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Summary

Relationships between psychological contract breach and employee well-being and

career-related behavior cannot sufficiently be explained by social exchange and reci-

procity theories, yet the alternative mechanisms underlying these associations are

currently not well understood. Based on the psychological contract perspective on

careers, the goal of this study was to examine indirect effects of psychological con-

tract breach on emotional engagement, emotional exhaustion, and career-related

behavior through two dimensions of occupational future time perspective (i.e., focus

on opportunities and focus on limitations). Data came from 405 employees in

Australia, who responded to three surveys across 12 months. Results showed that

psychological contract breach had indirect effects on emotional engagement and

exhaustion through focus on opportunities and focus on limitations, respectively, and

on career-related behavior through focus on opportunities. Another mechanism, psy-

chological contract violation, was only related to employees' organizational deviance.

These findings highlight the important role of occupational future time perspective

dimensions as employees' evaluations of future career-related opportunities and limi-

tations. These evaluations may change in response to psychological contract breach

and, in turn, might impact on employee well-being and career-related behavior.

K E YWORD S

careers, occupational future time perspective, psychological contract, well-being

1 | INTRODUCTION

The term “psychological contract” refers to employees' beliefs regard-

ing the mutual obligations between themselves and their organization

(Rousseau, 1995). Numerous studies have shown that psychological

contract breach—employees' perception that their organization has

not fulfilled its obligations (Morrison & Robinson, 1997)—is negatively

related to favorable job attitudes and performance (Zhao, Wayne,

Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007). These associations have typically been

explained using social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the norm of

reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960). These theories suggest that employees

who experienced breach have more negative thoughts and feelings

about their organization and, in turn, engage in behaviors to harm

it. Indeed, research shows that breach is positively related to psycho-

logical contract violation (i.e., negative organization-focused emotions,

such as anger; Robinson & Rousseau, 1994) and counterproductive

work behavior (via revenge cognitions; Bordia, Restubog, &

Tang, 2008).
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Although relationships between psychological contract breach

and job attitudes and performance are well understood, associa-

tions between breach and employee-focused outcomes, such as

well-being and career-related behavior, cannot sufficiently be

explained by social exchange and reciprocity theories (Deng,

Coyle-Shapiro, & Yang, 2018). Reductions in well-being and career-

related behavior after breach do not reflect retaliation against the

organization. Instead, these outcomes involve harm to employees

themselves, as they do not feel well or are unable to make

progress in their careers. A few studies have used conservation of

resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) to explain links of breach with

employee well-being (e.g., Costa & Neves, 2017; Gakovic &

Tetrick, 2003) and innovation (Kiazad, Seibert, & Kraimer, 2014).

However, these studies did not examine specific mechanisms

underlying these relationships.

In this study, we use the psychological contract perspective on

careers (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019) as an overarching theoretical

framework, because it explains the processes that transmit psycholog-

ical contract breach into employee well-being and career-related

behavior. This perspective suggests that the experience of breach can

lead employees to re-evaluate their broader career goals, which, in

turn, influences their well-being and career-related behavior

(Baruch & Rousseau, 2019). Accordingly, the goal of this study is to

examine two dimensions of occupational future time perspective—

focus on opportunities and focus on limitations—as career goal-

related mechanisms that explain relationships between psychological

contract breach and emotional engagement, emotional exhaustion,

and career-related behavior.

Focus on opportunities describes how many goals, options, and

possibilities employees perceive in their future career, whereas focus

on limitations entails their beliefs regarding constraints and restric-

tions in their future career (Rudolph, Kooij, Rauvola, &

Zacher, 2018; Zacher & Frese, 2009). Emotional engagement and

exhaustion are two important and complementary indicators of high

and low occupational well-being, respectively (Bakker &

Demerouti, 2017; Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Career-related

behavior involves employees' efforts to develop themselves and pro-

gress in their careers (Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998). We

decided to focus on these constructs based on the psychological

contract perspective on careers. As noted by Baruch and Rous-

seau (2019), “An important but less frequently studied aspect of

careers is the adjustment of individual career goals as a function of

experience, and the effects of this adjustment on individual well-

being and career-related behavior” (p. 16). Our conceptual model is

shown in Figure 1.

Our study contributes to theory development in three important

ways. First, based on the novel psychological contract perspective on

careers (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019), we investigate associations

between psychological contract breach and well-being and career-

related behavior. Our study thereby advances psychological contract

theory, which has traditionally focused on reciprocity and retaliation

against the organization (Griep & Vantilborgh, 2018), by examining

whether breach may also be associated with harm to employees

(i.e., reduced well-being and career-related behavior). Second, we

extend psychological contract theory by investigating two career

goal-related mechanisms—focus on opportunities and limitations—

that may explain the associations between breach and well-being and

career-related behavior. Psychological contract theory has focused on

how the cognitive evaluation of breach leads to the rather short-term

emotional reaction of psychological contract violation and, in turn,

F IGURE 1 Conceptual model. Note. Solid arrows represent hypothesized relationships of psychological contract breach with emotional
engagement, emotional exhaustion, and career-related behavior via focus on opportunities and focus on limitations, respectively. Dashed arrows
represent effects of and effects on control variables (i.e., psychological contract violation and perceived remaining time) as well as the exploratory
outcome variable (i.e., organizational deviance). For reasons of clarity, the control variables age, gender, education, as well as baseline measures of
Time 2 and Time 3 variables and direct effects of psychological contract breach on the outcome variables are not shown
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reciprocal behavior (Bordia et al., 2008). Consistent with the psycho-

logical contract perspective on careers (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019),

we argue that breach can additionally cast a shadow on employees'

long-term career goals and plans, which is reflected by a lower focus

on opportunities and a higher focus on limitations. We further

extend psychological contract theory by proposing that these dimen-

sions of occupational future time perspective better explain well-

being and career-related behavior than violation, whereas violation

should better explain employees' organizational deviance than occu-

pational future time perspective. Organizational deviance involves

negative behavior toward the organization, such as intentionally

arriving late for work or avoiding work (Aquino, Lewis, &

Bradfield, 1999). Finally, theorizing on occupational future time per-

spective has so far focused on job demands and job resources as

antecedents and on job attitudes and job performance as conse-

quences (Henry, Zacher, & Desmette, 2017; Rudolph et al., 2018).

By examining breach as a predictor and well-being and career-

related behavior as outcomes of occupational future time perspec-

tive, we advance theorizing on the nomological net and utility of this

form of future-related cognition in the context of work (Kooij,

Kanfer, Betts, & Rudolph, 2018) and careers (Fasbender, Wohrmann,

Wang, & Klehe, 2019).

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHESES

The psychological contract perspective on careers (Baruch &

Rousseau, 2019) suggests that a key mechanism linking psychological

contracts, well-being, and career-related behavior are employees'

goals (i.e., internal representations of desired states; Austin &

Vancouver, 1996). In particular, changes in career goals are assumed

to both influence and be influenced by psychological contract breach.

On the one hand, career goals serve as subjective standards against

which employees evaluate their own and their organization's contri-

butions (Rousseau, Hansen, & Tomprou, 2018). For instance,

employees might conclude that their assignment to a challenging pro-

ject does, or does not, help them achieve their career goals. This

evaluation, in turn, may result in psychological contract breach (or its

opposite, fulfillment). On the other hand, the psychological contract

perspective on careers suggests that, once breach or fulfillment has

occurred, employees will re-evaluate and possibly change their career

goals. According to Baruch and Rousseau (2019), “Career develop-

ment means that the experiences individuals have at work foster

both skill building as well as information gathering with respect to

present and future opportunities” (p. 43). For example, breach might

lead an employee to the conclusion that they have few work-related

opportunities in their future. In contrast, fulfillment is likely to lead to

more positive beliefs regarding future opportunities. Thus, the state

of their psychological contract signals to employees how many and

which of their career goals they still might be able to realize, with

potential implications for their well-being and career-related

behavior.

Only a few studies have examined associations between psycho-

logical contract breach and well-being and career-related behavior. An

early cross-sectional study found that breach was positively related to

both emotional exhaustion and job dissatisfaction (Gakovic &

Tetrick, 2003). Another cross-sectional study found that psychological

contract fulfillment was positively associated with job engagement

and mental health (Parzefall & Hakanen, 2010). A three-wave study

demonstrated a negative relationship of breach with job engagement

and a positive relationship with emotional exhaustion (Chambel &

Oliveira-Cruz, 2010). More recently, a two-wave study found a posi-

tive link between breach and emotional exhaustion, which was wea-

ker when employees' forgiveness cognitions were high (Costa &

Neves, 2017). Finally, two experience sampling studies suggested that

breach is related to a perceived loss of resources, which, in turn,

is related to negative emotions and strain (Achnak, Griep, &

Vantilborgh, 2018).

With regard to career-related behavior, a cross-sectional study

showed that individual career management behavior and perceived

organizational career management help are positively associated

with psychological contract fulfillment (Sturges, Conway, Guest, &

Liefooghe, 2005). A qualitative study explored how junior

researchers change their career-related behavior in response to

psychological contract breach (Lam & de Campos, 2015). Results

suggested that junior researchers involved in collaborative research

with senior professors reacted to breach by increasing their invest-

ment in their current jobs. In contrast, junior researchers in more

transactional relationships reacted to breach by proactively shaping

their careers toward greater independence. Overall, this review of

the literature shows that, although direct links of psychological

contract breach with well-being and career-related behavior have

been shown, no research has addressed the potential role of career

goal-related mechanisms.

2.1 | Focus on opportunities and focus on
limitations as mediators

Based on the psychological contract perspective on careers, and its

key proposition regarding the centrality of career goals (Baruch &

Rousseau, 2019), we argue that psychological contract breach is nega-

tively related to focus on opportunities and positively related to focus

on limitations. These assumptions are theoretically supported by an

adaptive process described by Baruch and Rousseau (2019), wherein

experiences of breach should influence employees to re-evaluate their

future career goals and plans. Employees who believe that their orga-

nization has breached the psychological contract perceive that the

organization has failed to provide them with promised resources

(e.g., promotions and training) necessary to achieve their career goals.

Importantly, we argue that this assumption holds for career goals both

within and beyond one's current organization. The reason for this is

that not obtaining career resources from one's current organization

should thwart career goal achievement also in other organizations. An
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employee who did not receive a promised promotion should be less

likely to believe that they can obtain higher pay in their current or in

another organization. Accordingly, they should be more likely to

decrease their career aspirations and to perceive increased con-

straints in their future. These reduced aspirations and perceived con-

straints regarding career goals are captured by a lower focus on

opportunities and a higher focus on limitations, respectively (Zacher &

Frese, 2011).

In contrast, employees who believe that their organization has

fulfilled its economic or socioemotional obligations perceive that the

organization has provided them with resources that help them pur-

sue and attain their career goals, both within and possibly outside

of the current organization (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019). For instance,

training promised by and received in one's current organization

should be important for the achievement of career goals both in the

current organization and after a potential change (e.g., to obtain a

supervisory position). Thus, these employees should be more likely

to hold positive expectations (i.e., focus on opportunities) and less

likely to perceive constraints in their future career (i.e., focus on

limitations).

These theoretical assumptions are supported by some empirical

research on psychological contract fulfillment. In a study with older

workers (Bal, Jansen, van der Velde, de Lange, & Rousseau, 2010),

psychological contract fulfillment regarding career development

(e.g., mentoring) was positively related to an overall score of general

future time perspective (i.e., not focused on the employment context).

Another study with workers from different age groups found that

both economic and developmental psychological contract fulfillment

related positively to future time perspective (Bal, de Lange, Zacher, &

van der Heijden, 2013).

Based on theorizing on the emotional and motivational benefits

of positive future thinking (e.g., Karniol & Ross, 1996; Oettingen &

Mayer, 2002; Schneider, 2001), we further argue that focus on

opportunities is positively related to both emotional engagement

and career-related behavior. In particular, theories on approach and

avoidance tendencies, such as possible selves theory (Markus &

Nurius, 1986) and regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1997), suggest

that people who anticipate positive future outcomes (i.e., approach

tendency) are more likely to use active strategies to achieve their

goals and to experience positive emotions during goal pursuit.

Employees with a high focus on opportunities think positively

about their future at work, perceive their occupational future as full

of possibilities, and concentrate on the goals, plans, and options

that they can (still) pursue in their future (Zacher & Frese, 2009).

They have an approach tendency or promotion orientation toward

their career (Zacher & de Lange, 2011). Accordingly, theorizing on

the emotional and motivational benefits of positive future thinking,

and especially on approach tendencies, suggests that focus on

opportunities provides employees with an energizing resource that

should benefit their emotional engagement and career-related

behavior.

In support of these assumptions, Schmitt, Zacher, and de

Lange (2013) showed that focus on opportunities was positively

related to general and daily job engagement. Additionally, a two-wave

study showed that focus on opportunities positively predicted job

engagement 2 years later, controlling for baseline levels of job

engagement and trait optimism (Schmitt, Gielnik, Zacher, &

Klemann, 2013). A study with older job seekers found that focus on

opportunities is positively related to job search intensity

(Zacher, 2013). Finally, a meta-analysis by Rudolph et al. (2018)

reported positive associations of focus on opportunities with job

engagement and achievement motivation.

In combination, our theoretical arguments outlined above sug-

gest that psychological contract breach has negative indirect effects

on emotional engagement and career-related behavior through focus

on opportunities. Consistent with the assumption of two distinct

affect systems and the notion of affect symmetries (i.e., positive

experiences predict positive outcomes, and negative experiences pre-

dict negative outcomes; Bono, Glomb, Shen, Kim, & Koch, 2013;

Thoresen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, & de Chermont, 2003), we expect

focus on opportunities to relate to emotional engagement, but not to

exhaustion.

Hypothesis 1. Psychological contract breach has negative indirect

effects on (a) emotional engagement and (b) career-related

behavior through focus on opportunities.

Regarding focus on limitations, we expect a positive association

with emotional exhaustion and a negative association with career-

related behavior. Employees with a high focus on limitations take a

pessimistic perspective on their future at work and perceive it as full

of constraints and restrictions (Zacher, 2013). They have an avoidance

tendency or prevention orientation toward their career (Zacher & de

Lange, 2011). According to theorizing on negative thinking about the

future (Karniol & Ross, 1996) and, in particular, on avoidance tenden-

cies (Higgins, 1997; Markus & Nurius, 1986), people who anticipate

negative future outcomes are less likely to engage in active goal pur-

suit and more likely to experience negative emotions and a threat to

their resources. Similarly, theorizing on the development of depres-

sion proposes that negative thinking about one's self, future, and the

world in general results in reduced well-being and motivation

(Beck, 1967). So far, no studies have examined the emotional, motiva-

tional, and behavioral consequences of focus on limitations (Henry

et al., 2017; Rudolph et al., 2018). Based on our theoretical assump-

tions, we hypothesize that psychological contract breach has a posi-

tive indirect effect on emotional exhaustion and a negative indirect

effect on career-related behavior through focus on limitations. Consis-

tent with the notion of affect symmetries, we expect focus on limita-

tions to relate to the negative outcome of emotional exhaustion, but

not to engagement.

Hypothesis 2. Psychological contract breach has (a) a positive indi-

rect effect on emotional exhaustion and (b) a negative indirect

effect on career-related behavior through focus on limitations.
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3 | METHOD

3.1 | Participants and procedure

Data for this study came from a panel of N = 405 full-time employees

in Australia, including 208 men (51.36%) and 197 women (48.64%).

Their average age (at Time 1 [T1]) was 48.39 years (SD = 10.85;

range = 20–69 years). In terms of education, one participant had not

completed high school (0.25%), 127 (31.36%) had completed high

school, 100 (24.69%) held a technical college degree, 109 (26.91%)

held an undergraduate degree, and 67 (16.54%) held a postgraduate

degree (one respondent did not report their education). On average

(at T1), participants had worked in their current job for 11.92 years

(SD = 11.54). Participants came from all Australian states and terri-

tories and worked in a range of jobs and industries. The median job

level was 4 (N = 99) on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 = entry level

position to 7 = executive level (6 missings). Regarding industries,

20 (4.94%) participants worked in the primary sector (i.e., agriculture),

58 (14.32%) worked in the secondary sector (i.e., manufacturing and

blue-collar jobs), and 326 (80.49%) worked in the tertiary sector

(i.e., service and white-collar jobs).

This study was approved by the University of Queensland’s Behav-
ioural and Social Sciences Ethical Review Committee (No. 2011001347,

Study Title: Intergenerational Demands as a Double-Edged Sword in the

Work Context). The data were collected as part of a larger longitudinal

data collection effort. Several articles based on the same dataset, but

with completely different research questions, have been published

(Gielnik, Zacher, & Wang, 2018; Zacher, 2014a, 2014b; Zacher &

Rudolph, 2018; Zacher & Rudolph, 2019). Overlapping variables

between the current manuscript and previous studies are age, gender,

and education (i.e., control variables), as well as T1 perceived remaining

time and T2 emotional engagement and exhaustion (i.e., baseline control

variables). A panel management and online research company was

commissioned to recruit participants. This company manages the largest

research-only consumer and business panels in Australia and operates in

accordance with the ISO20252/26362 standards for market, opinion,

and social research. The company recruits individuals for its pool initially

offline (i.e., via telephone, mail, or in person) and on an invitation-only

basis to avoid participation of professional online survey respondents.

Study participants receive reward points, which can later be redeemed

for cash or gift certificates.

At first, 27,211 email invitations were sent to potential participants

in the company's database. However, a large number of these emails

“bounced back” or requests were ignored. Of the 4,299 persons who

clicked the survey link and provided basic demographic information,

2,116 indicated that they were either retired, unemployed, or working

part time and were excluded from participation. The remaining 2,183

people reported working full time and were allowed to participate in

the study. Out of these 2,183 persons who qualified, 1,930 participants

provided complete information on the study variables at T1 (qualified

response rate = 88.41%). T1 participants were re-contacted by the

company 6 months following T1 and invited to participate in a second

follow-up survey (T2). In total, N = 692 complete surveys were

collected at T2 (T1–T2 response rate = 35.85%). Finally, T2 participants

were re-contacted by the company 6 months following T2 and invited

to participate in a third follow-up survey (T3). In total, N = 405 partici-

pants provided complete information on the substantive variables in

theT1, T2, and T3 surveys (T2–T3 response rate = 58.52%). Comparing

the final panel of N = 405 to the initially qualified sample of N = 2,183

yields an effective response rate of 18.55%. Moreover, 20.98% of

respondents who completed T1 completed all three waves. These rates

are lower than those observed on average in cross-sectional surveys in

the organizational sciences (52.70%; see Baruch & Holtom, 2008), but

they are to some extent consistent with response rates noted in

longitudinal research in organizational behavior and industrial psychol-

ogy (e.g., Goodman & Blum, 1996, report that attrition rates range from

0% to 88%, with a median = 27%). The analyses including education

and job level as covariates are based on N = 404 and N = 399,

respectively, given that these questions were not answered by a small

subset of respondents.

Of the N = 405 participants in our study, n = 390 were working for

the same organization at all three time points, whereas n = 15 changed

organizations. The “organizational changers” did not significantly differ

from the “organizational stayers” in the substantive study variables, and

the results reported below (and our inferences based on them) do not

change substantially when the “organizational changers” are excluded

(see online appendix Part A, Tables A1 and A2, for full results; https://

osf.io/gyb5z).

3.2 | Attrition analyses

We followed the suggestions of Goodman and Blum (1996) and directly

modeled patterns of sample attrition across time. Complete details for

these models are provided in our online appendix (Part B, Tables B1–B3

and Figure B1). In summary, although it appears that some systematic

effects of attrition occurred (i.e., compared with “T1, T2, and T3 panel

responders,” “T1 only responders” were more likely to be younger and

female), its impact is not of great magnitude (i.e., as indexed by the small

R2 = .009 observed in a multinomial logistic regression model) and like-

wise does not appreciably influence observed means or variances and

has no appreciable bearing on the structure of relationships among our

focal variables. Accordingly, we are confident that selective attrition is

not unduly influencing the conclusions we draw herein.

3.3 | Measures

Unless noted otherwise, all items were answered on 5-point Likert-type

response scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

3.3.1 | Psychological contract breach

We measured psychological contract breach at T1 using a five-item

scale that taps employees' perceptions of how well their organization
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had fulfilled its obligations (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). An example

item is “I have not received everything promised to me in exchange

for my contributions.” Cronbach's alpha was α = .91 at T1.

3.3.2 | Psychological contract violation

Theory suggests that psychological contract violation constitutes a

key mechanism in relationships between psychological contract

breach and employee attitudes and behavior (Morrison &

Robinson, 1997). Accordingly, we control for it in our analyses (see

Figure 1). At T1 and T2, psychological contract violation was assessed

with a four-item scale (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). An example item

is “I feel betrayed by my organization.” Cronbach's alphas were

α = .97 at bothT1 and T2.

3.3.3 | Occupational future time perspective

Zacher (2013) conceptually and empirically distinguished focus on

opportunities and focus on limitations from employees' perception of

the length of time they have left in their careers (i.e., perceived

remaining time). We included perceived remaining time as a control

variable in our analyses to show that focus on opportunities and limi-

tations are associated with well-being and career-related behavior

above and beyond this basic appraisal (see Figure 1). At T1 and T2,

focus on opportunities (FOO), focus on limitations (FOL), and per-

ceived remaining time (PRT) were assessed with eight items from

Zacher (2013). Example items are “Many opportunities await me in

my occupational future,” “As I get older, I begin to experience time in

my occupational future as limited,” and “Most of my occupational life

lies ahead of me,” respectively. Alphas were acceptable at both T1

(αFOO = .93, αFOL = .90, αPRT = .85) and T2 (αFOO = .94, αFOL = .90,

αPRT = .86).

3.3.4 | Emotional engagement

At T2 and T3, emotional engagement was measured with the three

highest loading items from the emotional engagement scale by Rich,

LePine, and Crawford (2010). An example item is “I feel energetic at

my job.” Alphas were α = .91 at T2 and α = .93 at T3.

3.3.5 | Emotional exhaustion

At T2 and T3, emotional exhaustion was measured with the three

highest loading items from the scale by Maslach and Jackson (1981).

An example item is “I feel burned out from my work.” The 5-point

response scale ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (all of the time). Alphas were

α = .92 at bothT2 and T3.

3.3.6 | Career-related behavior

At T2 and T3, career-related behavior was assessed with four items

from the role-based performance scale (Welbourne et al., 1998). Par-

ticipants were asked to rate how their supervisor would rate their

behavior at work in the past 6 months. An example item is “Develop-

ing skills needed for your future career.” The response scale ranged

from 1 (needs much improvement) to 5 (excellent). Alphas were

α = .92 at bothT2 and T3.

3.3.7 | Organizational deviance

To contrast our propositions with assumptions in the psychological

contract literature based on social exchange and reciprocity theo-

ries (i.e., breach leads to retaliation against the organization; Bordia

et al., 2008), we further included employees' organizational

deviance as an outcome. At T2 and T3, organizational deviance

was measured with the four highest loading items from the scale

by Aquino et al. (1999). Participants were asked to indicate the

number of times they had performed the respective behaviors

in the past 6 months. An example item is “Lied about the number

of hours I worked.” The response scale ranged from 1 (never)

to 5 (more than 20 times). Alphas were α = .79 at T2 and

α = .78 at T3.

3.3.8 | Demographic variables

We assessed participants' age (in years), gender (1 = male,

2 = female), and education (ranging from 1 = not completed high

school to 5 = postgraduate degree) as control variables. According

to lifespan theory, age is related to occupational future time per-

spective (i.e., negatively related to focus on opportunities and

perceived remaining time and positively related to focus on

limitations; Cate & John, 2007). Research has shown gender

differences in various indicators of well-being (Pinquart &

Sörensen, 2001) and that education is positively associated with

occupational future time perspective (Zacher & Frese, 2009).

Finally, we noted significant correlations of age, gender, and

education with our four focal outcome variables (see supplemen-

tary tables section of our online appendix, Table S1).

We conducted two exploratory analyses to test the sensitivity of

our models to these covariates and other variables. Specifically, we

specified models in which age, gender, and education were not con-

trolled for and models in which we additionally controlled for job level

(1 = entry level to 7 = high-ranking executive) and industry (1 = primary

sector, 2 = secondary sector, 3 = tertiary sector). We included job level

and industry, as research has demonstrated that time-related individ-

ual differences may operate differently across industries (Zhang,

Wang, & Pearce, 2014).
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3.4 | Analytical approach

Models were specified using the “lavaan” package for the R statistical

computing environment (R CoreTeam, 2016; Rosseel, 2012). As a first

step, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) and measure-

ment equivalence analyses. Because of observed deviations from nor-

mality, a robust maximum likelihood estimator was used for all

measurement models (Foldnes & Olsson, 2015). Reasonable model fit

was assumed for comparative fit index (CFI) values greater than .90,

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) values close to or

below .06, and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) values

close to or below .08 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999).

Hu and Bentler (1999) additionally suggest a “combination rule” for

absolute fit indices that should be favored as evidence for model fit in

cases where both RMSEA and SRMR values simultaneously meet or

exceed these cut-offs. To compare nested models, we computed

scaled chi-square difference tests in line with Satorra and

Bentler (2001).

Providing evidence for the equivalence of measurement models

and factor loadings over time is necessary to ensure that the interpre-

tation of constructs is valid across time points (Van de Schoot,

Lugtig, & Hox, 2012). Thus, we considered the configural (i.e., free fac-

tor loadings) and factorial (i.e., invariant factor loadings) equivalence

of our variables. In these models, we allowed the error terms of

corresponding indicators to correlate over time.

To test our hypothesized model, we specified a single path analy-

sis model (see Figure 1 for a simplified representation), in which T3

outcomes (i.e., emotional engagement, emotional exhaustion, career-

related behavior, and organizational deviance) were simultaneously

regressed ontoT2 mediators (i.e., focus on opportunities, focus on lim-

itations, psychological contract violation, and perceived remaining

time) and psychological contract breach at T1. This model also

(a) specified direct effects of T3 outcomes regressed onto T1 psycho-

logical contract breach; (b) controlled for lagged endogenous levels of

T2 mediators (e.g., T2 psychological contract violation regressed onto

T1 psychological contract violation) and T3 outcomes (e.g., T3 emo-

tional engagement regressed onto T2 emotional engagement); and

(c) controlled for age, education, and gender. As with the CFA models,

we accounted for observed deviations from normality in the path

analysis using a robust maximum likelihood estimator (Foldnes &

Olsson, 2015), and the same scaled fit indices reported above were

used to evaluate model fit. Note that controlling for time-lagged T1

levels of mediators and time-lagged T2 levels of outcomes makes this

a “lagged endogenous change model” (Aickin, 2009; Finkel, 2008).

Accordingly, the observed effects of predictors in these models can

be interpreted in terms of their effect on changes in mediator variables

fromT1 to T2 and changes in outcome variables fromT2 to T3. As it is

not possible to use bootstrapping to estimate standard errors when

using a robust estimator in “lavaan,” we applied the Monte Carlo

method for assessing mediation (MCMAM; Preacher & Selig, 2012)

with 10,000 resamples to compute appropriate confidence intervals

(CIs) for each indirect effect.

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Descriptive statistics, correlations, and
dimensionality of study variables

Table 1 reports descriptive statistics and correlations among the sub-

stantive variables. A complete correlation table with all study variables

is also available in the supplementary tables section of our online

appendix (see Table S1). Complete results of the six CFAs to explore

the fit of T1 measures to the data can also be found in the online

appendix (Table S2). In summary of these analyses, the first model

specified nine latent variables, corresponding to each of the nine vari-

ables depicted in Figure 1 and measured at T1. Comparing the fit of

the nine-factor model (χ2[398] = 962.647, p < .001, CFI = .936,

RMSEA = .065) with the fits of five alternative models with Δχ2 differ-

ence tests suggests that the nine-factor model provides optimal fit to

the data.

4.2 | Measurement equivalence

A summary of the fit of the configural and factorial measurement

equivalence analyses can be found in the online appendix (see

Table S3). Upholding measurement equivalence, constraining the fac-

tor loadings to be equal across time in the factorial equivalence ana-

lyses did not substantially change the fit for occupational future time

perspective (Δχ2(8) = 9.54, p = .30), psychological contract violation

(Δχ2(4) = 6.14, p = .19), emotional engagement (Δχ2(3) = 7.09, p = .07),

emotional exhaustion (Δχ2(3) = 2.18, p = .54), and organizational devi-

ance (Δχ2(4) = 1.96, p = .74). Factorial inviarance was not upheld for

career-related behavior (Δχ2(4) = 13.17, p = .01); however, partial

invariance was achieved by freeing the loadings of a single item at T2

and T3 (i.e., “Seeking out career opportunities”; Δχ2(3) = 2.32, p = .51).

Despite this, changes in CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR were lower than the

recommended cut-off values of ΔCFI greater than −.010, ΔRMSEA

smaller than .015, and ΔSRMR smaller than .030 (Chen, 2007;

Cheung & Rensvold, 2002) for all variables. Overall, this suggests mea-

surement equivalence across time.

4.3 | Hypothesis tests

Results of the path analysis model specified to test our hypotheses

can be found in Table 2. This model had an acceptable fit to the data,

Δχ2(62) = 233.27, p < .001, CFI = .920, RMSEA = .083, SRMR = .053.

Moreover, an appreciable amount of variance was explained in T2

mediators (i.e., psychological contract violation R2 = .64, focus on

opportunities R2 = .51, focus on limitations R2 = .37, perceived

remaining time R2 = .54) and T3 outcomes (emotional engagement

R2 = .53, emotional exhaustion R2 = .56, organizational deviance

R2 = .43, career-related behavior R2 = .31). Table 3 summarizes indi-

rect, direct, and total effects to support our mediation tests.
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TABLE 2 Results of path model

Criterion Predictor B SEB z p

95% CI

(lower)

95% CI

(upper) β

T2 focus on opportunities T1 focus on opportunities 0.58 0.04 14.41 <.01 0.50 0.66 0.62

T1 age −0.01 0.00 −2.71 .01 −0.01 0.00 −0.10

T1 gender −0.07 0.06 −1.19 .23 −0.19 0.05 −0.04

T1 education 0.04 0.03 1.37 .17 −0.02 0.09 0.04

T1 psychological contract

breach

−0.14 0.04 −3.58 <.01 −0.22 −0.06 −0.13

T2 focus on limitations T1 focus on limitations 0.44 0.04 9.97 <.01 0.35 0.53 0.45

T1 age 0.02 0.00 5.83 <.01 0.01 0.03 0.24

T1 gender 0.02 0.07 0.21 .83 −0.13 0.16 0.01

T1 education −0.01 0.03 −0.25 .81 −0.07 0.06 −0.01

T1 psychological contract

breach

0.19 0.04 4.57 <.01 0.11 0.28 0.18

T2 perceived remaining time T1 perceived remaining time 0.57 0.04 13.83 <.01 0.49 0.65 0.59

T1 age −0.02 0.00 −5.34 <.01 −0.02 −0.01 −0.22

T1 gender 0.06 0.06 0.91 .37 −0.07 0.18 0.03

T1 education −0.02 0.03 −0.74 .46 −0.07 0.03 −0.02

T1 psychological contract

breach

−0.12 0.04 −3.32 <.01 −0.19 −0.05 −0.12

T2 psychological contract

violation

T1 psychological contract

violation

0.66 0.05 12.81 <.01 0.56 0.76 0.65

T1 age −0.01 0.00 −2.06 .04 −0.01 0.00 −0.06

T1 gender −0.04 0.06 −0.68 .50 −0.17 0.08 −0.02

T1 education 0.01 0.03 0.21 .84 −0.05 0.07 0.01

T1 psychological contract

breach

0.22 0.06 3.84 <.01 0.11 0.34 0.18

T3 emotional engagement T2 emotional engagement 0.71 0.05 14.06 <.01 0.61 0.81 0.68

T1 age 0.00 0.00 0.89 .37 0.00 0.01 0.04

T1 gender 0.10 0.06 1.60 .11 −0.02 0.22 0.06

T1 education 0.01 0.03 0.54 .59 −0.04 0.07 0.02

T1 psychological contract

breach

0.06 0.05 1.22 .22 −0.04 0.17 0.07

T2 psychological contract

violation

−0.03 0.04 −0.87 .38 −0.11 0.04 −0.04

T2 focus on opportunities 0.15 0.04 3.85 <.01 0.07 0.22 0.16

T2 focus on limitations −0.03 0.04 −0.77 .44 −0.11 0.05 −0.04

T2 perceived remaining time −0.05 0.04 −1.30 .20 −0.12 0.03 −0.05

T3 emotional exhaustion T2 emotional exhaustion 0.70 0.04 18.16 <.01 0.62 0.77 0.69

T1 age −0.01 0.00 −1.26 .21 −0.01 0.00 −0.06

T1 gender 0.06 0.06 0.88 .38 −0.07 0.18 0.03

T1 education 0.02 0.03 0.63 .53 −0.04 0.08 0.02

T1 psychological contract

breach

0.05 0.06 0.90 .37 −0.06 0.16 0.04

T2 psychological contract

violation

0.00 0.04 −0.09 .93 −0.08 0.07 0.00

T2 focus on opportunities 0.06 0.04 1.46 .15 −0.02 0.13 0.05

T2 focus on limitations 0.14 0.04 3.88 <.01 0.07 0.22 0.14

T2 perceived remaining time 0.01 0.04 0.31 .76 −0.06 0.09 0.01

92 ZACHER AND RUDOLPH



According to Hypothesis 1a, psychological contract breach has a

negative indirect effect on emotional engagement through focus on

opportunities. We observed a significant negative association

betweenT1 psychological contract breach and T2 focus on opportuni-

ties (B = −.14, SE = .04, p < .001) and a significant positive association

between T2 focus on opportunities and T3 emotional engagement

(B = .15, SE = .04, p < .001). Supporting Hypothesis 1a (see Table 3), a

significant indirect effect of psychological contract breach on emo-

tional engagement through focus on opportunities (Bindirect = −.021,

95% CI: −0.039 to −0.007) was observed.

Hypothesis 1b states that psychological contract breach has a

negative indirect effect on career-related behavior through focus on

opportunities. In addition to the negative relationship between T1

psychological contract breach and T2 focus on opportunities reported

in our test of Hypothesis 1a, we observed a significant positive rela-

tionship between T2 focus on opportunities and T3 career-related

behavior (B = .15, SE = .04, p < .001). In support of Hypothesis 1b (see

Table 3), psychological contract breach had a significant indirect effect

on career-related behavior through focus on opportunities (Bind-

irect = −.022, 95% CI: −0.039 to −0.009).

According to Hypothesis 2a, psychological contract breach has a

positive indirect effect on emotional exhaustion through focus on lim-

itations. We observed a significant positive relationship between T1

psychological contract breach and T2 focus on limitations (B = .19,

SE = .04, p < .001), as well as a significant positive relationship

between T2 focus on limitations and T3 emotional exhaustion

(B = .14, SE = .04, p < .001). Supporting Hypothesis 2a (see Table 3),

we found a significant indirect effect of psychological contract breach

on emotional exhaustion through focus on limitations (Bindirect = .028,

95% CI: 0.012 to 0.048).

Hypothesis 2b states that psychological contract breach has a

negative indirect effect on career-related behavior through focus on

limitations. Although, as described in our test of Hypothesis 2a, we

found a positive association between T1 psychological contract

breach and T2 focus on limitations, we did not find a significant asso-

ciation between T2 focus on limitations and T3 career-related behav-

ior (B = .03, SE = .04, p = .885). Thus, our hypothesis was not

supported, as the indirect effect of psychological contract breach on

career-related behavior through focus on limitations was not signifi-

cant (Bindirect = .006, 95% CI: −0.007 to 0.021).

In addition to the results of the hypothesis tests, we further found

significant effects of T1 psychological contract breach on T2 psycho-

logical contract violation (B = .22, SE = .06, p < .001) and T2 perceived

remaining time (B = −.12, SE = .04, p < .001). T2 violation, perceived

remaining time, and focus on limitations did not significantly predict

T3 emotional engagement and T3 career-related behavior, and T2 vio-

lation, perceived remaining time, and focus on opportunities did not

significantly predict T3 emotional exhaustion. Furthermore, only T2

violation significantly predicted T3 organizational deviance (B = .06,

SE = .02, p = .013; see Table 2) and there was a significant indirect

TABLE 2 (Continued)

Criterion Predictor B SEB z p

95% CI

(lower)

95% CI

(upper) β

T3 career-related behavior T2 career-related behavior 0.44 0.04 10.58 <.01 0.36 0.52 0.46

T1 age 0.00 0.00 0.84 .40 0.00 0.01 0.05

T1 gender 0.02 0.06 0.29 .77 −0.10 0.13 0.01

T1 education 0.01 0.03 0.31 .76 −0.04 0.06 0.01

T1 psychological contract

breach

−0.04 0.05 −0.90 .37 −0.13 0.05 −0.05

T2 psychological contract

violation

−0.01 0.04 −0.31 .76 −0.09 0.06 −0.02

T2 focus on opportunities 0.15 0.04 4.41 <.01 0.09 0.22 0.20

T2 focus on limitations 0.03 0.04 0.89 .38 −0.04 0.10 0.04

T2 perceived remaining time 0.02 0.03 0.50 .62 −0.05 0.08 0.02

T3 organizational deviance T2 organizational deviance 0.56 0.11 4.92 <.01 0.34 0.78 0.56

T1 age 0.00 0.00 −1.96 .05 −0.01 0.00 −0.10

T1 gender −0.05 0.03 −1.35 .18 −0.12 0.02 −0.05

T1 education 0.04 0.02 2.30 .02 0.01 0.07 0.10

T1 psychological contract

breach

−0.04 0.03 −1.32 .19 −0.09 0.02 −0.07

T2 psychological contract

violation

0.06 0.02 2.46 .01 0.01 0.10 0.14

T2 focus on opportunities −0.01 0.02 −0.72 .47 −0.04 0.02 −0.02

T2 focus on limitations 0.02 0.02 1.21 .23 −0.01 0.05 0.04

T2 perceived remaining time 0.03 0.02 1.88 .06 0.00 0.07 0.07

Note. N = 404. T = time.
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effect of psychological -contract breach on organizational deviance

through violation (Bindirect = .013, 95% CI: 0.002 to 0.026; see

Table 3).

4.4 | Exploratory analyses

We additionally ran a series of exploratory analyses to (a) check the

sensitivity of our models to the inclusion and exclusion of covariates,

(b) consider an “overall” occupational future time perspective score

(i.e., average of focus on opportunities, reverse-scored focus on limita-

tions, and perceived remaining time), and (c) contrast our findings

against a model with only T2 psychological contract violation as a

mediator. Complete descriptions and results of these analyses can be

found in the online appendix. In summary, our models were (a) not

sensitive to the inclusion and exclusion of covariates (Tables C1–C3).

Moreover, the results were similar when (b) considering “overall”
occupational future time perspective (Table D1) and (c) only T2

psychological contract breach as a mediator (Table E1).

5 | DISCUSSION

We found that psychological contract breach is negatively related to

focus on opportunities and perceived remaining time and positively

related to focus on limitations. Thus, consistent with the psychological

contract perspective on careers (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019), breach

appears to be a work experience that signals to employees that their

organization did not provide them with resources necessary for their

future career development. We argued that this perception, in turn,

reduces employees' career aspirations and increases their perceived

career constraints. Our findings advance psychological contract

theory, which has traditionally focused on short-term emotional reac-

tions (i.e., violation) and reciprocal behavior, by demonstrating that

breach is also associated with employees' long term-career goals and

plans as reflected by the three dimensions of occupational future time

perspective. We also extend the nomological net of occupational

future time perspective, which has so far focused primarily on job

demands and resources as antecedents (Henry et al., 2017). We

showed that breach experienced within employees' current organiza-

tion is associated with their broader career-related expectations,

which may involve career development either within or outside of the

current organization.

Consistent with expectations, we additionally found that focus on

opportunities was positively related to emotional engagement and

career-related behavior. These results support theorizing on the emo-

tional and motivational benefits of positive thinking about the future

and on approach tendencies (Karniol & Ross, 1996). Focus on limita-

tions was positively related to emotional exhaustion but, contrary to

expectations, not to career-related behavior. The former finding is

TABLE 3 Results of indirect effect analyses

T1 psychological contract breach !T2 focus on opportunities !T3 emotional engagement

Estimate 95% CI (lower) 95% CI (upper)

Indirect effect −0.021 −0.039 −0.007

Direct effect 0.064 −0.039 0.168

Total effect 0.044 −0.056 0.144

T1 psychological contract breach !T2 focus on limitations !T3 emotional exhaution

Indirect effect 0.028 0.012 0.048

Direct effect 0.050 −0.058 0.159

Total effect 0.078 −0.027 0.183

T1 psychological contract breach !T2 focus on opportunities !T3 career-related behavior

Indirect effect −0.022 −0.039 −0.009

Direct effect −0.042 −0.134 0.049

Total effect −0.064 −0.155 0.027

T1 psychological contract breach !T2 focus on limitations !T3 career-related behavior

Indirect effect 0.006 −0.007 0.021

Direct effect −0.042 −0.134 0.049

Total effect −0.036 −0.127 0.054

T1 psychological contract breach !T2 psychological contract violation !T3 organizational deviance

Indirect effect 0.013 0.002 0.026

Direct effect −0.036 −0.089 0.017

Total effect −0.023 −0.071 0.024

Note. The Monte Carlo method for assessing mediation (MCMAM) with 10,000 resamples was used to derive confidence intervals.

Abbreviation: CI, confidence interval.
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consistent with theorizing on avoidance tendencies and depression,

according to which negative thinking about the future leads to

reduced well-being (Beck, 1967; Higgins, 1997). Regarding the latter

finding, the notion of affect symmetries (e.g., negative experiences are

more likely to be associated with negative outcomes; Bono

et al., 2013) may explain why focus on limitations is not necessarily

associated with employees' career-related behavior.

Finally, we argued and showed that associations between psycho-

logical contract breach and the employee-focused outcomes of well-

being and career-related behavior cannot sufficiently be explained by

psychological contract violation, which social exchange and reciproc-

ity theories assume to be a key mechanism between breach and recip-

rocal behavior (Robinson & Morrison, 2000). Instead, based on

the psychological contract perspective on careers (Baruch &

Rousseau, 2019), we hypothesized and found that breach had indirect

effects on well-being and career-related behavior through focus on

opportunities and limitations. To contrast our focal analyses on the

“occupational future time perspective pathways” with the “social
exchange/reciprocity pathway,” we additionally included psychologi-

cal contract violation and employees' organizational deviance in our

model. Consistent with social exchange and reciprocity theories as

well as previous research (Zhao et al., 2007), breach had a positive

indirect effect on organizational deviance only through violation,

whereas violation was not significantly related to employee well-being

and career-related behavior. Moreover, focus on opportunities and

limitations were not significantly associated with organizational

deviance.

5.1 | Theoretical and practical implications

Our findings contribute to theory development in at least three impor-

tant ways. First, based on the psychological contract perspective on

careers (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019), we advance theorizing on

potential mechanisms underlying associations between psychological

contract breach and well-being and career-related behavior. Social

exchange and reciprocity theories cannot sufficiently explain the links

between breach and these employee-focused outcomes, because they

do not involve employees retaliating against their organization.

Instead, we proposed that the experience of breach (or fulfillment) is

linked to employees' perceptions that their organization did not

(or did) provide them with resources relevant to the pursuit and

attainment of future career goals (Baruch & Rousseau, 2019). We

argued that focus on opportunities and limitations constitute two

career goal-related mechanisms that tap these perceptions and

showed that breach had indirect effects on well-being and career-

related behavior through these dimensions of occupational future

time perspective. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the possibility that

these associations may be even better explained by a more general

goal striving framework including approach and avoidance tendencies

(e.g., regulatory focus theory; Higgins, 1997). In other words, it could

be that the approach and avoidance components of focus on opportu-

nities and focus on limitations, respectively, are more relevant as

mechanisms than the future time perspective component. That said,

researchers have argued that particularly the latter component plays a

key role for well-being and career-related behavior (Fasbender

et al., 2019; Schneider, 2001). Future theory development efforts

could attempt to better integrate the perceived remaining time dimen-

sion, which is central to the notion of occupational future time per-

spective (Zacher & Frese, 2009), with a more general goal striving

framework including approach and avoidance tendencies to guide

future research on associations between psychological contract

breach and employee-focused outcomes.

Second, we contribute to theorizing on the potential antecedents

and consequences of occupational future time perspective (Rudolph

et al., 2018) by showing that psychological contract breach is associ-

ated with focus on opportunities, focus on limitations, and perceived

remaining time. Previous theorizing on occupational future time per-

spective has mainly considered “regular” job demands and resources,

especially job complexity and autonomy, as antecedents, and empirical

studies have found rather weak associations (Henry et al., 2017;

Rudolph et al., 2018). Our findings suggest that more “intense” occu-

pational experiences and stressors such as psychological contract

breach (Gakovic & Tetrick, 2003) may be more likely to have a mean-

ingful impact on occupational future time perspective. Consistently,

the psychological contract perspective on careers (Baruch &

Rousseau, 2019) argues that perceived breach can have important

consequences for employees' evaluations of their future goals.

Finally, by showing that occupational future time perspective

dimensions are associated with emotional engagement, exhaustion,

and career-related behavior above and beyond psychological contract

violation, we contribute to theorizing on occupational well-being and

career behavior. Research on these outcomes has so far largely

neglected occupational future time perspective dimensions as poten-

tial antecedents, despite evidence from other psychological disciplines

that the way people think about the future can have important impli-

cations for their well-being and motivation (e.g., Karniol & Ross, 1996;

Oettingen & Mayer, 2002). Future theorizing could integrate occupa-

tional future time perspective with resource perspectives on occupa-

tional well-being and motivation (see Hobfoll, 1989; Schmitt

et al., 2013).

With regard to implications for organizational practice, our find-

ings suggest that managers should be sensitive toward the potential

consequences of psychological contract breach for employees' occu-

pational future time perspective and, indirectly, their well-being and

career-related behavior. Due to the implications of emotional engage-

ment and exhaustion for long-term health and well-being (Bakker,

Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014) and of career-related behavior for

employees' internal and external employability (Lam & de

Campos, 2015), breach should be avoided or, if this is not possible,

mitigated. Managers could take efforts to reduce employee percep-

tions of psychological contract breach, for instance by making realistic

promises during recruitment, onboarding, and in day-to-day work

(Zhao et al., 2007). Our results suggest that there may be value in tai-

loring such “realistic job previews” to aspects of career development,

especially the potential for career progress within a particular role
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(e.g., “realistic career previews”). This might help employees to self-

select into certain jobs and organizational roles and, subsequently, set

more realistic career goals. Managers could also attempt to prevent

detrimental consequences of psychological contract breach by

explaining why the organization has not fulfilled its obligations and by

offering alternative career options (Zhao et al., 2007). However, it is

important to recognize that organizations may intentionally or

unintentionally breach the psychological contract. Additionally, to

some extent, breach occurs “in the eye of the beholder,” in that vari-

ous actions could be perceived, and subsequently attributed, differ-

ently (e.g., as intentional or unintentional breach) depending on the

individual and context. Explanations may be less effective when the

breach was intentional. Nevertheless, when managers become aware

that a breach has occurred (e.g., through awareness of policy changes

and through direct communication with their employees), it is impor-

tant that they recognize and validate the concerns of their employees

and offer actionable strategies and resources to cope with the breach.

For example, we recommend that managers not only focus on alleviat-

ing employees' affective responses (e.g., organization-focused anger)

but also take steps to re-establish a focus on opportunities and reduce

a focus on limitations. In particular, managers should communicate

with employees about their future career goals, plans, and aspirations

and offer alternative and realistic career development options to

them. For instance, research shows that assigning challenging tasks

and training self-regulation strategies can help maintain a focus on

opportunities (Rudolph et al., 2018; Zacher & Frese, 2011).

5.2 | Limitations and future research

We acknowledge a number of limitations of our study along with sug-

gestions for future research. First, all of our measures were self-report

and came from a single source (i.e., employees). This is justified to

some extent, as all of our constructs are inherently subjective. To deal

with the potential problem of common method variance, we mea-

sured constructs at multiple time points and conducted CFAs that

provided evidence for the dimensionality of the study variables and

their equivalence over time. Nevertheless, future research could

assess work outcomes using additional sources (e.g., supervisors,

coworkers, and spouses).

Second, although we started with a large sample of nearly

2,000 employees, attrition was relatively high across 12 months.

Attrition analyses showed that there were some small differences

between those participants that completed only the first and those

that completed two or three surveys (i.e., in terms of their age and

gender). However, the impact of systematic attrition was relatively

minor, insomuch as these variables accounted for little variance in

attrition over time, and our follow-up analyses suggest that

attrition had little bearing on means, variances, or patterns of

relationships among variables. Nevertheless, future studies should

take steps to prevent attrition, for instance by incentivizing

participants differently. Relatedly, it would appear as though our

overall response rate was low; however, this is due to the broad

initial sampling strategy we employed. The high qualified response

rate at T1 of 88.41% (i.e., those who reported working full time)

should assuage some concerns regarding sampling.

Third, although we controlled for psychological contract violation,

we did not include employee cynicism (Johnson & O'Leary-

Kelly, 2003), trust (Zhao et al., 2007), revenge cognitions (Bordia

et al., 2008), and resource depletion (Deng et al., 2018) as additional

possible and competing explanations in our study. For example, the

study by Deng et al. (2018) showed that employees' resource deple-

tion (i.e., measured as lack of energy) mediated effects of psychologi-

cal contract violation on harmful employee behaviors directed at third

parties (i.e., coworkers or customers). We assume that, similar to per-

ceived violation, these alternative mechanisms are more relevant for

explaining associations of psychological contract breach with

organization-focused counterproductive work behaviors rather than

on employee-focused outcomes, such as well-being and career-

related behavior. Nevertheless, these mechanisms should be included

in future studies to better understand the unique effects of occupa-

tional future time perspective dimensions on employee well-being

and career-related behavior.

Fourth, our hypotheses focused only on main and indirect effects.

We encourage researchers to develop theory and test corresponding

hypotheses on potential boundary conditions of direct and indirect

effects of psychological contract breach on different dimensions of

occupational future time perspective, employee well-being, and

career-related behavior. For instance, employees with low equity sen-

sitivity (Sauley & Bedeian, 2000) or high self-control (Bordia

et al., 2008; Restubog, Zagenczyk, Bordia, Bordia, & Chapman, 2015)

may not show as many changes in occupational future time perspec-

tive, well-being, and career-related behavior as compared with

employees with high equity sensitivity or low self-control. Moreover,

future research could examine our model across different time inter-

vals, such as several weeks. Future research may also consider testing

this model with discrete incidents of psychological contract breach

using experience sampling studies. In this context, research should

also consider that, over time, psychological contracts may be restored

after a breach has occured.

Finally, another important aspect of the psychological contract

perspective on careers that we did not examine in this study is that

individuals' careers unfold within multilevel employment ecosystems,

including organizations, economies, and societal institutions (Baruch &

Rousseau, 2019). These ecosystems may impact the nature of individ-

uals' psychological contracts, their career opportunities and con-

straints, and the associations between these constructs. Baruch and

Rousseau (2019) distinguish three broad types of ecosystems. First,

fragile ecosystems are characterized by limited and unstable employ-

ment opportunities, restricted financial and developmental resources,

and transactional psychological contracts. Second, robust ecosystems

offer serial employment and government supports, moderate access

to resources, and relational and balanced psychological contracts.

Third, anti-fragile ecosystems are characterized by mixed alternative

employment and entrepreneurial opportunities, a supportive environ-

ment, and multifaceted psychological contracts with diverse
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stakeholders. Australia, where the current study was conducted, can

be characterized as a liberal market economy that, despite a relatively

flexible labor market and some increases in non-traditional forms of

employment in recent decades, provides more stability and a stronger

safety net for workers than in the United States (Wright &

Lansbury, 2016). Thus, similar to most European countries, Australia's

current employment ecosystem may be classified as robust and

perhaps increasingly anti-fragile according to Baruch and

Rousseau's (2019) taxonomy. Notably, only 15 participants in our

study changed organizations across the 12-month period, yet our

theorizing and findings suggest that organization-specific psychologi-

cal contract breach relates to broader career concerns beyond the

current organization. Our theorizing and findings may therefore not

generalize to fragile or mostly anti-fragile employment ecosystems.

Future research based on the psychological contract perspective on

careers could examine how individuals' psychological contracts, career

opportunities and constraints, as well as their associations differ

across organizational, economical, or cultural levels of employment

ecosystems. Moreover, to better understand the role of alternative

employment opportunities, future research should systematically

compare individuals who changed employers with employees who

remained with the same employer over time in terms of reactions to

psychological contract breach.

6 | CONCLUSION

This study contributes to the literatures on psychological contracts,

employee well-being, careers, and psychological time by showing that

psychological contract breach is indirectly related to emotional

engagement, emotional exhaustion, and career-related behavior

through two dimensions of occupational future time perspective.

Psychological contract breach was negatively related to focus on

opportunities and positively related to focus on limitations. Focus on

opportunities, in turn, was positively related to emotional engagement

and career-related behavior, whereas focus on limitations was posi-

tively related to emotional exhaustion. These associations were inde-

pendent of employees' perceived remaining time and psychological

contract violation. In support of social exchange and reciprocity theo-

ries, violation was only associated with employees' organizational devi-

ance. Our findings suggest that the psychological contract perspective

on careers, and particularly occupational future time perspective as a

representation of employees' career goal evaluations, complements

traditional approaches based on social exchange and reciprocity theo-

ries as a viable explanation for associations of psychological contract

breach with employee well-being and career-related behavior.
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