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中 文 摘 要 ： 大量的實證研究已經顯示員工對組織的認同感是組織發展與成功的
重要因素之一，也因為如此，眾多學者已致力於研究影響員工組織
認同感的重要因素，然而在此方向的文獻裡，員工和組織之間的心
理契約卻鮮少受到關注和討論，研究心理契約對於服務業雇主來說
尤其重要，因為相較於其他產業，服務業工作性質往往較低薪、工
作時間較長、晉升機會較有限以及常常需應付難纏顧客，進而導致
員工離職傾向相對高出許多，雇主若在心理契約層面也無法滿足員
工需求，則可能更加深員工的離職傾向，同樣也降低和破壞對組織
的認同感，有鑑於以上問題陳述與研究缺口，本研究致力於探討台
灣飯店業員工對組織心理契約之違反是否會影響他們對組織的認同
感，另外也探討領導部屬交換關係之品質與員工世代差異是否對上
述兩變數之間關係有著顯著性的調節作用，本研究採取量化研究方
法，利用問卷調查法收集數據，樣本為台灣三星級飯店的316位基層
員工，運用描述性統計及階層回歸分析法對數據進行分析，研究結
果顯示心理契約違反的確會降低員工的組織認同, 然而良好的領導
部屬交換關係能弱化心理契約違反對組織認同的負面影響，而Y世代
員工在遭受組織心理契約違反時會較X世代員工產生更低的組織認同
，此研究結果能提升台灣服務業雇主對於管理員工心理契約的重視
程度，也能針對如何運用領導部屬交換關係以及跨世代員工工作價
值觀之差異來有效管理員工心理契約與組織認同感提出重要的實務
啟示。

中文關鍵詞： 員工心理契約違反; 組織認同感; 領導部屬交換理論(LMX); 員工世
代差異

英 文 摘 要 ： Substantial evidence in the literature has shown that
hospitality employees’ identification to their
organizations is one of the main contributors of
organization’s success and profitability. Recognizing the
important role of employees’ organizational identification
for businesses’ success and survival, a large number of
studies have devoted to identify its important antecedents.
Among these research efforts, however, research attention
on whether organization’s ability to fulfill obligations
for their employees affects the formation of employees’
organizational identification is still limited, especially
in the context of hospitality industry. The dearth of
research in this area in the hospitality literature is
surprising. Since hospitality industry is known for its low
pay, long work hours, demanding duties and customers and a
high employee turnover rate, psychological contract, a
perceptual, undocumented and mutual agreement between
employees and employers (Robinson, 1996) seems extremely
crucial for hospitality businesses to develop and manage
their employees’ organizational identification. This study
thus aims to address the void linkage between psychological
contract and organizational identification in the
hospitality literature. The current study also aims to



identify two possible moderators which might
strengthen/weaken the influence of psychological contract
on organization identification, which are leader-member-
exchange (LMX) and employees’ generational differences. In
the literature, even LMX and organizational identification
have respectively drawn lots of research interests, there
are only few studies linking these two constructs together
(Loi, Chan, & Lam, 2014) and none of these studies pays
attention to LMX’s moderating effect. Also, even there
already have a number of studies investigating different
generational employees’ organizational identification in
the literature, research efforts on the moderating effect
of generational cohort employees belong to is still scarce
(Lu & Gursoy, 2016). Therefore, studying the possible
moderating effect of LMX and generational differences on
the relationship between psychological contract and
organization identification would address the above
research gaps. Data of this study was collected using a
self-administrated questionnaire in both paper work and
online format, and participants of this study were 316
frontline employees from several 3 star hotels in Taiwan.
Data was analyzed using descriptive analysis and
hierarchical regression. The findings reveal that
psychological contract breach is negatively related to
organizational identification, and LMX can buffer such
negative relationship. In addition, findings also show that
Generation Y employees display a significantly lower
organizational identification than Generation X employees
when experiencing psychological contract breach by their
employers. The findings of this study can make Taiwan
service industry employers become more aware of the
importance of psychological contract for personnel
management. This study also provide several valuable
implications for Taiwan hotel industry regarding how to
wisely implement LMX to effectively manage employees
psychological contract and organizational identification,
as well as how to devise customized recruiting, selection
and training programs for two different generational
cohorts (Gen-Xer and Millennials).

英文關鍵詞： Psychological contract breach; Organizational
identification; Leader-memberexchange
(LMX); Generational difference
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Impact of psychological contract breach on organizational identification: Do LMX and 

generational difference matter? 

 

Research Background 

Organizational identification represents employees’ perception of oneness with or 

belongingness to an organization (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). Substantial evidence in the literature has 

shown that hospitality employees’ identification to their organizations is one of the main 

contributors of organization’s success and profitability since committed employees would provide a 

higher quality of service to customers (Li, Wong, & Kim, 2016). Recognizing the important role of 

employees’ organizational identification for businesses’ success and survival, a large number of 

studies have devoted to identify its important antecedents such as leader behavior (Tangirala, Green, 

& Ramanujam, 2007; Wieseke, Ahearne, Lam, & Dick, 2009), organizational support (Dutton, 

Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; Edwards, 2009) and organizational justice (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 

2006). Among these research efforts, however, research attention on whether organization’s ability 

to fulfill obligations for their employees affects the formation of employees’ organizational 

identification is still limited, especially in the context of hospitality industry (Lu, Capezio, Restubog, 

Garcia, & Wang, 2016).  

The dearth of research in this area in the hospitality literature is surprising. Since hospitality 

industry is known for its low pay, long work hours, demanding duties and customers and a high 

employee turnover rate (Lu & Gursoy, 2016), psychological contract, a perceptual, undocumented 

and mutual agreement between employees and employers (Robinson, 1996) seems extremely 

crucial for hospitality businesses to develop and manage their employees’ organizational 

identification. Many researchers have also called for more research efforts on the subject of 

employees’ psychological contract in the context of hospitality industry (Bashir & Nasir, 2013; 

Guchait et al., 2015; Li, Wong, & Kim, 2016; Sok et al., 2013; Wu & Chen, 2015). Past research 

have shown that the fulfillment of psychological contract fosters trust and provides mutual benefits 

for employees and employers (Rodwell, Ellershaw, & Flower, 2015), whereas employers who fail to 

deliver promises to their employees (i.e., psychological contract breach) would result in various 

employees’ negative responses such as low job satisfaction (Raja, Johns, & Ntalianis, 2004), 

organizational commitment (Raja et al., 2004), organizational citizenship behaviors (Shih & 

Chuang, 2013) and high turnover intention (Dulac, Coyle-Shapiro, Henderson, & Wayne, 2008). 

Therefore, psychological contract might also be importantly associated with employees’ identity 

with their organizations. The preceding discussion leads to the first objective of this study, which 

aims to address the void linkage between psychological contract and organizational identification in 

the hospitality literature by empirically testing the relationship between these two variables in the 

context of hotel industry.  

The current study also aims to identify two possible moderators which might 
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strengthen/weaken the influence of psychological contract on organization identification, which are 

leader-member-exchange (LMX) and employees’ generational differences. LMX describes the 

quality of the relationship between supervisor and employee (Graen & Scandura, 1987) and this 

theory suggests a leader can develop different qualitative relationships with different subordinates. 

Those members who perceive having a good quality of relationship with their leaders usually 

receive preferential treatment such as higher levels of decision latitude (Liden & Graen, 1980) and 

more growth opportunities (Graen & Scandura, 1987) and support (Kraimer, Wayne, & Jaworski, 

2001). Consequently, a good quality of LMX would increase employees’ satisfaction with their 

leaders and thus facilitate their superior job performance and discretionary behaviors to their 

organizations (Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007). Accordingly, a good quality of LMX might also 

be a critical contributor to employees’ identity with their organizations, which further suggests that 

LMX might play as an important moderator on the relationship between organizational 

identification and its antecedents. However, in the literature, even LMX and organizational 

identification have respectively drawn lots of research interests, there are only few studies linking 

these two constructs together (Loi, Chan, & Lam, 2014) and none of these studies pays attention to 

LMX’s moderating effect. Hence, the current study also intends to fill such void by examining 

LMX’s possible moderating effect on the relationship between psychological contract and 

organizational identification.  

Similarly, past research has suggested that generational cohort employees belong to is likely to 

affect workers’ job attitudes, satisfaction and turnover intention (Lu & Gursoy, 2016), all of which 

are found as job-related outcomes of organizational identification (Riketta, 2005). Individuals of the 

same generation generally have shared features derived from same historical and social experiences 

(Schuman & Scott, 1989). These shared features may cause how employees of different generations 

perceive and value their jobs and organizations differently. Therefore, generational difference might 

also function as an important force which could moderate the relationship between organizational 

identification and its antecedents. Furthermore, even there already have a number of studies 

investigating different generational employees’ organizational identification in the literature, 

research efforts on the moderating effect of generational cohort employees belong to is still scarce 

(Lu & Gursoy, 2016). The current study thus also attempts to address such shortcoming by 

examining the possible moderating effect of generational difference on the relationship between 

psychological contract and organizational identification. 

Findings of this study could provide a number of useful managerial implications for hospitality 

industry and possibly other industries as well regarding how to build up or enhance employees’ 

organizational identification through managing psychological contract between employers and 

employees, recruitment, selecting, leading and training. For example, in terms of managing 

psychological contract, if the findings of this study show a significant negative relationship between 

psychological contract breach and organizational identification, hotels should regularly and 

consistently monitor employees’ perceptions of psychological contract obligations and strive to 
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prevent a discrepant perception about obligations that should be fulfilled between hotels and 

employees. In term of leading, the expected moderating effect of LMX would also demonstrate 

mangers that building high quality of interrelationship with different subordinates might be an 

effective strategy to buffer the negative effect of psychological contract breach on employees’ 

organizational identification. As for recruitment, selecting and training, the expected moderating 

effect of generational difference could also serve as a valuable criterion regarding which generation 

cohort would become more or less identify with their organizations when experiencing 

psychological contract breach. Hotels can thus have a better idea of how to communicate with 

prospective employees of different generational cohort about employers’ obligations and ability to 

fulfill their needs during the recruitment and selecting process. Hotels can also have a better 

understanding on how to design customized training programs for existing employees of different 

generational cohorts to monitor and manage their psychological contract and organizational 

identification more effectively.  

Literature Review 

Organizational identification 

 The concept of organizational identification derives from the social identity theory, which 

maintains that individuals will categorize themselves and others into different social groups based 

on the prototypical characteristics ascribed to or extracted from the members of the groups (Tajfel 

& Turner, 1979). Such categorization is relational and comparative, which suggests the definition of 

oneself is relative to other people being categorized in other comparable categories. For example, 

female category becomes meaningful when comparing with male category and Buddhist consider 

they are in a different religion category when compared with Christian. The rationale behind social 

identity theory is that people have an intention to identify with groups that allow themselves to view 

their identity in a distinctive and positive way. Applying this rationale to organizational context, 

Tajfel and Turner (1979) define organizational identification as “the perception of oneness with or 

belongingness to an organization, where the individual defines him or herself in terms of the 

organization(s) in which he or she is a member” (p. 104).  

 There is a general consensus that the stronger employees identify with their organizations, the 

greater the likelihood that they will think in organizational terms, will act in the interests of the 

organization, and will share a common destiny with their organization such that the organization’s 

success and failure become their own success and failure (Albert, Ashforth, & Dutton, 2000; 

Ashforth & Mael, 1989). In line with this rationale, many studies have reported that organizational 

identification is a significant driver of various desirable organizational outcomes such as 

employees’ higher job involvement, job satisfaction, organizational commitment and superior 

in-role and extra-role performance (Lee, Park, & Koo, 2015). Because these outcomes are what any 

kinds of business would hope to foster among its workforce, continuous research on the antecedent 

of organizational identification is crucial (Liu, Loi, & Lam, 2011). Even some factors have been 

found to affect employees’ organization identification in the literature (e.g., leader behavior; 
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organizational support; organizational justice) (Dutton et al., 1994; Edward, 2009; Olkkonen & 

Lipponen, 2006; Tangirala et al., 2007; Wieseke et al., 2009), research on organizational 

identification’s antecedents is still much less than those studying its consequences (DeConinck, 

2011). Since the process of identification is resulted from the interplay between individuals and 

organizations (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008), organizations’ ability to fulfill obligations and 

responsibilities for their employees appears to be critical for the formation of employees’ 

organization identification. This suggests that psychological contract might be an important 

antecedent of organizational identification, yet in the literature there is little empirical evidence on 

the relationship between these two variables (Epitropaki, 2013). 

Psychological contract breach & organizational identification 

 Psychological contract comprises employees’ “beliefs about what they are entitled to receive, 

or should have, because they perceive that their employer conveyed promises to provide those 

things in exchange of their contributions” (Robinson, 1996, p. 575). Unlike formal or implied 

contracts, the psychological contract is inherently perceptual. One vital component of psychological 

contract theory is the concept of breach, defined as “ the cognition that one’s organization has failed 

to meet one or more obligations within one’s psychological contract in a manner commensurate 

with one’s contributions ” (Morrison & Robinson, 1997, p. 230). Psychological contract breach has 

been largely adopted to investigate employer-employee relationships (e.g., Lub, Nije Bijvank, 

Matthijs Bal, Blomme, & Schalk, 2012; Restubog, Zagenczyk, Bordia, Bordia, & Chapman, 2015), 

because it is an essential element in shaping employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Aselage & 

Eisenberger, 2003). 

 Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) lends support to explain employees’ frustration and 

subsequent negative responses when employers’ fail to fulfill their obligations. This theory 

maintains that relationships between two parties are determined through mutual social obligations 

and the act of one party will affect how the other party react through reciprocity. Both parties will 

feel satisfied when there is a balanced mutual exchange between each other, while dissatisfaction 

takes place when one or both parties perceive a discrepancy between what they expect from another 

party and what they actually receive. Therefore, in the organizational context, psychological 

contract breach occurs when employees perceive employers fail to fulfill obligations and 

responsibilities for them, which can lead employees to reciprocate by adapting their contributions 

due to bad feelings (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). In line with this rationale, many previous studies 

have reported various negative attitudes and behaviors that employees respond to psychological 

contract breach such as high organizational cynicism (Bashir & Nasir, 2013), turnover intention 

(Dulac et al., 2008) and reduced job satisfaction and dedication (Lambert, Edwards, & Cable, 2003), 

organizational commitment (Conway, Guest, & Trenberth, 2011) and organizational citizenship 

behaviors (Shih & Chuang, 2013). However, there is still limited empirical evidence on the role of 

employees’ perceptions of psychological contract breach for organizational identification in the 

literature (Epitropaki, 2013). Drawing on social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), employees should no 
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longer consider their relationship with employers as meaningful when realizing employers are not 

fulfilling their needs. In addition, since organizational identification process takes place when 

employees are motivated to incorporate organizations’ characteristics into their self-concepts 

(Dutton et al., 1994), employees’ perception of a psychological contract breach should cause them 

less willing to do so. Therefore, the following hypothesis is developed: 

H1: Psychological contract breach is negatively related to organizational identification. 

Leader-member-exchange (LMX) as a moderator 

 Leader-member exchange (LMX) describes the quality of interpersonal relationship between a 

leader and a subordinate, and the quality of such relationship is based on social exchange, wherein 

“each party must offer something the other party sees as valuable and each party must see the 

exchange as reasonable equitable or fair” (Graen & Scandura, 1987, p.187). Therefore, social 

exchange theory (Blau, 1964) also serves as a core theoretical lens explaining the rationale of LMX. 

Normally, the higher the perceived value of the tangible and intangible commodities exchanged 

between leader and subordinate, the higher the quality of the LMX relationship (Wayne, Shore, & 

Liden, 1997). Many previous studies have revealed that quality of LMX relationship is importantly 

related to subordinates’ attitudes and behaviors such as job satisfaction, job motivation, job 

performance, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behaviors and turnover 

intention (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Ilies et al., 2007). Such factor might also have an important effect 

on organizational identification, yet there is still limited studies linking these two variables together 

(Loi et al., 2014), and none to say LMX’s moderating effect on the relationship between 

organizational identification and its antecedents. 

 Since leader-subordinate relationship is the basic work unit within the organization and 

employees usually perceive their supervisors as representatives of the organization (Eisenberger et 

al., 2010), the quality of LMX should be influential to employees’ identification to their 

organizations. Drawing on social exchange theory (Blau, 1964), employees who perceive high 

LMX quality should feel more obligated to work harder as they receive more work-related benefits 

from their supervisors, and this could thus cause them reciprocate their organizations with various 

desirable outcomes and become more motivated to identify themselves with their organizations. In 

line with this rationale, a good quality of LMX should be able to buffer the negative effect of 

psychological contract breach on organizational identification. Therefore, the following hypothesis 

is formulated: 

H2: LMX buffers the negative relationship between psychological contract breach and 

organizational identification. 

Generational difference as a moderator 

 A generation is a cohort group of people born within the same general time span who share 

attitudes and values shaped by common historical and social life experiences (Smola & Sutton, 

2002). The social context in which a generational cohort develops would affect their feelings toward 

authority and organizations, what they desire from work, and how they plan to satisfy those desires 
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(Gursoy, Maier, & Chi, 2008). In the literature, many studies have strived to investigate the distinct 

work-related values, attitudes and preferences shared by the same generational employees (e.g., 

Chen & Choi, 2008; Gursoy, Chi, & Karadag, 2013; Gursoy et al., 2008). While these prior research 

has provided a general overview on unique work values shared by different generational employees, 

a deeper understanding on this subject can be accomplished by exploring the moderating effect of 

generational differences. Today’s workforce mainly comprises three different generational groups, 

which are Baby boomers (Boomers) (born1943-60), Generation X (Gen-Xers) (born 1961-80), and 

Generation Y (Millennials) (1981-2000). Since most Boomers workers will retire soon or some 

even already retire, the current study mainly focuses on the generational differences between 

Gen-Xers and Millennials workers. Specifically, this study posits that Gen-Xers and Millennials’ 

respective work values will cause employees of these two different generations to interpret and 

perceive a psychological contract breach differently, which could thus result in different levels of 

organizational identification. 

  Gen-Xers stress more on their own careers rather than being loyal to organizations, and they 

favor extrinsic rewards such as higher pay and material possessions (Twenge, Campbell, Hoffman, 

& Lance, 2010). As opposed to Baby Boomers, Gen-Xers do not consider work as the center of 

their life and emphasize on personal life and leisure time (Gursoy et al, 2012). Hence, they are more 

likely to leave a job in search of a more challenging one or a higher pay (Deal, Altman, & 

Rogelberg, 2010). They are also fond of job autonomy and freedom so that flexible work hours and 

informal work environment are helpful to increase their job motivation and performance 

(Jurkiewicz, 2000). On the other hand, Millennials value personal growth and development, enjoy 

searching for new opportunities and are very comfortable with change (Eisner, 2005). Similar to 

Gen-Xers, Millennials do not consider work as the priority of their life, and also highly value 

freedom, the balance between work, personal life and leisure time more than Boomers do (Twenge, 

2010). While not considering work as the center of their life, Millennials expect rapid promotions, 

pay raises, instant feedback and praise from the work (Robinson & Morrison, 2000).  

 Although the preceding discussion on these two generations shows that Gen-Xers and 

Millennials both are less work-centric, less loyal to organization and emphasizing more on 

work-life balance and leisure than Boomers are, lots of empirical evidences still consistently report 

that Millennials have an even lower work-centric mindset, lower loyal attitude toward the 

organization, but a higher value on work-life balance and leisure than Gen-Xers do (see Twenge, 

2010). Accordingly, when Millennials experience a psychological contract breach from their 

organizations, they are likely to display much more frustration and thus become less likely to 

identify themselves with their organizations than Gen-Xers do. This suggests that Millennials will 

report a much lower organizational identification than Gen-Xers do when experiencing 

psychological contract breach. The following hypothesis is thus constructed: 

H3: Generational difference moderates the negative relationship between psychological 

contract breach and organizational identification. Specifically, in the case of psychological 



7 

 

contract breach, Millennials report a significant lower organizational identification than 

Gen-Xers do. 

Figure 1 below presents the research model of this study, which consists of three hypotheses. 

 

Figure 1. Research Model 

Methodology 

Sample & data collection 

 A self-reported questionnaire was developed to collect the data of this study. Sample of this 

study were employees from local 3-star hotels in Taiwan, R.O.C. and all sampled hotels were 

legitimately registered in the hotel list of Taiwan Tourism Bureau. Initially, an online travel agent 

website, hotels.com, was used to identify a large number of local 3-star hotels across North, middle 

and South region of Taiwan respectively. Research staffs randomly selected 25 hotels from each of 

the three regions to make sure the sampled hotels were not only restricted to one geographic region. 

Research staffs then contacted human resource managers of these 75 hotels to see if they were 

willing to help with this study. Finally, 15 hotels agreed to help, with 6 hotels from North region, 4 

hotels from middle region, and 5 hotels from South region. The designed questionnaires were then 

mailed to human resource managers of these 15 hotels and asked them to pass questionnaires to 

management-level supervisors of every department. Afterwards these supervisors distributed the 

questionnaires to front-line employees and encouraged them to fill out the survey. Employees who 

filled out the survey received a small thank gift and sent their completed questionnaire directly back 

to research staffs using an attached return envelope. A total of 750 questionnaires were distributed 

initially and 316 valid responses were finally received, with 124 responses from North region, 88 

from middle region and 104 from South region. 

Measurements 

The designed self-reported questionnaire comprises two major sections. The first section 

Psychological 

Contract 

Breach 

Organizational 

Identification 

LMX 

Generational 

Difference 

H1 

H3 

H2 
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consists of a number of questions measuring all the constructs of research interest, including 

psychological contract breach, LMX and organizational identification. The second section addresses 

participants’ demographic information including gender, age, marital status, education, tenure in 

this hotel and work department. Age is the major factor used to classify participants into two 

generational categories (i.e., Gen-Xers and Millennials). Prior to the survey distribution, three 

different university professors who were fluent in both English and Chinese translated the 

questionnaire from English into Chinese and then translated back into English to ensure the 

meanings of all questionnaires were translated accurately. The three professors then assessed 

whether the items were valid for the intended measurement to ensure the face validity of the 

questionnaire. In addition, a pilot test was also carried out using 40 hotel employees to ensure the 

reliability of the questionnaire, and the Cronbach’s Alpha values of all the variables are greater than 

0.7, indicating a good reliability of all the measurements. 

All the items used to measure the constructs of this study were adopted from previous studies. 

For items measuring psychological contract breach, 5 reversed coded items from Robinson and 

Morrison (2000) are adopted (=.92; sample item: “Generally, the hotel has fulfilled its obligation 

to me”). As for items measuring LMX, 7 items from Scandura, Graen and Novak (1986) were 

employed (=.86; sample item: “My supervisor would be personally inclined to use his/her power 

to help me solve problems in my work”). For organizational identification scales, 6 items from 

Mael and Ashforth (1992) were used (=.75; sample item: “When someone praises my organization, 

it feels like a personal compliment”). All the items were anchored with a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). 

Considering gender, marital status and organizational tenure are found to be related to 

employees’ organizational identification (Abrams, Ando, & Hinkle, 1998; Kreiner & Ashforth, 

2004), the current study included these three variables in the analysis as control variables. 

Data analysis 

 Descriptive analysis was carried out to show participants’ demographic information, 

correlations among the variables and Cronbach’s Alpha values for every variable. Confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) was also conducted using M-Plus to examine construct validity of the 

measurements. In addition, since this study adopted one-wave self-report design and all variables 

were collected from the same raters, common method variance could be a concern. This study 

collected the data of independent and dependent variables from the same raters (i.e., employees) 

due to two reasons. First, since all the variables of this study aim to capture employees’ 

psychological perceptions about their employers or leaders, managers or supervisors may not be an 

appropriate source to assess such psychological perceptions. Second, separating the source of 

variables will cause great difficulties in linking the data together while also protecting participants’ 

anonymity. Protecting participants’ anonymity and reducing their evaluation apprehension were 

more important for this study to ensure more honest and objective responses could be obtained. 

Therefore, this study adopted several techniques regarding the design of the study’s procedure 
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suggested by Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff (2003) to control the potential threat of 

common method variance. For example, a number of irrelevant questions were inserted to create a 

psychological separation that the questions of independent variables were not connected with the 

questions of dependent variables. Also, the order of questions of independent and dependent 

variables were counterbalanced. In addition, all the questionnaires were attached a return envelope 

so that all participants could send the completed survey back directly to research staffs without 

going through the hands of their supervisors and managers. This could ensure their anonymities 

were completely protected and make them feel safer to provide more honest responses. Apart from 

the above study design techniques, Harman’s single factor test, one of the statistical techniques 

proposed by Podsakoff et al. (2003), was also conducted. If the result of this test shows one latent 

construct explains more than 50% of the total variance of the measures, common method variance is 

considered as a serious problem. 

The first hypothesis addresses the main effect of psychological contract breach on 

organizational identification, and this hypothesis was tested utilizing simple liner regression 

analysis. Regarding the second and third hypotheses dealing with the moderating effect of LMX 

and generational differences on the relationship between psychological contract breach and 

organizational identification, two individual hierarchical regression analyses were performed. One 

dummy-coded variable denoting the comparison of two generations was created for testing the 

moderating effect of generational difference (0 = Millennials and 1 = Gen-Xers). For the two 

individual hierarchical regression analyses, gender, marital status and organizational tenure were 

included in the model as control variable first; psychological contract breach and LMX and the 

dummy variable were put into the model second; and psychological contract breach × LMX as well 

as psychological contract breach × generation interaction terms were included last. 

Results 

Participants’ profile 

 Table 1 shows that participants of this study comprise 140 males (44.3%) and 176 females 

(55.7%), and 186 participants are Gen-Xers (58.9%) while 130 are Millennials (41.1%). The majority 

of participants are still single (78.5%) and have a bachelor degree or higher (85.5%). Also, the 

majority of participants come from guest room department (37.7%), food & beverage department 

(30.7%) and sales & marketing department (15.8%). In terms of organizational tenure, 66 

participants work in the hotel less than 1 year (20.9%). Over half of the participants (65.8%) have 

worked in the hotel more than 1 year but less than 5 years, and 42 participants have an 

organizational tenure more than 5 years (13.4%). 

Table 1 

Demographic profile of the sample 

Category 

 

Frequency   %  

Gender    
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Male 140 44.3  

Female 176 55.7  

Generation    

X 186 58.9  

Y 130  41.1  

Marital status    

Single 248 78.5  

Married 63  19.9  

Divorce 5  1.6  

Education    

High school 

graduate/G.E.D. 

46 14.5  

Bachelor degree 248 78.5  

Master/Doctoral 

degree 

22 7  

Department 

  Guest room 

 

119 

 

37.7 

 

Food & Beverage 97 30.7  

Sales & 

Marketing 

50 15.8  

General 

Accounting 

10 3.2 

 

 

Management 6 1.9  

Human Resource 12 3.8  

Purchasing 3 0.9  

Security 1 0.3  

Others 18 5.7  

Organizational 

tenure 

   

< 1 year 66 20.9  

1 but < 2 year 84 26.5  

2 but < 3 year 45 14.2  

3 but < 4 year 61 19.3  

4 but < 5 year 18 5.7  

5 but < 6 year 11 3.5  

6 but < 7 year 6 1.9  

7 but < 8 year 3 1.0  

8 years and more 22 7.0  
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Descriptive statistics & CFA results 

 Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among all the variables in this 

study. The results show that psychological contract breach is negatively related to both LMX (r = -.47, 

p < .01) and organizational identification (r = -.32, p < .01), whereas LMX and organizational 

identification are positively related (r = .39, p < .01). Cronbach’s Alpha values for all the variables 

are above 0.7, indicating a good reliability of all the measurements.  

Table 2 

Descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients, and correlations among the variables 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 

1. Psychological 

contract breach  
3.26 1.12 (.88)   

2. LMX 5.21 1.14 -.47** (.94)  

3. Organizational 

identification 
5.64 .99 -.32** .39** (.84) 

Note: Parentheses numbers denote reliability coefficients 
** P < .01 

 

Table 3 presents the results of CFA. The results indicated that all factor loadings were 

statistically significant and the standardized loading estimates were all above 0.5 (ranging from 0.52 

to 0.96), suggesting that convergent validity was established (Hair et al., 2010). In addition, all the 

constructs’ AVE were no less than 0.5 (ranging from 0.5 to 0.72), which also indicates convergent 

validity. Afterward, discriminant validity was tested by comparing AVE (average variance extracted) 

for any two constructs with the square of the correlation score between them (Hair et al., 2010). In 

all cases, the AVE was greater than the squared correlation score, indicating that discriminant 

validity was established. The overall fit of this final measurement model was X2(132) = 654.79 (p 

< .01); X2/d.f. = 4.96; CFI and TLI were both 0.90. Moreover, SRMR and RMSEA were 0.05 and 

0.07 respectively. All these indexes indicated an acceptable fit for the measurement model. 

Moreover, the result of Harman’s single factor test showed that single-factor model accounts for 40 

% of the total variance, suggesting that common method bias was not a critical threat. 

Table 3 

CFA results (N= 316) 

Variables Means Factor 

loadings 

Reliability 

Coefficient 

AVE 

Psychological contract 

breach (PCB) 

  0.88 0.62 

PCB1 2.99 0.90   
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PCB2 2.98 0.96   

PCB3 3.17 0.89   

PCB4 3.66 0.52   

PCB5 3.49 0.53   

Leader-member-exchange 

(LMX) 

  0.95 0.72 

LMX1 5.90 0.88   

LMX2 5.85 0.88   

LMX3 5.58 0.90   

LMX4 5.61 0.86   

LMX5 5.54 0.87   

LMX6 5.33 0.70   

LMX7 5.67 0.85   

Organizational 

identification (OI) 

  0.84 0.50 

OI1 4.92 0.62   

OI2 4.92 0.66   

OI3 5.62 0.67   

OI4 5.30 0.77   

OI5 5.29 0.83   

OI6 5.22 0.55   

Note :  

X2 = 654.79 (df = 132, p< .00001); CFI = .90; TLI = .90; SRMR= .05; RMSEA= .07 

All factor loadings are significant at p < .01 

Hypotheses test results 

The results of regression analysis for the first hypothesis reveal that psychological contract 

breach is negatively related to organizational identification (b = -.32, p < .01), which provides support 

for H1. Table 4 shows the results of moderating effect of LMX on the relationship between 

psychological contract breach and organizational identification. Psychological contract breach 
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LMX interaction term provides significant incremental variance (∆R2 = .02, p < .05), suggesting 

that LMX indeed functions as a significant moderator on the relationship between psychological 

contract breach and organizational identification. Therefore, an interaction plot is created based on 

the result numbers to clearly display such interaction effect. As interaction plot 1 shows, under low 

psychological contract breach status, employees who have high LMX and those who have low 

LMX with supervisors do not have much difference in the level of organizational identification, but 

high LMX group still has a bit higher organizational identification than low LMX group do. 

However, under high psychological contract breach status, low LMX group report a much lower 

organizational identification than high LMX group. Such result lends support for H2 that LMX 

buffers the negative effect of psychological contract breach on organizational identification. 

 

Table 4 

Summary of hierarchical regression analysis for moderating effect of LMX on the relationship 

between psychological contract breach and organizational identification 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note:  Dependent variable = Organizational identification 

Values other than R2 and F statistics are standardized regression coefficients  
*P < .05, **P < .01 

 

Interaction plot 1 

(Step 1)    

Gender  -.06  

Marital status  .03  

Organizational tenure  .06  

R2  .01  

(Step 2)    

Psychological contract breach  -.17**  

LMX  .31**  

R2  .19**  

(Step 3)    

Psychological contract breach × LMX  -.18**  

∆ R2  .02*  

F  13.61**  

Total R2  .21**  
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Table 5 presents the results of moderating effect of generational difference on the relationship 

between psychological contract breach and organizational identification. The interaction term of 

psychological contract breach generational difference also provides significant incremental 

variance to the model (∆R2 = .03, p < .01), indicating that generational difference also plays as a 

significant moderator on the relationship between psychological contract breach and organizational 

identification. Hence, another interaction plot is also graphed to clearly display such interaction 

effect. As interaction plot 2 shows, in the case of low psychological contract breach, Millennials 

still report a higher organizational identification than Gen-Xers do and both generations still have a 

high organizational identification. However, when it comes to the case of high psychological contract 

breach, both generations’ organization identification drop and the decreasing level in Millennials is 

larger than that in Gen-Xers, which leads Millennials to become less identify with their 

organizations than Gen-Xers do. Such result also provides support for H3 that Millennials report a 

significant lower organizational identification than Gen-Xers do when experiencing psychological 

contract breach.  

Table 5 

Summary of hierarchical regression analysis for moderating effect of generational difference on the 
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relationship between psychological contract breach and organizational identification 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note:  Dependent variable = Organizational identification 

Values other than R2 and F statistics are standardized regression coefficients  
*P < .05, **P < .01 

 

Interaction plot 2 

 

(Step 1)    

Gender  -.06  

Marital status  .03  

Organizational tenure  .07  

R2  .01  

(Step 2)    

Psychological contract breach  -.32**  

Generational difference  -.00  

R2  .11**  

(Step 3)    

Psychological contract breach × 

generational difference 
 .24**  

∆ R2  .03**  

F  8.42**  

Total R2  .14**  
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Discussions and conclusion 

 As expected, the results of this study show that a psychological contract breach has a negative 

influence on employees’ organizational identification. This result is similar with the findings of 

many previous studies that psychological contract breach leads to various negative responses from 

employees such as high organizational cynicism (Bashir & Nasir, 2013), turnover intention (Dulac 

et al., 2008) and reduced job satisfaction and dedication (Lambert et al., 2003), organizational 

commitment (Conway et al., 2011) and organizational citizenship behaviors (Shih & Chuang, 2013). 

In addition, such result concurs with the rationale of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) that when 

one party provides something to another, it expects a fair reciprocation and dissatisfaction could 

occur when one party perceives another party failing to provide an equitable reciprocation. 

Accordingly, when employees fulfill their obligations for organizations but perceive organizations 

failing to do the same for employees in return, they are likely to think of their organizations more 

negatively and thus become less identify with their organizations. 

 The results of this study also show that LMX would buffer the negative influence of 

psychological contract breach on organizational identification. Such result suggests that a good 
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quality of LMX not only fosters numerous favorable outcomes for the organization such as 

employees’ increased job satisfaction, job motivation, job performance, organizational commitment, 

organizational citizenship behaviors and reduced turnover intention (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Ilies et 

al., 2007), but also functions as an important buffer that alleviate the negative impact of 

psychological contract breach on organizational identification. Likewise, social exchange theory 

(Blau, 1964) serves as a core theoretical lens to explain this found moderating effect of LMX. Since 

employees who perceive a good quality of LMX usually receive more tangible and intangible 

benefits from their supervisors, this kind of employees should feel more obligated and be more 

willing to return favors to their supervisors. They should thus think of their supervisors more 

positively and become more identify with their supervisors. Such identification could also reflect in 

the organizational level as management-level employees are one of the important components 

representing an organization (Eisenberger et al., 2010). All the above could explain why even when 

encountering a psychological contract beach, employees with a good quality of LMX with their 

supervisors can still maintain a relatively higher organizational identification than those with a low 

quality of LMX. 

 The results of this study also indicate that Millennials report a lower organization identification 

than Gen-Xers do when encountering psychological contract breach. Such result reflects the 

findings of many prior studies on the work values of different generational workers that Millennials 

are less loyal to their organizations than older generational workers are (see Twenge, 2010). In 

addition, since Millennials highly value personal growth and development opportunities and expect 

rapid promotions, pay raises, instant feedback and praise from the work (Robinson & Morrison, 

2000), they naturally become disappointed when organizations fail to fulfill these or even other 

obligations for them. Therefore, Millennials are very likely to become less identify with their 

organizations and yield a higher turnover intention when experiencing psychological contract 

breach. Also, career stage theory (Super, 1980) suggests that people tend to progress through 

distinct career stages and that people within a particular stage have unique career concerns, 

development tasks and psychological needs. Specifically, people in the trail stage (<31 years old) 

are constantly looking for an occupation in which they can succeed, so that people in this career 

stage are less attached to their organizations and display a higher level of turnover intention if other 

better career options are available. When moving to stabilization stage (31-44 years old), people 

usually have selected an occupation and set more serious career goals. People in this career stage 

also desire more job security. Therefore, as Millennials (mostly in the trail stage) have a low 

commitment to their current job and like to try other options, they naturally think of current 

organizations more negatively and become less attached to their organizations if psychological 

contract breach occurs. On the other hand, since Gen-Xers’ (mostly in the stabilization stage) have 

made a more serious attempt to reach some personal or career goals in the current job, they might 

still display a relatively higher commitment and identification to their organizations than 

Millennials do when psychological contract breach happens. All the above could explain why the 
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current study find Millennials report a lower organization identification than Gen-Xers do in the 

case of psychological contract breach. 

 In conclusion, this study empirically finds that employees’ perceptions of psychological 

contract beach with their employers would reduce their organizational identification. Additionally, 

drawing on social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and distinct work values of different generational 

cohorts identified in the literature, the current study identifies LMX and generational difference are 

two important moderators on the relationship between psychological contract breach and 

organizational identification. These findings provide important theoretical and managerial 

contributions for hospitality researchers and practitioners who want to gain a better understanding 

of the relationships among these factors. 

Implications 

Managerial implications 

 The managerial implications derived from the findings of this study for hotel managers are 

several. First, the results indicate that when employees perceive their hotels are not fulfilling their 

obligations for employees, they would become less identify themselves with their hotels. This could 

be very detrimental to hotels in many aspects, as substantial evidences have shown that various 

negative consequences could take place due to employees’ low organizational identification such as 

low job involvement, job satisfaction, organizational commitment and superior in-role and 

extra-role performance (Lee et al., 2015). Therefore, hotels should regularly and consistently 

monitor employees’ perceptions of psychological contract obligations and make them more explicit. 

To do so, hotels can develop an organizational atmosphere which encourages and welcomes 

employees’ opinions and concerns regarding their own job well-beings while also providing 

numerous convenient and accessible channels that allow employees to freely speak out these 

feelings and concerns. Afterward, hotels should take these opinions and concerns very seriously and 

carefully review whether employees’ voices are reasonable or there is a discrepant perception about 

obligations that should be fulfilled between hotels and employees. The former case demands hotels 

to put more efforts on delivering their promised obligations to their employees, whereas the latter 

case requires another round of communication and negotiation to minimize the perception gap of 

psychological contract between hotels and employees. 

 The findings of this study also show that a good quality of LMX would help to buffer the 

negative impact of psychological contract breach on employees’ organizational identification. 

Accordingly, supervisors should be engaged in social exchange relationships with their subordinates, 

and a high quality LMX relationship can be constructed by understanding employees’ problems and 

needs, recognizing their potentials, and solving their work related problems by the use of powers 

vested in the managerial position. This suggests that supervisors should also be more attentive to 

different employees’ needs, potentials and work related problems so that they can make a wise use 

of current resources and power to support different subordinates accordingly. Also, when interacting 

with subordinates, supervisors can actively inquire subordinates’ perceptions of psychological 
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contract with hotels to see if they need any assistance. As mentioned earlier that employees usually 

consider supervisors as important representatives of their organizations (Eisenberger et al., 2010), 

supervisors’ support on resolving employees’ psychological contract breach could not only enhance 

the quality of LMX relationships with employees, but also help maintain employees’ organizational 

identification. 

 Lastly, the findings of this study reveal that Millennials would become less identify with their 

hotels than Gen-Xers do when psychological contract breach occurs. Such result does not mean 

psychological contract breach for Gen-Xers is not important, but rather suggest hotels should pay a 

particular attention to Generation Y employees’ perceptions of psychological contract with their 

hotels. Understanding Millennials’ characteristics and distinct work values would be helpful for 

hotels to outline and fulfill their obligations for employees of this generation. For example, as 

Millennials emphasize much on personal growth and development from their work, hotels should 

provide them with more opportunities to try different job tasks (e.g., job rotation). In addition, since 

Millennials highly stress on freedom, leisure time and personal life, hotels could offer them more 

flexible work hours and adequate supervision so that they can organize work and leisure time with 

more freedom and autonomy. Furthermore, since Millennials prefer instant feedback and rewards, 

hotels should build up an efficient feedback and recognition system which allows Millennials to 

constantly check the quality of their job performance and the rewards they deserve. Likewise, hotels 

can also develop similar customized strategies for Gen-Xers based on their work values and 

preferences. 

Theoretical implications 

 This study also has several theoretical contributions to the current hospitality literature. Firstly, 

while research effort on the relationship between psychological contract issues and employees’ 

organizational identification is seriously scarce in the hospitality literature (Lu et al., 2016), this 

study fill this void by empirically identifying psychological contract breach is an important factor 

which leads hotel employees to become less identify with their organizations. Secondly, although 

extensive research has been done on LXM and organizational identification respectively in the 

literature, little research links these two concepts together (Loi et al., 2014), especially in the 

hospitality literature (Lu et al., 2016). This study also addresses this shortcoming by identifying the 

important moderating role of LMX on the relationship between organizational identification and 

one of its antecedents (i.e., psychological contract breach). Thirdly, even there have been many 

studies researching distinct work-related values and preferences of different generational employees 

in the literature, little research pays attention to the moderating effect of such generational 

difference (Lu & Gursoy, 2016). This study also enriches the knowledge of this aspect in the 

hospitality literature by identifying the fact that hotel employees of different generations would 

react differently to psychological contract breach in terms of organizational identification. Lastly, 

by connecting the literature of psychological contract, organizational identification, LMX and 

generational difference together, this study also provides researchers in these respective fields with 



20 

 

more research directions on the relationships among these concepts, which would increase the 

synergy among these four research streams. 

Limitations and future research 

 As with any other research, the current study has few limitations that should be addressed in 

the future research. First, as the participants of this study are all hotel employees in Taiwan, more 

research efforts are needed to test whether the research model of this study can be generalizable to 

other countries’ subjects. Therefore, future research should survey subjects from other countries to 

examine the generalizability of this research model. Future research could also conduct a 

cross-cultural analysis using this research model to investigate whether subjects from different 

regions or countries will generate different findings. 

 Secondly, given all the variables of this study were collected at the same point in time 

using one wave survey approach, cross sectional design could be another limitation. Future research 

should perform longitudinal or experimental design analysis using the research model of this study, 

so that more precise causal relationships between independent and dependent variables could be 

identified and the stability of research model could be validated.  

Lastly, this study only examines one individual factor (i.e., generational difference) and one 

situational factor (i.e., LXM) as two possible moderators on the relationship between psychological 

contract breach and organizational identification. Future research should explore other possible 

individual and situational factors which could also moderate the relationship between these two 

variables, or even try to identify important mediators which can explain the underlying mechanism 

in which psychological contract breach affects organizational identification. 
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