.10 -.17* -.11 .32*** (.71)    

10 NA 1.78 .75 -.21*** -.19** -.18** .19** .15* .17* .05 -.15* -.02 (.83)   
11 PA 3.76 .78 .27*** .22*** .22** -.22*** -.16* -.23** -.21** .29*** .30*** -.19** (.83)  
12 Tenure 3.79 4.90 .19** .22*** .22** -.05 -.06 -.04 .02 .17** -.06 -.05 .02 -- 

Note: N range from 154 (at for correlations with time 3) to 270 (for correlations with times 1 and 2). DSOID T1 = deep structured organizational 
identification at time 1, DSOID T2 = deep structured organizational identification at time 2, DSOID T3 = deep structured organizational identification at 
time 3, PCB-O T1 = psychological contract breach on the part of the organization at time 1, PCB-O T2 = psychological contract breach on the part of 
the organization at time 2, PCB-O T3 = psychological contract breach on the part of the organization at time 3, PBC-E = psychological contract breach 
on the part of the employee, AC = affective commitment, NOID = need for organizational identification, NA = negative affectivity, PA = positive 
affectivity, Tenure = tenure.
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Latent Intercepts and Slopes of Breach and DSOID. 
 M SD IPCB-O SPCB-O IDSOID SDSOID 
IPCB-O 5.32*** .20** 1.00    
SPCB-O 2.42*** .09* -.39‡ 1.00   
IDSOID -.12** .67*** -.63*** -.06 1.00  
SDSOID .01 .07 .00 .00 .00 1.00 
Note: ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, ‡p<.10. IPCB-O = intercept for psychological contract breach 
committed by the organization, SPCB-O = slope for psychological contract breach committed by the 
organization, IDSOID = intercept for deep-structured organizational identification, SDSOID = slope for 
deep-structured organizational identification. 
 
 
 
Testing the Longitudinal Model Without the Moderating Effects of Personality.   

First the model in figure 1 was fit to the data.  The results, however, had 
convergence problems due to the invariance in the slope for DSOID.  Consequently, the 
model was modified to set the variance of the slope and its relationships with the other 
variables to zero.  Table 4 presents the correlations for all between-person level latent 
variables involved in this study.   
 
 
 
Table 4. Latent Variable Correlation Matrix 

 IPCB-O SPCB-
O 

IDSOI
D 

Attrib 
t2 

Attrib 
t3 

PCB-
E AC NOID NA PA Tenure 

IPCB-O 1.00           

SPCB-O -.37 1.00          

IDSOID -.60*** -.09 1.00         

Attrib T2 .43** .18 -.38*** 1.00        

Attrib T3 .36* .42* -.40*** .42*** 1.00       

PCB-E .21 .46* -.41*** .33*** .42*** 1.00      

AC -.58*** .03 .71*** -.15* -.36*** -.21* 1.00     

NOID -.28* .07 .28** -.09 -.03 -.14 .40**
* 1.00    

NA .28* -.02 -.25** .08 .05 .00 -.15* .07 1.00   

PA -.35** -.04 .38*** -.20* -.23* -.27** .34**
* .33*** -.17* 1.00  

Tenure -.13 .08 .29*** -.08 -.05 .06 .19** -.05 -.09 .05 1.00 

Note ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. IPCB-O = intercept for psychological contract breach committed by the 
organization, SPCB-O = slope for psychological contract breach committed by the organization, IDSOID = 
intercept for deep-structured organizational identification, Attrib T2 = attributions regarding the 
intentionality of breach at time 2, Attrib T3 = attributions regarding the intentionality of breach at time 3, 
AC = affective commitment, NOID = need for organizational identification, NA = negative affectivity, PA 
= positive affectivity, Tenure = tenure. 
 
 
 
Of note, initial levels of DSOID is strongly negatively associated with initial perceptions 
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of PCB-O (Φ = -.60, p <.001).  Initial perceptions of PCB-O are positively associated 
with intentional attributions at T2 and T3 (Φ = .43 and .36 for T2 and T3 respectively), 
and the slope for breach is positively associated with the employee committing a PCB-E 
(Φ = .46, p <.001).  

The fit for the modified model (see table 5) was acceptable, χ2(496) = 944.03, p < 
.001, CFI = .86, TLI = .84, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .07. This model explained 21% of 
the variance in the slope for PCB-O, 19% of the variance in attributions in time 2, 56% of 
the variance in attributions at time 3, and 52% of the variance in employees committing a 
PCB-E.  

 
 

 
Table 5. Modified Structural Model 
  IPCB-O SPCB-O IDSOID Attrib2 Attrib3 PCB-E 
Endogenous 
Predictor Tenure -.15 .12 .27*** .00 -.06 .02 

Exogenous  IPCB-O  -.11  .44*** .45** -.34 
Predictors SPCB-O     .55* .67** 
 Attrib2  .48*   .01 -.12 
R2  .02 .21 .07 .19 .55 .51 
Note: ***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05. . IPCB-O = intercept for psychological contract breach committed by 
the organization, SPCB-O = slope for psychological contract breach committed by the organization, 
IDSOID = intercept for deep-structured organizational identification, Attrib2 = attributions regarding the 
intentionality of breach at time 2, Attrib3 = attributions regarding the intentionality of breach at time 3, 
Tenure = tenure. 
 
 
 

Hypothesis 2 states that employee’s perception of PCB-O will cause them to in 
turn commit PCB-E themselves.  The results from the structural model provided partial 
support for this hypothesis.  Although employees’ initial standing on PCB-O was not 
significantly related to them commitment a breach, the slope of PCB-O was strongly 
associated with the employee committing a PCB-E (β = .67).  This indicates that 
employees who experience a reduction in psychological contract breach over time are 
less likely to commit a breach themselves when compared to employees whose 
perceptions of PCB-O remain more stable (or increase over time).   

Unexpectedly, attributions of intentionality were not linked to employees’ 
committing a PCB-E themselves.  Furthermore the intercept for employees’ perceptions 
of PCB-O was not predictive of the slope of PCB-O. As such the results from this study 
failed to provide any support for hypothesis 3 and 5. 

Hypothesis 6 states that the slope and intercept for PBC-O will predict attributions 
of intentionality regarding the organizations role in causing the PCB-O. In support of this 
proposition, the intercept for employees’ perceptions of PCB-O was associated with 
attributions at T2 (β =.44) and T3 (β =.45), while the slope of PCB-O was associated 
with attributions at T3 (β =.55).  
Testing the Longitudinal Model Including the Moderating Effects of Personality and 
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Affective Commitment.   
A second set of analyses were conducted in order to test whether personality and 

affective commitment moderated the effects of one’s initial standing on breach on their 
perceptions of PCB-O over time and their attributions.  Due to computational limitations, 
the moderating effects of only one personality variable could be examined at a time.  
Consequently this analysis was done in four parts. When comparing models that are not 
nested within one another it is useful to compare their information criteria scores (Hox, 
2002).  In general, the models with lower information criteria scores provide a better fit.  
In general, personality did not moderate any of the associations between breach and any 
of the criteria. As previously discussed, the modified model presented in table five fit 
relatively well, its information criteria scores are as follows, AIC = 22159.03, BIC = 
22634.03, Sample-Size Adjusted BIC = 22215.50. 

The unstandardized path coefficients for the moderating effects of affective 
commitment, NOID, and positive and negative affectivity can be found in Appendix C, 
tables 5 through 8. Although the AIC was slightly lower when affective commitment was 
included (AIC = 22146.36), none of the moderating paths were significant and the other 
information criteria scores suggested the model fit more poorly then the unmoderated one 
reported earlier (BIC = 22657.34, Sample-Size Adjusted BIC = 22207.10). The 
information criteria also suggested poorer model fit for NOID (AIC = 22173.60, BIC = 
22684.57, Sample-Size Adjusted BIC = 22234.34), positive affectivity (AIC = 22165.87, 
BIC = 22676.85, Sample-Size Adjusted BIC = 22226.61), and negative affectivity (AIC 
= 22159.07, BIC = 22670.04, 22219.81). As such, no support was offered for hypotheses 
9 through 11. 
Testing for Mediation.  

A post hoc analysis was conducted in order to examine whether attribution 
mediated the relationship between the intercept and slope for PCB-O. A mediating effect 
would potentially account for the lack of support for hypothesis 5. To examine whether 
attributions were moderating the effect of initial PCB-O on the slope of PCB-O an 
additional model was examined in which the path between attributions at T2 and the 
slope of PCB-O was removed.  In the resulting model, the intercept for PCB-O still failed 
to predict the slope for PCB-O (.15, ns). Furthermore, this model demonstrated 
significantly poorer levels of fit (Δχ2(1) = 5.48, p < .05).  Taken together these results 
seem to suggest that the only impact an employee’s initial standing on PCB-O (i.e. the 
intercept for PCB-O) has on the change in PCB-O over time (i.e. the slope for PCB-O) is 
through its effects on attributions. 
Model Modification and Reduction.   

Examining the modification indices did not suggest any meaningful paths could 
be added to the model to improve fit. Eliminating the non-significant paths, however, 
yielded a similar a similar chi-square score suggesting that the inclusion of the paths are 
not necessary to maintain the same levels of fit (Δχ2(5) = 5.60, ns).  Thus the more 
restricted model was rejected.  

Discussion 
The primary intent of this study was relationship between psychological contract 

breach and deep-structured organizational identification over time. More specifically the 
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goal was to establish the manner in which PCB-O impacted the structure of an 
employee’s identity over time. Unfortunately, DSOID remained stable over time in the 
sample collected for this study. Consequently, no hypotheses regarding identity change 
were supported. Changes in identity aside, a number of interesting findings were 
produced by this study. The results suggest that employees’ initial level of psychological 
contract breach predicted the extent to which they perceived the organization as having 
intentionally breached their psychological contract in later waves of the data collection.  
These attributions subsequently impacted the way in which employees perceptions of 
PCB-O changed over time.  Employees whose perceptions of PCB-O declined over time 
had attributed lower rates of intentionality to the organization and were less likely to 
commit a psychological contract breach themselves at time three when compared to 
individuals who perceptions of PCB-O remained more stable. 
Repeated Psychological Contract Breaches and Attributions. 
 In general, the results from this study show that repeated breaches have a 
detrimental impact on a number of important outcomes such as attributions regarding 
intentionality, and PCB-E. According to Robinson and Morrison (2000) a history of 
psychological contract breaches will make individuals more vigilant in their monitoring 
of how well the organization fulfills its obligations. This vigilance can make an otherwise 
small breach appear more overt or severe to an employee. Research suggests as this 
misconduct becomes severe or overt, feelings of betrayal will emerge (Finkel et al., 2000; 
Morrison & Robinson, 1997). 

As these perceptions and feeling continue to occur over time, individuals are more 
likely to experience strong feelings of violation that involve, not only the experiences of 
unmet expectations, but also something deeper and more emotional (Rousseau 1989; 
1995; Turnley and Feldman 2000). These feelings entail a sense of betrayal and strong 
emotional distress, where the individual experiences anger, bitterness and wrongful harm 
(Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Robinson & Morrison, 2000; Rousseau, 1989).  

In contrast to Robinson and Morrison’s (2000) findings, however, it was not prior 
history of PCB-O that yielded changes in future perceptions of breach, but rather a 
history of perceiving the PCB-O as being intentional. Interestingly this finding may 
explain the lack of association between PCB-O and PCB-E in Tekleab and Taylor (2003) 
work that was discussed earlier. From a conceptual standpoint this makes some degree of 
sense. Vigilance is impacted by uncertainty regarding whether or not the psychological 
contracts will be maintained over time, whether the employee-employer relationship is 
more heavily grounded in a relational- or transactional-exchange, and the perceived costs 
associated with discovering an unmet promise (Morrison & Robinson, 1997).  
Psychological contract theory suggests that individuals who experience breach are more 
likely to move from a relational- to a transactional-exchange in future interactions with 
the exchange partner (Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). Consequently an individual 
who has perceived a breach as being intentional in the past is more likely to view the 
employee-organizational relationship through a more transactional framework.  This will 
cause these individuals to form a more short-term outlook; under these conditions 
employees maintain their membership in the organization in order to fulfill the terms of 
their contracts and act in their own self-interests rather than acting out of their attachment 
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to the organization (Meyer et al., 2006). As such the buffering effects of trust and loyalty 
(Morison & Robinson, 1997) cease to play a role. When attributions are made to external 
causes, however it is easier to rationalize reasons to give the organization a second 
chance, especially in situations where employees’ affective attachment to the 
organization is high (Ellemers et al., 2002; Finkel et al., 2002; Ganesan et al., 2010). 
Limitations. 
 Although this study has yielded a number of notable findings, the high levels of 
stability in the measure of DSOID over time rendered several of the hypotheses 
untestable.  Further research needs to be conducted to assess the impact of PCB-O on 
DSOID over time in a setting that allows for my dynamic changes in one’s identity. 
Perhaps examining these hypotheses in an organization undergoing significant changes 
(e.g. a merger or downsizing) might yield more different results. Despite this problem, 
the stability of DSOID does lend some further credence to the notion that DSOID can be 
conceptualized as a relatively persistent trait within an individual. 
 It is also possible that the results could potentially have been different if a longer 
time frame was used.  While it is possible that eight months may be insufficient time for 
an employee to experience an event that can potentially disrupts their DSOID, 
participants reported moderate levels of perceived psychological contract breach 
perceived as early as time 1, suggest that this is unlikely. It is, however, possible that the 
Army presented a context that may in some ways differ from other organizations.  
According to Forsyth, Snook, Lewis, and Bartone (2002), the U.S. Army focuses strongly 
on the development of a professional identity when training their leaders. This 
development starts as soon as the individual enters the Army.  Thus it is conceivable that 
the organizational identity may be more deeply-embedded within the self-concept of the 
officer candidates and junior officer then would typically be seen in a different 
organization. If this is in fact the case, it is conceivable that employees’ identity became 
so well embedded in their self-concept that it was resistant to moderate breaches of their 
psychological contract with the Army. It would thus be potentially interesting to attempt 
to replicate these results in a different setting. 

Finally, the study relied heavily on the use self-reports for the majority of the 
constructs that were under examination. The results from studies that rely heavily on self-
reports can be influenced by a variety of factors including common method variance, 
social desirability, and self-deceptions (Buckley et al., 1990; Campbell & Fiske, 1959; 
Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002). Common method variance may be particularly 
problematic within a repeated measures design such as the one used in this study. Method 
variance describes the variance due to the measurement method used in a study rather 
than the construct of interest; this can result from common rater effects, item 
characteristics, item context, and measurement context (Bagozzo & Yi, 1990; 1991).  
Research suggests that as one-third of the variance in an association between two or more 
self-reported measures can be accounted for by common method variance (Podsakoff, 
MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Fortunately, the magnitude of the associations seen 
in this study would suggest that even under the worst circumstances most of the effects 
would still hold if reduced by a third.  Nonetheless it would desirable for future work to 
attempt to gather ratings from expert sources (e.g. psychological contract breach on the 
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part of the officer as perceived by their superiors) or organizational records (e.g. years in 
service) when possible. 
Future Directions and Conclusion. 

Despite these limitations, this study provides a better understanding of how 
breach and attributions impact one another over time.  Clearly more work is needed to 
address the problems arising from the stability of employees’ DSOID.  Extending the 
period of time over which participants are studied or conducting the study within an 
organization undergoing significant changes may potentially allow for greater variability 
in DSOID over time. Nonetheless, the stability of DSOID was, in and of itself, an 
interesting result. This stability lends some credence to the notion that once formed, 
DSOID can function as a relatively stable dispositional trait.  This makes a certain degree 
of sense due to the fact that DSOID refers to how well embedded the group or 
organization is in one’s self-concept (Rousseau, 1998).  The more deeply embedded the 
organization becomes, the more it will take to remove it from the self-concept as well. 
Further research needs to be conducted in order to address this issue. 

In summary, this study provides important insights into the manner in which 
employees’ perceptions of PCB-O change over time, impact factors that influence these 
perceptions, and its consequences.  While the stability of the DSOID across respondents 
likely attenuated several of the hypothesized associations, this stability may suggest that 
DSOID can be viewed as a relatively stable individual trait, which is resilient against 
moderate PCB-Os.  Further work will be needed to see whether this resiliency still hold 
true in other settings. It is clear, however, that employees’ beliefs that a breach was 
committed intentionally by an organization is more damaging to the employee-employer 
relationship over time than when it was perceived as being unintentional. This suggests 
that it is in the organizations interest to attempt to minimize or ameliorate these 
perceptions of intentionality whenever possible in order to maintain more committed and 
loyal employees. 
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Appendix C: Supplemental Tables 
 
 

 
Table 1. Factor Loadings for Constructs Assessed at Time 1. 
 
Item 

Factor 
Loading

 
Item 

Factor 
Loading

DSOID1 .74 Negative Affectivity1 .59 
DSOID2 .72 Negative Affectivity2 .54 
Affective Commitment1 .78 Negative Affectivity3 .88 
Affective Commitment2 .77 Negative Affectivity4 .88 
Affective Commitment3 .77 Negative Affectivity5 .59 
Affective Commitment4 .84 Positive Affectivity1 .62 
Continuance Commitment1 .77 Positive Affectivity2 .78 
Continuance Commitment2 .79 Positive Affectivity3 .70 
Continuance Commitment3 .87 Positive Affectivity4 .83 
Continuance Commitment4 .71 Positive Affectivity5 .55 
Career Intent .97 Achievement Orientation1 .40 
NOID1 .67 Achievement Orientation2 .42 
NOID2 .53 Achievement Orientation3 .38 
NOID3 .73 Achievement Orientation4 .47 
NOID4 .43 Achievement Orientation5 .41 
NOID5 .36 Achievement Orientation6 .44 
NOID6 .38 Tenure .95 
NOID7 .55   
Note. DSOID = deep-structured organizational identification, NOID = need for organizational 
identification. 
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Table 2. Factor Loadings for Constructs Assessed at Time 2. 
 
Item 

Factor  
Loading 

DSOID1 .88 
DSOID2 .78 
Affective Commitment1 .67 
Affective Commitment2 .78 
Affective Commitment3 .83 
Affective Commitment4 .88 
Continuance Commitment1 .78 
Continuance Commitment2 .90 
Continuance Commitment3 .89 
Continuance Commitment4 .76 
PCB-E1 .75 
PCB-E2 .59 
Career Intent .95 
OCS Performance .95 
Note. DSOID = deep-structured organizational identification, PCB-E = psychological contract breach 
committed by the employee.
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Table 3. Factor Loadings for Constructs Assessed at Time 3. 
 
Item 

Factor  
Loading 

DSOID1 .88 
DSOID2 .65 
Affective Commitment1 .78 
Affective Commitment2 .77 
Affective Commitment3 .87 
Affective Commitment4 .93 
Continuance Commitment1 .89 
Continuance Commitment2 .86 
Continuance Commitment3 .83 
Continuance Commitment4 .80 
PCB-E1 .83 
PCB-E2 .75 
Career Intent .95 
Satisfaction1 1.00 
Satisfaction2 .36 
Note. DSOID = deep-structured organizational identification, PCB-E = psychological contract breach 
committed by the employee.
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Table 4. Impact of the interaction between years of experience and personality on deep 
structured identity when including achievement orientation. 
  DSOID T1 DSOID T2 DSOID T3 

Variable   β ΔR2  Variable β ΔR2 
Variable β ΔR2 

Step 1   .15*** Step 1  .26*** Step 1  .51** 
  Tenure  .15*    DSOID T1 .51***    DSOID T1 .36***  
  NOID  ..15*  Step 2  .03†   DSOID T2 .47***  
  NA  -.24***    Tenure .16**  Step 2  .01 
  PA  .12†    NOID -.03    Tenure .04  
  Ach .06       NA -.09    NOID .00  

Step 2   .02   PA .01    NA -03  
  TNOID  -.07    Ach .02    PA .04  
  TNA  .13*  Step 3  .01   Ach .05  
  TPA  -.02    TNOID -.08  Step 3  .02 
  TAch  .04    TNA .07    TNOID -.14*  
      TPA -.06    TNA -.06  
      TAch .07    TPA .02  
         TAch .04  
Note: *** = p < .001, ** = p < .01, * = p < .05, † = p < .10. Tenure = tenure, NOID = need for 
organizational identification, NA = negative affectivity, PA = positive affectivity, ACH = achievement 
orientation, TNOID = tenure x NOID interaction, TNA = tenure X NA interaction, TPA = tenure X PA 
interaction, TAch = tenure X Ach interaction, DSOID T1 = deep-structured organizational identification at 
time 1, DSOID T2 = deep-structured organizational identification at time 2, DSOID T3 = deep-structured 
organizational identification at time 3.



 

Table 5. Unstandardized Path Coefficients for Moderating Effects of Affective Commitment 
  IPCB-O SPCB-O IDSOID Attrib T2 Attrib T3 PCB-E 
 Tenure -.01 .00 .05*** -.01 .03 .02 
 AC  -.05  -1.06 -12.60 7.56 
 IPCB-O  .30  2.39*** 6.64 2.54 
 ACxIPCB-O  .02  .57 4.52 -2.61 
 SPCB-O     -13.66 -5.39 
 ACxSPCB-O     -14.79 10.51 
 Attrib T2  .00   .02 -.09 
Note: *** = p < .001, ** = p < .01, * = p < .05. Tenure = tenure, AC = affective commitment, IPCB-O = intercept for psychological contract breach 
committed by the organization, ACxICPB-O = Interaction between AC and IPCB-O, SPCB-O = slope for psychological contract breach committed by 
the organization, ACxSPCB-O = interaction between AC and SPCB-O, Attrib T2 = attribution at time 2, IDSOID = intercept for deep-structured 
organizational identification, Attrib T3 = attribution at time 3, PCB-E = psychological contract breach committed by the employee.
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Table 6. Unstandardized Path Coefficients for Moderating Effects of Need for Organizational Identification. 
  IPCB-O SPCB-O IDSOID Attrib T2 Attrib T3 PCB-E 
 Tenure -.01 .00 .05*** -.01 -.01 .00 
 NOID  -.14  -1.31** .91 .11 
 IPCB-O  .00  1.23 1.12 .41 
 NOIDxIPCB-O  .08  .54 -.37 -.09 
 SPCB-O     3.10 2.21 
 NOIDxSPCB-O     -.46 .05 
 Attrib T2  .07   .03 -.05 
Note: *** = p < .001, ** = p < .01, * = p < .05. Tenure = tenure, NOID = need for organizational identification, IPCB-O = intercept for psychological 
contract breach committed by the organization, NOIDxICPB-O = Interaction between NOID and IPCB-O, SPCB-O = slope for psychological contract 
breach committed by the organization, NOIDxSPCB-O = interaction between NOID and SPCB-O, Attrib T2 = attribution at time 2, IDSOID = intercept 
for deep-structured organizational identification, Attrib T3 = attribution at time 3, PCB-E = psychological contract breach committed by the employee. 
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Table 7. Unstandardized Path Coefficients for Moderating Effects of Positive Affectivity 
 

 IPCB-O SPCB-O IDSOID Attrib T2 Attrib T3 PCB-E 

 Tenure -.02* .01 .05*** -.01 -.01 .00 
 PA  -.27  .01 -.04 -1.91 
 IPCB-O  .05  1.18*** 1.17** .30 
 PAxIPCB-O  .08  -.06 .05 .74 
 SPCB-O     2.83* 1.93 
 PAxSPCB-O     .02 -.96 
 Attrib T2  .07   .04 -.01 
Note: *** = p < .001, ** = p < .01, * = p < .05. Tenure = tenure, PA = positive affectivity, IPCB-O = intercept for psychological contract breach 
committed by the organization, PAxICPB-O = Interaction between PA and IPCB-O, SPCB-O = slope for psychological contract breach committed by 
the organization, PAxSPCB-O = interaction between PA and SPCB-O, Attrib T2 = attribution at time 2, IDSOID = intercept for deep-structured 
organizational identification, Attrib T3 = attribution at time 3, PCB-E = psychological contract breach committed by the employee. 
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Table 8. Unstandardized Path Coefficients for Moderating Effects of Negative Affectivity. 
 

 IPCB-O SPCB-O IDSOID Attrib T2 Attrib T3 PCB-E 

 Tenure -.02* .01 .05*** .02 -.14 -.08 
 NA  -.55  1.21 -1.99 2.64 
 IPCB-O  .15  1.43** .25 .01 
 NAxIPCB-O  .21  -.49 .36 -1.05 
 SPCB-O     11.10 7.10 
 NAxSPCB-O     -7.55 .66 
 Attrib T2  .07   .50 -.39 
Note: *** = p < .001, ** = p < .01, * = p < .05. Tenure = tenure, NA = negative affectivity, IPCB-O = intercept for psychological contract breach 
committed by the organization, NAxICPB-O = Interaction between NA and IPCB-O, SPCB-O = slope for psychological contract breach committed by 
the organization, NAxSPCB-O = interaction between NA and SPCB-O, Attrib T2 = attribution at time 2, IDSOID = intercept for deep-structured 
organizational identification, Attrib T3 = attribution at time 3, PCB-E = psychological contract breach committed by the employee. 
 

 
.
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Appendix D. Dissertation Proposal Literature Review 
 
 
 

Organizational commitment and social identity theory present two important 
frameworks for understanding employees’ behavior in and attitudes regarding 
organizations (see Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer, Becker, & Van 
Dick, 2006 for reviews). To date, however, there has been relatively little work trying to 
integrate these two theories, and most of what does exist is largely theoretical in nature 
(Meyer et al., 2006).  

In this paper I develop an interactional model of organizational commitment 
integrating both situational and dispositional antecedents of commitment. Expanding on 
the theoretical work of Meyer, Becker, and Van Dick (2006), a social identity framework 
is used in order to better specify how commitment develops in individuals with different 
dispositions and in different situations. Expanding on the model of Meyer et al. (2006), I 
show how several theoretically important dispositional variables (i.e. need for 
identification, achievement orientation, positive and negative affectivity) may impact the 
type of identity one forms. I also show how identity threats manifested as psychological 
contact breaches can impact ones identity and thus level of commitment with an 
organization. 

This work is important for three primary reasons. Traditionally, antecedents of 
organizational commitment have been studied as being largely situational in nature (see 
Meyer & Allen, 1997; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982 for a review). This, however, 
raises an important question. Are all people really equally likely to become committed to 
an organization given the same set of conditions? If not, what dispositional factors impact 
commitment and how might this interact with the environment?  Secondly, there has been 
relatively little work to operationalize or measure identity threats in the organizational 
literature. I suggest that psychological contract breach may present a meaningful way to 
study this construct in organizations. Finally, to my knowledge, this paper represents the 
first formal attempt at empirically testing a model that integrates the identity and 
commitment literatures. 
Organizational Commitment and Social Identity: Concepts, Similarities, and Differences. 

Organizational commitment: Although numerous conceptualizations and models 
of commitment exist (e.g. Becker, 1960; Jaros, Jermier, Koehler, & Sincich, 1993; Meyer 
& Allen, 1991; Mowday, 1979; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Penley & Gould, 1988), the 
three-component model of organizational commitment developed by Meyer and Allen 
(1991; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993) has become the dominant model in the 
organizational literature. According to each of the three forms of commitment represents 
different mindsets or psychological states through which an individual is bonded to a 



 

 109

group. In affective commitment, people remain in an organization because they want to 
as a result of their emotional ties to it (Meyer & Allen, 1997). In normative commitment, 
individuals remain because they feel it is the right thing to do, due to an internalized 
sense of obligation (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Finally, in continuance commitment, 
individuals remain because they feel they need to as a consequence of high perceived 
levels of investment and/or few viable alternatives (Becker, 1960; Meyer & Allen, 1997) 

Thus, commitment at its very essence describes individuals’ bonds to their 
organization(s) (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 1993). They could be bonded to an 
organization out of a desire to remain as in the case of affective commitment, because 
they feel it is the right thing to do as in the case of normative commitment, or due to 
pressure that makes them feel that they need to remain (e.g. poor alternatives or high 
investment) in the case of continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 
1993). While important this conceptualization of the employee’s relationship with the 
organization is far from complete. Although commitment addresses why an individual 
may remain, it does not address other important questions such as “’Who am I?’, ‘Where 
do I belong?’, and ‘How do I fit (or fit in)?’” (Oyserman, 2001, p. 499). To answer these 
we need to turn to the concept of social identity.  

Before doing so, however, it is important to note that recent work suggests that 
this three-component model of commitment may be more easily accounted for by two 
supraordinate dimensions of value-based and exchange-based commitment (e.g. Gellatly, 
Meyer, & Luchak, 2006; Meyer, Becker, & Van Dick, 2006; Watsi, 2005). This recent 
revision, is the results of a number of problems that have been found regarding the 
construct and discriminant validity of the normative commitment dimension into question 
(Ko, Price, & Mueller, 1997). This work suggests that normative commitment behaves 
differently when in the presence of strong continuance or affective commitment (Gellatly 
et al., 2006; Watsi, 2005). As such value-based commitment represents reflects affective 
commitment and the moral imperative aspect of normative commitment, while exchange 
based commitment reflects continuance commitment and the indebted exchange aspect of 
normative commitment (Meyer et al., 2006). Unfortunately no established measures of 
value or exchange based commitment have been developed. Thus, for the remainder of 
this paper we will limit our discussion to the more well established measures of affective 
and continuance commitment. 

Social identity. At its very core, the notion of self-concept and identity represent 
the way in which individuals think about themselves; they can be personal or social in 
nature and can be used to answer the questions “’Who am I?’, ‘Where do I belong?’, and 
‘How do I fit (or fit in)?’” (Oyserman, 2001, p. 499).  

Although a comprehensive review of the identity literature is beyond the scope of 
this paper, it is important to cover the central premises that form the basis of social 
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identity theory.12 Most social identity theorists suggest that an individual’s identity is 
formed through a process of intergroup comparisons and self-categorization (Ashmore, 
Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002; Tajfel, 1978; 
Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1999; Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). 
This suggests that, individuals classify themselves and others into ingroups and 
outgroups, striving to maintain or enhance their self-esteem through the formation of a 
positive social identity (Tajfel, 1978). Social identities emerge when the self is seen as 
similar to the ingroup members, whereas personal identities emerge if the self is seen as 
unique from ingroup members13. When social identities take prominence individuals start 
to perceive themselves in terms of their group memberships, maximizing perceptions of 
intragroup similarities and intergroup differences (Turner, 1999; Turner et al., 1987). 
Positive social identities can be achieved by perceiving one’s ingroup as being positively 
distinct from their outgroups, or by joining a more positively distinct group when their 
social identity is unsatisfactory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Applying this work to 
organizational settings, Ashforth and Mael (1989) suggested that organizational 
identification is greater when 1) an organization is distinctive from comparable 
organizations, 2) the prestige of an organization contributes to the formation of a positive 
social identity, 3) salient outgroups become more pronounced, and 4) factors traditionally 
associated with group formation (e.g. interpersonal interaction, shared goals or threats, 
interdependence) can enhance identification and categorization14. 

Traditionally, social identity theory suggests that a given identity is made salient 
primarily by the situational context (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 
1987). Thus according to this view, stability in one’s identity is due primarily to the 
stability in one’s experiences with their environment (Turner& Onorato, 1999). In recent 
years however, authors have started to postulate that the nature of these identities can be 
embedded in one’s self-concept to different degrees, being either situated or deep-
structured (Rousseau, 1998). Situated social identities occur when contextual cues prime 
individuals to either recognize their shared characteristics with a group (in the case of 
social identity), or how they differ from a group (in the case of personal identity). This 
concept is similar to the traditional view of identity in Tajfel’s (1978) work in which the 
situation makes a given identity salient. Moving beyond this context specific 

 
12 Several different approaches to identity exist in the literature. The dominant models can be classified as 
having either a social cognition or social identity approach.  Unfortunately, the propositions and findings of 
the two frameworks are not always compatible with one another. For the purposes of this paper I focus 
primarily on the social identity approach. This was also done by Meyer et al. (2006) in their prior model of 
identity and commitment. 
13 Some identity and self-concept theories also include the notion of a relational identity. Self-concepts at 
this level are defined in terms of an individual’s dyadic relationships with others (Brewer & Gardner, 1996; 
Markus, 1991; Sedikides & Brewer, 2001).  Research suggests that this is linked to an individual’s identity 
with their supervisor or coworker (depending on the target) rather then a group or organization (Sluss & 
Ashforth, 2007).  Since the focus of this paper is on organizational commitment, relational level self-
concept will not be discussed due to space constraints. 
14 It is important to note that organizational identification represents a specific form of social identification 
in which the social group is the organization itself.  Thus for the purposes of the paper we use the terms 
social identity and organizational identity interchangeably. 
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representation, Rousseau (1998) suggests that individuals can also have deep-structured 
identities, which involve modifying the core of one’s self-concept to integrate new 
information regarding their group memberships. Thus a deep structured social identity 
will integrate aspects of the collective into one’s self-concept. While this proposition is a 
relatively recent development in social identity theory, this idea is similar to the concept 
of chronic self-concept in the social cognition literature (Lord & Brown, 2004; Markus & 
Wurf, 1987; Oyserman, 2001). A chronic self-concept refers to the relatively stable, 
centrally important, cognitive memory structure used to understand ourselves and our 
experiences, and answer the question “Who am I?” (Oyserman, 2001). 

In contrast to commitment, social identity deals with the way one psychologically 
associates themselves with an organization rather the binding forces that cause them to 
remain.  As such, social identity describes with one’s reactions to their group 
memberships (both emotional and cognitive) rather then the reasons they have to remain 
within the organization (Brown, 1996; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 2006). 
According to Meyer et al. (2006) the behavioral implications for the two constructs can 
be quite distinct. The literature suggests that identity is directly related to intra- and inter-
group relations and feelings about one’s group, but indirectly associated with criteria 
such as retention and job performance, which are generally viewed as a positive side 
effect of social identity in the literature due to its impact on more proximal outcomes 
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Meyer et al., 2006). These criteria on the other hand are more 
directly related to commitment, on the other hand, which consciously specify these 
behaviors in its conceptualization. (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 2006; Mowday et 
al., 1982).  
Recent Integrative Models. 

Early attempts at relating identity and commitment suggested that holding a social 
identity was a precursor to becoming committed to a group (Meyer et al., 2006). 
Identification yields positive affective commitment due to the emotional bond created 
through one’s experiences and feelings of belongingness (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Those 
with a collective identity are driven by a concern for their groups, and incorporate the 
group’s attitudes and values into one’s self-concept (Becker, 1992; Johnson & Chang, 
2006).  As such, social identity can act as a social glue, that promotes loyalty and keeps a 
group together in the face of strife or threat (Van Vugt & Hart, 2004). In contrast, those 
with an individual level identity define themselves as unique individuals, and are driven 
out of concern for themselves and their own well-being (Johnson & Chang, 2006; Meyer 
& Herscovitch, 2001).  

Building on these types of findings, Meyer, Becker, and Van Dick (2006) 
proposed an initial integrative model connecting the two literatures. Core to Meyer et 
al.’s (2006) model is the assumption that identification with an organization is antecedent 
to organizational commitment. But what causes individuals to form a social identity? All 
else being equal, the context will prime individuals to see themselves as part of a group, 
vis-à-vis social comparison and self-categorization processes, yielding situated identities 
that are cue dependent and highly volatile (Tajfel, 1978; Tajfel 7 Turner, 1979; Turner et 
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al., 1987).15  
The notion of deep structured versus situated identities (Rousseau, 1998) suggests 

that factors that signal that one’s membership in a group membership can serve to fulfill 
their basic needs relating to self-esteem and security will help transition an individual 
from a situated to deep-structured identity (Meyer et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998). Factors 
such as stability, common fate, and impermeability of one’s group memberships are 
particularly important in this respect (Rousseau, 1998). Interestingly, one can argue that 
these factors are more likely to be stronger, the longer an individual remains in an 
organization or group. Viewed in this light, members who have much experience with the 
organization are more likely to see or perceive these effects then individuals who are new 
to the organization. As such, we would expect newcomers to have more situated 
identities, and veteran organizational members to have more deep structured identities.  

Hypothesis 1: Newcomers have more situated social identities, while veteran 
organizational members have more deep structured social identities. 

Said differently, this would suggest that veteran members should have their membership 
in the group deeply embedded in their self-concept, remaining salient and important to 
them even when not at work. Newcomers, on the other hand, should be more easily 
separated from the organization or drawn to other groups due to the lack or paucity of the 
embeddedness of the organization within their self-concept.  

From a practical standpoint, these differences in newcomers and veterans identity 
structure can potentially have important implications for the types of bonds or 
commitments they form with an organization. In general, individuals with situated social 
identities will experience a relatively transitory and context dependent social identities 
and will tend to form exchange-based forms of commitment, such as continuance 
commitments (Meyer et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998). These individuals are more likely to 

 
15 While beyond the scope of the current study, this model becomes somewhat more 
complex when an individual can be a member of multiple groups.   In some instances 
these group memberships may overlap, being nested within one another (e.g. teams, 
units, divisions, organizations).  In this case, research suggests that individuals will 
identify most strongly with the lowest level group in nested social identities due to the 
proximity and salience of these groups (Ellemers & Rink, 2005; Riketta & Van Dick, 
2005).   Thus, when nested identities occur, value-based commitment will be strongest 
towards those groups at lower levels of nested identities (Meyer et al., 2006).  In contrast, 
it is possible that one’s group memberships (and thus social identities) may not overlap in 
certain circumstances (e.g. professional identity, organizational identity, familial 
identity).  When this occurs, the dueling identities can serve to either dilute or reinforce 
each other when the demands they place on an individual are incompatible or 
complementary, respectively (Ellemers & Rink, 2005).  When the dueling identities 
reinforce each other individuals will be affectively committed to both groups; but when 
the groups are incompatible or complimentary affective commitment will be strongest 
towards the more salient group (Meyer et al., 2006). 
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have transactional relationships with their organization, characterized by monetary 
obligations and entailing limited short-term involvement from the parties (Meyer et al., 
2006; Rousseau, 1989; 1995; Rousseau & McLean Parks, 1993). Thus, rather then acting 
out of their attachment to the group (i.e. value-based commitment), these individuals are 
maintaining their membership in a group in order to fulfill the terms of their contracts and 
act in their own self-interests (Meyer et al., 2006). In other words, the employee-
employer relationship is governed by principles of economic exchange for those with a 
situated identity. 

In contrast, the employee-employer relationship is more likely to be governed by 
rules of social exchange when individuals have deep structured identities. According to 
Shore, Tetrick, Lynch, and Barksdale (2006), there are three distinctions between social 
exchange and economic exchange relationships: trust, investment, and duration. Social 
exchange relationships imply long-term, open-ended orientation relying on future 
obligations, whereas exchange orientations tend to occur on a quid pro quo basis (Blau, 
1964; Organ & Konovsky, 1989).  Furthermore, social exchange relationships tend to be 
more personal then exchange relationships; when combined with the long term duration 
this makes trust a crucial feature of social exchange that is not necessary for economic 
exchange relationships (Blau, 1964). Finally, this long-term, trusting nature of social 
exchange relationships suggest that some level of investment is needed by the parties to 
the exchange, with the assumption (based on trust) that they will be repaid in the future 
(Blau, 1964; Eisenberger et al., 1986). 

Meyers et al. (2006) suggests that individuals with deep-structured social 
identities will experience more stable, meaningful, and integrated identities yielding 
value-based or affective forms of commitment (Meyer et al., 2006). Rather than having 
their relationships governed by transactional contracts, these relationships might be better 
characterized by relational contracts, which refers to longer-term, often open-ended, 
exchanges (monetary or non-monetary) between parties that are used to establish and 
maintain a relationship (e.g. loyalty and support; Rousseau, 1989; 1995; Rousseau & 
McLean Parks, 1993).  Rather then acting as group members on a quid pro quo basis, 
these individuals start to internalize the characteristics of the group into their self-
concepts. This internalization can yield shared values and beliefs, ultimately producing 
affective commitment to an organization (Becker & Billings, 1993; Kristof-Brown, 
Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; Meyer et al., 2006). The exchange bases for these notions 
are particularly interesting because they suggest that identity can be conceptualized as a 
resource that individuals can exchange in an exchange relationship; I will return to this 
difference shortly.  

Thus, a fundamental difference between situated and deep-structured identities is 
the type of bond an individual will form with the group or organization. Following the 
core of the model put forth by Meyer et al.’s (2006) I also propose that situated 
organizational identification will be associated with higher levels of continuance 
commitment, while deep-structured social identities will yield higher levels of affective 
commitment.  

Hypothesis 2a: Situated social identities are associated with higher levels of 
continuance commitment. 
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Hypothesis 2b: Deep-structured social identities are associated with higher levels 
of affective commitment. 

 As mentioned previously, the literature typically discusses identity as having its 
most proximal effects on the functioning of inter- and intra-group processes and the way 
in which one perceives and feels about the group, but only indirect effects on most 
behavioral and attitudinal outcomes associated with remaining in an organization. As 
such, Meyer et al.’s (2006) model suggests that commitment serves to mediate the effects 
of identity on these more distal attitudinal and behavioral outcomes such as turnover, 
morale, and retention.  

Hypothesis 3a: Affective commitment is positively associated with career intent 
and morale, and negatively associated with turnover. 
 Hypothesis 3b: Continuance commitment is positively associated with career 
intent, and negatively associated with turnover and morale. 
While identity and commitment can certainly impact one’s attitudes and 

behaviors, research suggests that these relationships may be reciprocal as well. Applying 
Bandura’s (1991) work in social cognitive theory to their model, Meyer et al (2006) 
suggests that one’s behavior can feed back to impact the structure of their identity. This is 
based on Bandura’s (1991) notion that people views of themselves can change as they 
observe their own behavior. While Meyer and colleagues focus on discretionary, I 
suggest that this view is somewhat narrow in focus. According to this work, any behavior 
that reflects being part of a group, or caring about that group should help form or 
strengthen a, deep structured identity. In contrast, individuals who do not observe these 
behaviors in themselves should be more apt to view themselves as not caring about the 
group, contributing to the formation of a situated identity. 

Hypothesis 4: People who observe a history of behaviors within themselves 
reflecting an affinity for the organization are more likely to form deep-structured 
identity. 

 An Expanded Perspective: Integrating Dispositions 
Building on the core of the model proposed by Meyer et al. (2006), I suggest that 

certain individual dispositions can interact with identity and the situation in order to 
produce different forms of identity and commitment. Although there are a number of 
potential individual differences that can be examined, I focus my attention on three 
general classes of individual differences (i.e. need for organizational identification, 
achievement orientation, and positive and negative affectivity) due to their theoretical 
importance in this model (see Figure 1). Based on the prior work of Meyer et al. (2006), 
this model helps expand our understanding of identity, commitment and their 
antecedents.
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Figure 1. Proposed Model
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Need for organizational identification – a dispositional orientation toward group 
membership. While identity theory details the way in which peoples’ self-concept reflects 
(or excludes) their group memberships, it says little about their tendencies to seek out, 
affiliate with, or join a group. The notion that certain individuals have a tendency to form 
attachments and seek out group membership have long existed in the psychological 
literature. The needs for affiliation, belonging, and identification, for example, all tap the 
fundamental human need for social bonds (Maslow, 1968).  

According to Maslow (1968) people will immediately seek out loving social 
loving bonds once their primitive physiological and safety needs of are met. Work such 
as this suggests that individual’s are driven to seek out and maintain lasting positive and 
significant social contacts and interpersonal relationships (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; 
Veroff & Veroff, 1980 as cited in Wisenfeld et al., 2001). In order to satisfy these drives, 
people strive for frequent warm interpersonal relationships and approval from at least a 
few other people, and try to ensure that these relationships become temporally stable and 
enduring (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). People high in these motives are expected to form 
bonds more easily, be more reluctant to break social bonds, devote more cognitive 
resources to interpersonal interactions and are more affected by isolation or uncaring 
relationships than those low in need for belonging (see Baumeister & Leary, 1995 for a 
review). 

While the need for affiliation describes an individual’s tendency to seek out 
others, it says little about an individual’s orientation towards a group. Markus and 
Kitayama (1991) suggest that individuals differ in the extent to which they view their 
self-concept as interdependent or independent (i.e. connected to or separate from people 
and groups). Taken together this work suggests that some individuals should be more 
inclined to integrate the group into their self-concept then others. As such, theorists have 
recently argued that people will differ in their tendency to identify with social objects 
(Glynn, 1998; as cited in Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). This concept is more commonly 
referred to as the need for identification (NOID) and it reflects an individual’s 
generalized tendency to identify with social objects. According to Glynn (1998) 
individuals high in NOID desire to become socialized in the organization and avoid 
separation. 

I suggest that NOID may represent an important individual difference that will 
cause some individuals to develop deep structured social identities. From an exchange 
perspective, these individuals will be inclined to favor social exchange relationships, 
seeking long-term relationships and trust in the group. As such, those high in NOID will 
direct their efforts towards a social or work group, and socially integrate them within that 
group regardless of the contextual factors impacting their identity. Individuals low in 
NOID may still identify with a group, but they are more likely to do so due to contextual 
cues (rather than being internally motivated) thereby forming a more situated social 
identity.  

Hypothesis 5: NOID moderates the association between contextual factors 
relating to commissioning source and identity, such that those high in NOID are 
more likely to form deep-structured identities. 
Achievement orientation. Achievement represents a desire for advancement or 
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success in work, and is reflected in employees' willingness to put forth effort, make 
sacrifices, seek out opportunities for development, and adhere to social standards (Judge 
& Bretz, 1992; Kilcullen, Putka, & McCloy, 2006; Schwartz, 1992). Taken at face value, 
achievement orientation typically refers to a desire for personal success which may 
appear to conflict with the notion of identity or commitment that tends places greater 
emphasis on the group. This discrepancy, however, may have to do with the narrow way 
in which performance is often conceptualized in organizational research. 

Traditionally achievement orientation has been studied in the context of 
individual task performance; however, some research suggests that it has implications for 
other performance domains (Neuman & Kickul, 1998). Borman and Motowidlow (1993) 
suggest that the focus on task performance tends to overlook other performance domains 
necessary for organizational effectiveness. In contrast to task performance, contextual 
performance refers to employees’ actions that impact the psychological, social, and 
organizational context or environment that support the organization’s technical core in 
order to achieve its goals (Borman & Motowidlow, 1993). Early taxonomies of 
contextual performance delineated five broad activities: volunteering, persisting with 
extra enthusiasm, helping and cooperating, following organizational rules and 
procedures, and endorsing, supporting, and defending organizational objectives (Borman 
& Motowidlow, 1992; 1993). More recent taxonomies, however, have narrowed this list 
down to three supraordinate categories: personal support, organizational support, and 
conscientious initiative (Borman, Buck, Hanson, Motowidlow, Stark, & Drasgow, 2001; 
Coleman & Borman, 2000). 

Puffer (1987) demonstrated that achievement-oriented individuals’ need to excel 
relates to factors outside task performance, impacting other behaviors that benefit the 
organization such as prosocial behaviors. Thus those who place high value in 
achievement are more likely to demonstrate high levels of contextual performance (such 
as organizational citizenship behaviors) due to the satisfaction and pride they receive 
from their overall work performance rather then task performance alone (Schnake, 1991; 
Tang & Ibrahim, 1998).  

Interestingly, organizational identification is conceptually similar to the 
contextual performance domains listed previously. For example, personal support can 
entail putting the group goals and objectives ahead of one’s personal interests; 
organizational support can include sticking with an organization through temporary 
problems, and complying with the organization's values, objectives, procedures, and 
rules; while conscientious initiative entails persisting with extra effort even in difficult 
conditions, and going beyond what is required of an individual (Borman et al., 2001). By 
engaging in these types of behaviors, individuals are essentially creating a context in 
which their membership in a group becomes highly salient, thereby increasing the 
likelihood that a social identity will emerge. Recall that we previously suggest that 
identity is a resource that individuals can potentially exchange in a social exchange 
relationship. Viewed in this context, identity serves to fulfill one's contextual 
performance in an organization. This suggests that those high in achievement orientation 
are more likely to develop stronger level of social identity. Furthermore, research 
suggests there are relatively stable individual differences in the extent to which 
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individuals value achievement (Schwartz, 1992). As such individuals high in this 
orientation are more likely to repeatedly engage in these behaviors, providing them with 
more opportunities to become socialized to the group, its norms, behaviors and values. As 
such, these individuals will be more likely to form deep structured social identities. 

Recent work yields some support for these hypotheses. Neuman and Kickul 
(1998) found that achievement orientation can predispose individuals towards developing 
covenental relationships at work, and engaged in more citizenship behavior. Covenents 
represent an extreme relational contract in which the parties have a strong level of 
commitment to each other’s welfare (van Dyne et al., 1994). As such covenental 
relationships tend to be characterized by high levels of trust, mutuality, and shared values 
(Neuman & Kickul, 1998). Neuman and Kilcul (1998) suggested that those high in 
achievement orientation engaged in the types of behaviors described above, yielding 
more opportunities to form covenental relationships. Interestingly, their measures of 
convenantal relationships included measures of identification and commitment (Van 
Dyne et al., 1994), providing some support for the direct effect of achievement 
orientation on these constructs.  

Hypothesis 6: Achievement orientation moderates the association between 
contextual factors relating to commissioning source and identity, such that those 
high in achievement orientation are more likely to form deep-structured identities. 
Affectivity. I suggest that the tendency to hold positive and/or negative world-view 

may impact the type of identity one develops and its level of embededness in one’s self-
concept. Positive and negative affectivity can indirectly influence people’s identity by 
impacting how they perceive their group memberships and the events affecting both 
themselves and the group (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Researchers suggest that two 
general dimensions account for most of the variance in affectivity, these are positive and 
negative affect (Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988; Watson, Clark, 
McIntyre, & Haymaker, 1992; Watson & Tellegen, 1985).  

At the most basic level positive affectivity refers to an individual’s tendency to 
experience positively activated emotions, while negative affectivity represents the 
tendency towards negative emotions (Thorsen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, & Chermont, 
2003; Watson et al., 1988). As such, positive affectivity reflects a stable and pervasive 
disposition that causes individuals to have pleasurable engagements with their 
environments, experiencing feelings of enthusiasm, alertness, and energy (Watson & 
Clark, 1984; Watson, 1988). Individuals high in positive affectivity tend to have a 
relatively positive cognitive explanatory styles, engaging in more social and socializing 
activities, and are more attuned to nurturance and appetition needs (Larsen, McGraw, & 
Cacioppo, 2001; Watson et al., 1992). Negative affectivity, on the other hand, causes 
individuals to experience greater levels of distress and dissatisfaction across different 
situations and experiences (Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson, 1988). These dispositions 
can influence the method in which individuals perceive and interpret negative events, 
with individuals who are high on negative affectivity experiencing problems more 
negatively then others (Watson & Clark, 1984). Individuals high in negative affectivity 
have a negative cognitive explanatory style, are more introspective, dwell on problems, 
and are more likely to attend to negative situational cues, avoid threats, and are thus less 
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satisfied and have a less favorable self-view (Larsen et al., 2001; Watson & Clark, 1984; 
Watson et al., 1992; Watson & Pennebaker, 1989). 

Taken as a whole, this work suggests that those high in negative affectivity are 
more likely to focus on negative experience, cognitions and attitudes when interacting 
with group members, ultimately yielding disidentification, whereas those with positive 
affectivity are more likely to embrace positive experiences, cognitions, and attitudes 
increasing the likelihood that identification will occur (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). 
Viewed in this manner, some researchers have posited that positive affect system helps 
attune individuals to nurturance and appetition, whereas negative affect attunes 
individuals to nurturance and aversion (Larsen et al., 2001). This suggests that 
individuals high in positive affectivity will focus more on what the group has to offer 
them, potentially overlooking problems that may occur, while those high in negative 
affectivity will focus more heavily on the problems associated with group membership. 
In fact, Kreiner and Ashforth (2004) have found that positive affectivity was positively 
related to organizational identification, whereas negative affectivity predicted 
disidentification. The fact that those high in negative affectivity are more likely to dwell 
on the negative aspects of a group membership, distancing themselves from the group, 
while those high in positive affectivity are more likely to attend to the positive aspects of 
the group suggests that this may impact the extent to which deep-structure emerges. 

Hypothesis 7a: Positive affectivity moderates the association between contextual 
factors relating to commissioning source and identity, such that those high in 
positive affectivity are more likely to form deep-structured social identities.  
Hypothesis 7b: Negative affectivity moderates the association between contextual 
factors relating to commissioning source and identity, such that those high in 
negative affectivity are more likely to form situated social identities. 

An Expanded Perspective: The Role of Identity Threats and Breach16 
Social identity threat and psychological contract breach. Up to this point my 

discussion has focused primarily on factors that lead an individual to become committed 
to a group, or choose one group over another. From a logical standpoint, commitment 
cannot only increase. Given sufficient time problems are bound to occur from either 
within or outside the group that can potentially threaten one’s identity (Ellemers et al., 
2002). As such, identity threat can be a valuable mechanism for understanding why 
individuals might change groups and transition from a deep-structured to a situated 
identity.  

Identity threats represent any event that challenges an individual’s identity or the 
value of their group (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999; Ellemers et al., 
2002). Although there is some variation in the operationalization of this construct, 
Branscombe et al. (1999) identified four broad categories that can produce a threat: 1) 
being categorized into a group against one’s will, 2) undermining the value of the group, 
3) challenging an individual’s status as a group member, and 4) challenging the 

 
16 At the suggestion of the dissertation committee members hypotheses 1 through 7 were tested in the main 
body of my dissertation.  The remainder of the hypotheses were examined the appendicies (see Appendix 
B).  
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distinctiveness of the in-group in relation to an out-group. These threats can emanate 
from either within the group (e.g. when group members view an individual as an outcast), 
or from sources external to the group (e.g. when a group is disparaged by others; 
Ellemers et al., 2002). While potentially interesting, much of this work has been 
developed in the social psychological literature, and has not been widely applied to the 
employment context. For the purposes of this paper, I suggest that psychological contract 
breach can provide an important source of identity threat in the employment context.  

A psychological contract represents the perceived terms and conditions that 
underlie the reciprocal exchange relationship that an employee has with their 
organization (Rousseau, 1989). When one party fails to live up to the perceived terms and 
conditions of this relationship (i.e. fail to provide the reciprocal obligations perceived by 
the other party), psychological contract breach occurs (Rousseau, 1995). In order to 
integrate social identity threats with the psychological contract literature, I suggest that 
identity can be viewed as a resource that can be exchanged by an employee. 

While novel, this social exchange notion of identity fits in well with prior research 
which has shown that employees may trade resources such as effort and loyalty, in return 
to pay support and recognition from the organization (Blau, 1964; Levinson, 1965; 
Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Rousseau & Parks, 1993; van Knippenberg, van Dick, & 
Tavares, 2007). Now one may question whether identity is a meaningful resource to 
exchange? After all identity is a private perception relating to one’s self-concept, is it 
something that can be easily traded and changed? From a social identity standpoint, I 
suggest that the answer to this question would be an unequivocal yes. According to this 
viewpoint the context is what matters, by aligning oneself with a group, one is bound to 
take on a social identity as they start to see themselves as a group member (Tajfel, 1978; 
Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Thus identifying with the group is certainly advantageous to an 
organization. Furthermore, Tajfel and Turner (1979) suggest that identification serves an 
individual’s need to develop a positive self-concept in order to maintain or increase their 
self-esteem. This assumption implies that, at some level, individuals expect to receive the 
ability to derive a positive self-concept from their membership in the group in exchange 
for their continued membership in and identity with a group. When the terms of an 
exchange are fulfilled, individuals will continue their membership in a group yielding 
continued social identities. Given the appropriate conditions these situated identities may 
start to become deep-structured identities. What happens, on the other hand, if an identity 
threat occurs and the terms of the exchange are breached?  

In general, social identity threats have an adverse impact on one’s self-concept, 
damaging his or her self-esteem (Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999; 
Ellemers et al., 2002). When an individual continues to identify with a group, but fails to 
derive a positive self-concept they may experience psychological contract breach. This 
view is analogous to what is typically seen in the social identity literature. When the 
value of the group is damaged, individuals may no longer receive this positive 
reinforcement for maintaining their group membership, and continued group membership 
may actually come at a cost to them (in terms of their self-concept, status, and self-
esteem). As such, I suggest that in this situation a deep structured identity may revert to a 
situated identity as individuals’ transition from a social to more economic based 
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exchange. If continued problems occur the individual may even start to revoke their 
group membership moving towards a more personal identity. Evidence for this can be 
found in the identity literature, which suggests that in order to restore a positive self-
concept individual’s social identity may start to weaken, becoming unstable, or shift back 
towards a personal identity (Breakwell, 1983; Elsbach, 1999).  

Hypothesis 8: Those who experience identity threats in the form of psychological 
contract breach alter their patterns of identification with the organization, 
experiencing weakening (i.e. identity movement away from the group) or unstable 
social identities. 

 It is important to note, that while threats are generally viewed to adversely impact 
one’s level of identification with an organization, one’s bonds with a group can in some 
instances buffer this effect (Ellemers et al., 2002). 

Moderating role of affective commitment. While altering ones patterns of 
identification with a group may be the simplest solution when an individual is not deeply 
bonded to a group, this solution may not be the best for an individual that has high levels 
of prior commitment (Ellemers et al., 2002). Research has shown that people are most 
likely to use individual mobility strategies, dissociating themselves from the group in 
order to join another, when the group has relatively low status and permeable boundaries 
(Boen & Vanbeselaere, 2002; Haslam, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). When the 
boundaries are perceived as less permeable, however, people are more apt to use social 
creativity and social competition strategies (Tajfel,1975; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). When 
using social creativity strategies, individuals seek out new dimensions on which to base 
comparisons, alter the values assigned to a given in group attribute, or find other 
outgroups with which more favorable comparisons can be made (Haslam, 2004; Kreiner 
& Ashforth, 1999; Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Alternatively, social competition strategies 
entail challenging the outgroup in order to change the status quo (Haslam, 2004; Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979). The goal of both these strategies, however, will again be to ultimately 
restore a positive self-concept when faced with social identity threats (Ellemers et al., 
2002).  

Recent work suggests that one’s emotional bonds or attachment to an organization 
is primarily responsible for the strategy one chooses to deal with a threat (Ellemers, 
Kortekaas, Ouwerkerk, 1999; Ellemers et al., 2002).  Both the identity and psychological 
contract literatures suggest that affective commitment can impact the types of attributions 
one makes regarding the organization.  

In general, Morrison and Robinson (1997) suggest that employees’ reactions to 
breach may depend on whether the breach is attributed to the actions of the organization, 
or some source outside of the organizations control. When the organization is deemed 
guilty, employees will be more likely to react negatively then when the organization is 
not viewed to be at fault (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). Affectively committed 
individuals are more likely to make attributions or rationalize the source of a problem in a 
manner minimizes the blame attributed to the organization. This is seen, for example, 
when an individual has a high level of trust in the organization (Robinson, 1996). This 
work suggests that commitment can moderate employees’ perceptions of breach, such 
that it is less likely to be perceived by those high in commitment. Over time, however, 
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this buffering effect will likely weaken in the face of repeated problems as it becomes 
harder to make excuses for the organization. 

Similar effects are seen in regards to identity threats. Research suggests that 
individuals’ reactions to an identity threat are dependent on the attributions they make 
regarding the source and nature of the threat (Ellemers et al., 2002). When commitment is 
low, individuals tend to alter their pattern of identification with a group, by starting to 
dissociate themselves from the group, seek an alternative group membership, or assert a 
unique personal identity (Ellemers et al., 2002). In these instances, the individual is 
essentially attributing fault to the group itself, rationalizing that they never wanted to be 
apart of the group in the first place, and that they are in reality different from the other 
group members. In contrast, individuals that remain committed to a group they should 
either seek to conform to the group (if the threat is directed at the individual, emanating 
from within the group) or promote the group’s distinctiveness and value (if the threat is 
directed at the group, originating outside the group; Ellemers et al., 2002). In these 
circumstances, they are in effect attributing the blame to problems external to the 
organization. When the threat is self-directed, emerging from the group, committed 
individuals may attribute the blame to themselves and redouble their efforts in order to 
earn approval of the group members. When the threat is directed at the group, on the 
other hand, committed individuals may challenge the credibility or motives of the source 
of the threat, or try to perceptually alter the perception of the threat by changing the 
referent group. 

Integrating the work on threat and breach together suggests that breach is less 
likely to be perceived when people are affectively committed to an organization. In this 
instance committed individuals may redirect the blame for problems from the 
organization to other sources such as themselves (e.g. not sufficiently living up to their 
end of the bargain) or external problems outside of their control (e.g. hostile others or a 
changing business environment). As affective commitment wanes, however, breach is 
more likely to be perceived in either circumstance. Even when a breach is attributed to an 
external source, an individual low in organizational commitment will be more likely to 
react negatively if it ultimately harms them in some way (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). 

Hypothesis 9: Prior levels of affective commitment moderate how people react to 
psychological contract breach, such that those high in affective commitment 
maintain in their pattern of identity with the organization, while individuals low 
in affective commitment start to alter their pattern of identification with the 
organization, yielding an unstable identity that is moving away from the 
organization. 
Moderating role of dispositions. By definition, affective commitment implies an 

enduring sense of persistence in, and attachment to, a group (Meyer et al., 1997). This 
suggests that individual differences in a person’s tendency to persevere can moderate the 
relationship between commitment and reactions to identity threat, such that people will 
maintain their identification with the group via coping with the threat as long as they use 
a positive frame of reference, feel a need for group identification, and/or tend to 
persevere in the their group membership. 

Those low in need for identification and achievement orientation, and high in 
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negative affectivity, should start to question the value of their group membership, taking 
more drastic measures to protect the self-concept in the face of an identity threat. These 
individuals will react more strongly either disidentifying with the group or rationalizing 
the threat that had occurred. Those high in need for identification, achievement 
orientation, and positive affectivity, on the other hand, will continue to see the value of 
their group and will continue to incorporate their membership in the organization into 
their self-concept. As such, these individuals may be more motivated to take an active 
approach to improve one’s self-concept by improving the standing of the group or 
correcting the identity threat from within the group. Rather than modifying their identity 
or making excuses that deflect the threat, these individuals will try to correct the 
conditions that caused the threat itself. 

Hypothesis 10a: Need for identification moderates how people react to 
psychological contract breach, such that those high in need for identification are 
more likely to maintain their group identity. 
Hypothesis 10b: Achievement orientation moderates how people react to 
psychological contract breach, such that those high in achievement orientation 
are more likely to maintain their group identity.  
Hypothesis 10c: Positive affectivity moderates how people react to psychological 
contract breach, such that those high in Positive affectivity are more likely to 
maintain their group identity.  
Hypothesis 10d: Negative affectivity moderates how people react to psychological 
contract breach, such that those low in negative affectivity are more likely to 
maintain their group identity.  
Commitment over time: The role of repeated breaches. Up to this point we have 

dealt with a static model of commitment. What happens however when repeated identity 
threats cause these attributions to change? A psychological contract breach that is 
attributed to internal motivations of an organization or its agents can be compared to a 
breach of trust. Trust entails one party’s confidence in, and willingness to, rely on another 
in an exchange relationship, and is grounded in the assumption that they will not be taken 
advantage of by the trustor (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Moorman, Zaltman, & Deshpande, 
1992). This assumption can only exist when one party believes in the others reliability 
and integrity (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). When a party is perceived as having intentionally 
breached a psychological contract, they are in essence perceived as having taken 
advantage of this fundamental assumption, disregarding the mutual trust needed for 
continued relationships. In general research suggests that employees experience negative 
emotional reactions in response to breach including perceptions of victimization, anger, 
bitterness, and wrongful harm (Morison & Robinson, 1997; Robbins, Jaju, & Kwak, 
2007; Rousseau, 1989; 1995; Turnley & Feldman, 2000). As such, repeated breaches may 
cause an individual to alter the types of attributions they make regarding the cause of 
breach. As individuals continue to experience breach they may start to blame the 
organization. 

Hypothesis 11: Individuals reactions to identity threats changes as repeated 
threats occur, such that continued psychological contract breaches are associated 
with greater blame attributed to the organization. 
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One breach is likely insufficient to produce such perceptions, especially when 
employees are committed. Over time, as identity threats are compounded, and people 
start to attribute greater blame to the organization, the way people feel about the 
organization will start to change and one may start to question the role of the 
organization, causing more drastic reactions (Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Robinson & 
Morrison, 2000) and greater changes to their identity. 

Hypothesis 12: Attributing the cause of the breach to the organization moderates 
how people react to psychological contract breach, such that those that attribute 
less blame to the organization are more likely to maintain a stable group identity, 
actively embedding themselves within the organization (i.e. identity movement 
towards the group). 
As long as one maintains high levels of affective commitment towards an 

organization we would expect them to attribute the failure of the organization to fulfill 
their psychological contract to sources outside the organizations control. Thus, over the 
short term, value-based commitment can actually serve to moderate perceptions of 
psychological contract breach (Miller, 1996). As repeated threats occur, however, we 
suggest that it will become increasingly difficult to maintain these attributions and 
individuals will be more sensitive to future breaches  

Hypothesis 13: Experiencing continued breaches increases the likelihood that 
further psychological contract breach will be perceived.  
In summary, we suggest that as the experience of repeated breaches occur (via 

repeated identity threats) the nature of one’s identification with an organization will 
ultimately be altered, increasing the likelihood that psychological contract breach will be 
experienced and reducing affective commitment. Interestingly Rousseau and McLean 
Parks (1993) suggests that when breach occurs individuals are more likely to rely on 
transactional contracts for future interactions with an organization. This parallels Meyer 
et al. (2006) proposition that those low in social identity are more likely to have exchange 
based commitments, while those high in social identity are more likely to have value-
based commitments to an organization. 
Implications of the Interactional Perspective. 

From a theoretical standpoint, this model helps expand our understanding of 
commitment and its antecedents. In the past too much weight has been given to 
situational antecedents of organizational commitment at the expense of dispositional 
ones. This model outlines how dispositional antecedents may interact with these 
situational antecedents to impact the nature of the identity and commitment one develops. 
Furthermore, to my knowledge this work represents the first attempt at operationalizing 
identity threats in a way that they can be assessed (rather than manipulated) in the 
workplace. Finally, to my knowledge, this paper represents the first formal attempt at 
empirically testing a model that integrates the identity and commitment literatures. 

Methods 
Participants. 
 Participants will be composed of individuals enrolled in the U.S. Army’s Officer 
Candidate School (OCS) program. OCS is a 12-week program that trains, evaluates, and 
screens enlisted soldiers to become commissioned officers in the U.S. Army. Upon 
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completion of the program candidates will be commissioned as second lieutenants. Each 
OCS class has approximately 120 officer candidates. In general, there are two paths for 
soldiers to enter OCS. The in-service path is comprised of enlisted soldiers who have 
completed a college degree and wish to become officers. The out-of-service path is 
comprised of recent college graduates that were recruited to enlist in the Army with 
promise of enrolling in OCS after completing basic training. The out-of-service path may 
also include direct commission personnel (e.g. doctors, lawyers, chaplains) but due to the 
low base-rate for these individuals will be focusing our attention on the prior two groups. 
Procedure. 
 Data will be collected in three waves, as part of a larger effort within the Army, to 
determine those individuals who are most likely to complete OCS and remain in the 
Army beyond their first active duty service obligation. Data collection will occur over an 
8-month period, through the completion of OCS and their subsequent training. The first 
wave will be collected when individuals enter their OCS programs. The second wave will 
be collected approximately three months later at the end of their OCS programs. Both of 
these data collection will take place during their regular classroom instruction. An 
additional follow-up will collected approximately five months later. This third wave will 
be administered via a web-based survey. In general, participants receive their duty and 
post assignments at the end of OCS, before entering BOLC. Not all requests can be 
fulfilled, making this a key point at which breach may occur.  
 The in- and out-of-service paths to OCS provide us with a natural manipulation 
for the contextual antecedents of organizational identification. In general, those coming 
from the in-service path have much more experience with the Army, are typically 
embedded within the organization, and have went through years of Army socialization 
and hazing processes. Those entering OCS through the out-of-service route, on the other 
hand, typically have little to no prior experience with the Army. As such the Army should 
be more salient and relevant a group for those entering through the in-service rather then 
the out-of-service path. 
 Due to time and space constraints, the surveys will differ slightly between the first 
wave and the two follow-ups (see Table 1). At time one, participants will be administered 
measures regarding their dispositional tendencies regarding identification and 
commitment (i.e. need for identification, achievement orientation, positive and negative 
affectivity), organizational identification (i.e. organizational identification, identity 
stability, identity movement), organizational commitment, career intent, and evaluations 
of the importance of a set of obligations owed to them by the organization. In the second 
and third waves, the dispositional tendencies regarding identification and commitment 
will be dropped from the instrument due to time constraints since these constructs are 
conceptualized as being relatively stable dispositional traits. In contrast, perceptions of 
unfulfilled obligations (i.e. psychological contract breach) should not theoretically occur 
before one has some degree of experience with the organization. As such these measures 
as well as perceptions of their causes (i.e. attributions regarding the cause of breach) will 
be added to the instrument in the second and third waves.  
Measures. 
 Contextual factors relating to commissioning source. Demographic information 
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will collected on each participants commissioning source. Some individuals entered OCS 
through the enlistment option (coded 0). These individuals were enlisted soldiers prior to 
deciding to enter OCS. Typically these individuals had 5-15 years of military experience. 
Other participants entered OCS through the college option (coded 1). These individuals 
were college graduates who enlisted in the Army expressly to become an officer. 
Typically these individuals had no prior experience with the military. 
 
 
 
Table 1. Data Collection Overview 
 Wave 1 

Start 
OCS

Wave 2 
End 
OCS 

Wave 3 
End  

BOLCIII
Context - commissioning source X   
Need for organizational identification X   
Achievement orientation X   
Negative & positive affectivity X   
Organizational identification X X X 
Identity stability X X X 
Identity movement X X X 
Behaviors indicating org affinity X X X 
Psych contract breach - elemental  X X 
Psych contract breach - global X X X 
Attributions regarding cause of breach  X X 
Affective and continuance commitment X X X 
Career intent X X X 
Morale  X X 
Demographics X   
 
 
 

Dispositional antecedents towards identity and commitment. Four dispositional 
antecedents towards identity and commitment were examined in this study. These 
include: perseverance in group membership, need for identification, and negative and 
positive affectivity. 

Need for organizational identification. Kreiner and Ashforth’s (2004) 
Need for Organizational Identification scale will be used to assess the extent to which 
individuals seek out a group to identify their own self-concept with. Participants will be 
asked to indicate their agreement with seven statements on five-point likert scales with 
endpoints of “strongly disagree” and “strongly agree.” Higher scores indicate higher need 
for organizational identification.  

Achievement orientation. Achievement orientation will be measured using 
the achievement orientation subscale Relational Biodata Inventory (Kilcullen, Putka, & 
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McCloy, 2006; Kilcullen, Putka, McCloy, & Van Iddekinge, 2005). In earlier iterations 
of this instrument this was also referred to as work orientation (Kilcullen, White, 
Mumford, & Mack, 1995). The achievement orientation subscale assesses soldiers’ 
willingness to give their best effort in their work, and to work hard in order to achieve 
difficult objectives. Prior work has shown this measure to have good convergent, 
divergent and predictive validity (Kilcullen, Putka, McCloy, & Van Iddekinge, 2005). 
Higher scores indicate greater achievement orientation. 

Negative and positive affectivity. Following the methods used by Jones, 
O’Connor, Conner, McMillan, and Ferguson (2007), a subset of 10 items reflecting 
positive and negative affect will be selected from the Positive and Negative Affect 
Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,1988). The trait-version of the PANAS’ 
instructions will be used. Participants will be asked to indicate the extent to which they 
generally feel interested, distressed, excited, upset, inspired, scared, enthusiastic, afraid, 
determined, or jittery on a five point scale ranging from “very slightly or not at all” to 
“very much.” Prior work has shown that these reduced scales correlate highly with the 
original measure (Jones et al., 2007). 

Organizational identification measures. A battery of identity measures will be 
used in this study in order to assess the extent to which an individual identified with the 
Army and changes in their patterns of identification.  

Organizational identification. Organizational identification will be 
measured using a single item geometrical scale originally developed by Shamir and Kark 
(2004). This measure assesses the extent to which an individual identifies with their 
current organization and has been previously validated on both army personnel and 
students. Higher scores on this measure indicate higher levels of organizational 
identification 

Identity stability and movement. Identity stability and movement will be 
measured using geometrical scales developed by Robbins, Tremble, and Kilculen (2008). 
This scales were variations of that used by Shamir and Kark (2004). For identity stability, 
participants will be shown seven geometric depictions of a split circle that represented an 
individual simultaneously identifying with not identifying with an organization. The 
closer apart the two halves were the greater the stability in one’s identification . For 
identity movement, participants will be shown overlapping circles that were moving 
either apart or away from each other at different rates. Movement towards one another 
indicates that the individual is actively embedding the organization within their self-
concept, while movement apart indicates that they are distancing themselves from the 
group. An unpublished validation study demonstrated that these scales had good 
convergent validity with the related constructs of disidentification and ambivalent 
identification and good predictive validity with theoretically related criteria (Robbins, 
Tremble, & Kilcullen, 2008). In general, higher scores on the stability measure indicate 
that an individual has a more stable identity, while low scores indicate that ones identity 
is relatively unstable. Higher scores on the movement measure suggest that one is 
actively embedding the group in their self-concept, while low scores indicate that they are 
actively separating the group from their self-concept. 

Identity structure: deep-structured and situated identities. Deep structured 
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identity represents a relatively stable social identity in which the organization or group is 
deeply embedded within one’s self-concept (Meyer et al., 2006; Rousseau, 1998). 
Identity structure will be calculated by taken the product of the components of identity 
presented above. Individuals who have deep structured identities need not only to identify 
with the organization, but they also need to actively embed the organization within their 
self-concept and maintain their identity with some degree of stability. In contrast, 
individuals that have unstable identities and distance themselves from the organization 
are more likely to have situated social identities. In general, individuals who score high 
on this construct will have more deep-structured identities, while those who score low 
will have more situated identities. 

Behaviors indicating organizational affinity. The extent to which one’s prior 
behavior indicates an affinity towards the organization will be measured using items from 
the Army identification subscale (also known as the Army Affective Commitment 
subscale) of the Relational Biodata Inventory (Kilcullen, Putka, & McCloy, 2006; 
Kilcullen, Putka, McCloy, & Van Iddekinge, 2005). This scale asks participants to recall 
prior experiences and behaviors that reflect their generalized intrinsic interest in, 
identification with, or commitment to the Army. Higher scores on this measure will 
indicate greater affinity towards the organization. 

Psychological Contract Breach. Psychological contract breach will be assessed 
using two methods: an elemental approach and a global approach. The first followed 
Turnley and Feldman’s (1999) two-part procedure. At time one, participants will first be 
asked to indicate on a five-point likert scale how important specific elements of their 
psychological contract were to them. An initial pool of elements were identified via 
SMEs and focus groups. This content was then supplemented using relevant work values 
from Schwartz’s (1992; 1994; 1996) universal value taxonomy and Dawis and 
Loftquist’s (1984) taxonomy of work values, yielding 34 specific elements of the 
psychological contract. At times two and three, participants will be asked to evaluate 
each of the extent to which they had received what they were promised for each of these 
items on a five point likert scale ranging from -2 (received much less than promised) to 
+2 (received much more than promised). The degree of psychological contract breach 
was calculated by multiplying the importance ratings with the fulfillment evaluations and 
summing the results.  

At time one this element specific measure will be supplemented with Robinson 
and Morrison’s (2000) global measure of breach which assesses an individual’s 
generalized perception of how well their psychological contract has been fulfilled by the 
organization. This measure is composed of five-items, evaluated on a five-point likert 
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). At times two and three, a 
two-item global measure similar to that developed by Gackovic and Tetrick (2003) will 
be used.  

Reactions to problems or threats. 
 Continued breaches. In order to assess whether breaches will be 

continuing to be experienced I created a new variable for each of the elemental 
psychological contract in which each was either breached (1) or not (0). Breaches were 
said to continue over time when the same element was breached from one time point to 
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the next. Differences in the magnitude of the global breach were also computed in case it 
was the general perception of breaches having continued rather then its elemental 
components. 

Attributions regarding the cause of the breach. Based on the work of 
Ellemers et al. (2000) six items were developed to assess ways in which individuals may 
cope with identity threats. Following the procedure used by Robinson and Morrison 
(2000) for causal attributions participants were asked to think about the times in which 
the organization failed to fulfill its promises to them and respond to a series of statements 
such as: “In most instances when a promise was broken, the Army was usually at fault,” 
“In most instances when a promise was broken, I was usually my own fault,” “When I 
encounter a problem with the Army, I try to remember that other groups or individuals 
have it worse,” “When I encounter a problem with the Army, I try to overlook these 
issues and instead focus on the positive.”  

Organizational Commitment. Affective and continuance commitment will be 
measured using two four item scales developed by Gade, Tiggle, and Schumm (2003). 
These scales represent a simplified version of the eight and ten item affective and 
continuance commitment subscales (respectively) from the Organizational Commitment 
Questionnaire (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). Affective commitment represents 
participants’ emotional ties to the organization. Continuance commitment represents their 
need to stay in the organization due to high costs for leaving and poor alternatives being 
available. Prior work has validated the reduced four item scales in Army contexts (Gade 
et al., 2003). 

Career Intent. Participants’ career intent assessed participant’s long-term career 
goals and the length of time they believed that they would remain in the Army (e.g. until 
their service requirement was fulfilled, until retirement). This will be assessed via items 
taken from the 2007 Survey of Officer Careers. 

Morale. Morale will be assessed using a single item that asked participants to rate 
their current level of morale. This item has been used in prior Army research and was 
taken from the 2007 Survey of Officer Careers. 

Demographics. Demographic data will be collected regarding individuals’ age, 
gender, martial status, and tenure in the Army. 
Analysis Plan. 

Since several of the identity measures have seen relatively little use I need to 
confirm the factor structure of the constructs in this sample. As such, a factor analysis 
examining the factor structure of commitment and identity should be conducted before 
any other analyses are conducted. The three geometrical measures of identity (i.e. 
organizational identification, disidentification, and disidentification), the measure of deep 
structured identity, and the measures of affective and continuance commitment will be 
entered into a principal factor components analysis with an oblimin rotation. This will be 
followed by a confirmatory factor analysis examining the measurement model.  

In order to assess the zero order correlations among the variables, all variables 
will be entered into a correlation matrix. Means, standard deviations, and reliabilities will 
be obtained for each scale. 

Due to the number of moderators that exist in the proposed model, all subsequent 
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analyses will be done using a regression approach. An SEM approach using latent growth 
modeling can potentially be used if the moderators are not statistically significant.  

As described in the methods, the data collected in this study occurs over three-
waves. As such, this longitudinal data-set will be assessed via hierarchical regression 
using the analysis of residual change models procedure outlined by Cohen and Cohen 
(1983). In this procedure, the relationships between the predictors and a given criteria are 
assessed while controlling for the values of the criterion at previous time points. Thus, in 
the first step the criterion of interest (e.g. organizational identification) will be regressed 
onto prior ratings of that criterion from the previous wave. In the second step, the 
predictors of interest (e.g. need for organizational identification, achievement orientation, 
and positive and negative affectivity) will also be included in the equation. Significant 
changes in R2 between the first and second steps would reflect that the predictors are 
associated with changes in the criteria. 

Hypotheses 1 through 4, 8, 11, and 13 can be assessed via this method. In addition 
to the significant changes in R2, support for the first hypothesis will be found if the 
commissioning source is positively associated with deep-structured identity.  Hypotheses 
2a and 2b will be supported if deep-structured identity is positively associated with 
affective commitment and negative associated with continuance commitment. Support for 
hypothesis 3a and 3b will be found if affective commitment is positively associated with 
career intent and morale, and negative associated with turnover; while continuance 
commitment is positively associated with career intent and negatively associated with 
turnover and morale. Hypothesis 4 will be supported if behaviors signaling affinity 
towards an organization are positively associated with deep-structured identity. Support 
for hypothesis 8 will be found if psychological contract breach is negatively associated 
with identity stability and identity movement. Finally, support for hypotheses 11 and 13 
will be demonstrated if continued threats are positively associated with attributions 
regarding the cause of breach, and future perceptions of psychological contract breach. It 
is important to note that one of the criterion (i.e. turnover) for hypothesis 13 involve a 
dichotomy (i.e. leaving/staying) thus logistic regression must be used to analyze this 
hypothesis. 

Hypotheses 5 through 7b, 9, 10a through 10d, and 12, on the other hand all 
involve moderated hierarchical regression equations. In the first step of these equations I 
will continue to control for prior values of the criteria by entering an individuals standing 
on that criteria from previous time point into step one. Moderators will then be examined 
following the general procedures outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) and Cohen, 
Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003).. According to this framework, three causal paths impact 
the criterion of interest; (a)the predictor, (b) the moderator, and (c) the predictor x 
moderator interaction. In order to examine these paths each of the predictors and 
moderators must first be centered and the interaction terms computed by calculating the 
product of the centered predictor and moderator pairs.  Once this is done, the centered 
predictors and moderators for a given hypothesis can be entered into the second step of 
the hierarchical multiple regression analysis, and the interaction term will be entered in 
the third step. A significant change in R2 between the second and third steps would 
suggest that the interaction term accounts for significant proportion of variance in the 
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criterion above and beyond that accounted for by the predictors in the first step. 
In addition to the significant change in R2, support for hypotheses 5 through 7b 

will be found if the associations between the interaction and deep-structured identity are 
positive for the interactions involving NOIS, PA, and achievement orientation, and 
negative for the interaction involving NA. Hypothesis 9 will be supported if we find that 
the interaction between affective commitment and breach is negatively associated with 
identity stability and movement. Hypothesis 10a through 10d will be supported if the 
association between the interaction term and identity stability and movement are negative 
for the regression equations with an interaction term involving NOID, PA, and 
achievement orientation, and positive for the regression equation with an interaction term 
involving NA. Finally, support for hypothesis 12 will be shown if the interaction between 
attributions regarding the cause of breach and breach are positively associated with 
identity stability and movement. 

It is worth noting that these hypotheses can also be examined using an 
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) approach (Luke, 2004; Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, 
Congdon, & Toit, 2004). The data in this study are conceptually at two different levels of 
analysis. Within-individual and between individual. Furthermore, as noted in the 
procedure participants were sampled in three OCS classes suggesting that class can serve 
as a third level of analysis should any systematic differences exist. Unfortunately, data 
will be collected only over three. This limited number of observations for each individual 
may not provide sufficient data for HLM analysis. This is particularly true with regards to 
the uncertainty regarding the attrition rate in the third wave of data collection. If a 
sufficient sample is retained this can provide a potentially insightful alternative analysis 
procedure. 
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Appendix E: Survey Items 
 
 
 
Deep-Structured Organizational Identification 
1. 
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2. 
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Affective Commitment (items 1-4) and Continuance Commitment (items 5-8) 
 
Read the following statements, and mark on the blue answer sheet the extent to which 
you agree with each statement. 
   

Strongly 
Agree 

 
 

Agree

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

1. I feel ‘like part of the 
family’ in the Army. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

2. I feel ‘emotionally attached’ 
to the Army. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

3. The Army has a great deal 
of personal meaning for me. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

4. I feel a strong sense of 
belonging to the Army. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

5. I am afraid of what might 
happen if I quit the Army 
without having another job 
lined up. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

6. Too much of my life would 
be disrupted if I decided I 
wanted to leave the Army 
now. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

7. It would be too costly for 
me to leave the Army in the 
near future. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

8. One of the problems of 
leaving the Army would be 
the lack of available 
alternatives. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 
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Need for Organizational Identification 
 
To what extent do you agree with each of the following statements.  
   

 
Strongly 

Agree 

 
 
 

Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

 
 
 
Disagree 

 
 

Strongly 
Disagree

1. Without an organization to work for, I 
would feel incomplete. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

2. I’d like to work in an organization 
where I would think of its successes 
and failures as being my successes and 
failures. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

3. An important part of who I am would 
be missing if I didn’t belong to a work 
organization. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

4. Generally, I do not feel a need to 
identify with an organization that I am 
working for. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

5. Generally, the more my goals, values, 
and beliefs overlap with those of my 
employer, the happier I am. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

6. I would rather say ‘we’ than ‘they’ 
when talking about an organization 
that I work for. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

7. No matter where I work, I’d like to 
think of myself as representing what 
the organization stands for. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 
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Positive Affectivity (items 1-5) and Negative Affectivity (items 6-10) 
 
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions.  
Indicate the extent to which you generally feel this way, that is, how you feel on average 
using this scale: 
  Very slightly or not at all A little Moderately Quite a bit Very Much
1. Interested (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

2. Excited (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

3. Inspired (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

4. Enthusiastic  (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

5. Determined (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

6. Distressed (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

7. Upset (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

8. Scared (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

9. Afraid (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

10. Jittery (A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

 
 
 
 
Satisfaction 
1. In general, how satisfied have you been with your temporary duty assignments since 

the end of OCS? 
a. Very dissatisfied 
b. Dissatisfied 
c. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
d. Satisfied 
e. Very satisfied 
f. Not applicable, I have not had any temporary duty assignments 
 

2. In general, how satisfied have you been with your military experiences since the end 
of OCS? 

a. Very dissatisfied 
b. Dissatisfied 
c. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
d. Satisfied 
e. Very satisfied 
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Intent to Stay 
 
1. Which of the following best describes your current active duty career intentions? 

a.   I plan to stay in the Army beyond 20 years 
b.   I plan to stay in the Army until retirement (e.g. 20 years or when eligible to 
retire) 
c.   I plan to stay in the Army beyond my obligation, but I am undecided about 
staying until retirement 
d.   I am undecided whether I will stay in the Army upon completion of my 
obligation 
e.   I will probably leave the Army upon completion of my obligation 
f.   I will definitely leave the Army upon completion of my obligation 

 
 
 
Psychological Contract Breach Committed by the Organization and Employee 
 
Please choose the response that indicates the extent to which you agree with the 
following statements regarding your employment relationship with the Army: 
  Strongly 

Agree 
 

Agree
Neither Agree 
nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1. In general, the Army has 
kept its promises to me.  

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

2. In most instances, the Army 
has not met its obligations 
to me. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

3. In general, I have kept my 
promises to the Army. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

4. In most instances, I have 
not met my obligations to 
the Army. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 138

Breach Attributions 
 
Please think about the times in which the Army failed to fulfill its promises to you, if at 
all.  Please, read each statement and indicate the extent to which you agree with each.  
   

 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
 
 
 

Agree

 
 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

 
 
 
 

Disagree

 
 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Not 
Applicable 
The Army 
Kept Its 
Promises 

1. In most instances, the 
Army could have kept 
its promise, but chose 
not to. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 

2. In general, a situation 
beyond the Army’s 
control made it 
impossible for the 
Army to keep its 
promise 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 

3. In most instances, 
there was an honest 
misunderstanding 
between myself and 
the Army regarding 
what the Army would 
provide. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 

4. I failed to keep my 
obligation to the 
Army, thus the Army 
was no longer 
obligated to keeps its 
side of the deal. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 

5. In most instances 
when a promise was 
broken, I have felt 
intentionally misled. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 

6. When I felt that a 
promise was unmet, it 
was usually my own 
fault because my 
expectations were 
unrealistic 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 
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