Appendix A
Publication Bias
To evaluate the robustness of the findings, we conducted a series of publication bias tests for the primary outcome relationships most frequently examined in the literature, specifically, with job satisfaction, turnover intentions, violation, and task performance. Consistent with best practices, we relied on two complementary approaches to assess publication bias (Kepes, Banks, McDaniel, & Whetzel, 2012). Across the full dataset, the meta-analysis included k = 517 independent samples, of which 20.1% originated from unpublished sources (e.g., dissertations, other non–peer-reviewed work). The inclusion of a substantial proportion of unpublished studies reduces concerns associated with selective publication.
Publication bias was assessed using Duval and Tweedie’s (2000) trim-and-fill procedure and Egger’s regression test (Egger, Davey Smith, Schneider, & Minder, 1997), both of which are commonly used to evaluate funnel plot asymmetry and potential small-study effects. Trim-and-fill evaluates if smaller studies with weaker or oppositely signed effects are underrepresented in the literature and, when asymmetry is detected, provides an adjusted estimate of the pooled effect size (Duval & Tweedie, 2000). Egger’s regression test assesses whether effect sizes systematically vary as a function of study precision (Egger et al., 1997). Together, these methods provide complementary evidence regarding the presence and potential impact of publication bias.
Results of the publication bias analyses are summarized in Table A1. Across three of the four focal relationships (turnover intentions, violation, and task performance), Egger’s regression tests were non-significant, trim-and-fill analyses did not impute any missing studies in the predicted direction, and adjusted effect size estimates were identical to the observed estimates, collectively offering little evidence of publication bias. For the relationship between psychological contract breach and job satisfaction, Egger’s regression test indicated funnel plot asymmetry, and the trim-and-fill procedure imputed four studies, suggesting the possibility of some asymmetry in the distribution of effect sizes. However, the trim-and-fill–adjusted estimate (r = -0.45) was highly similar to the observed pooled estimate (r = -0.46), which indicates that any potential publication bias has a negligible impact on the estimated effect size.
Table A1
Publication Bias Testing
	Relationship
	k
	Unpublished
	Egger’s p
	Trim-and-fill k
	Observed r
	Adjusted r

	Job satisfaction
	125
	31.10%
	< 0.001
	4
	-0.46
	-0.45

	Turnover intentions
	143
	30.70%
	0.31
	0
	0.36
	0.36

	Violation
	64
	33.30%
	0.81
	0
	0.68
	0.68

	Task performance
	80
	25.60%
	0.56
	0
	-0.21
	-0.21


Note. Egger’s p-values reflect tests of funnel plot asymmetry based on the regression approach described by Egger et al. (1997). Trim-and-fill k indicates the number of imputed studies and adjusted effect size estimates based on Duval and Tweedie (2000).


Taken together, although limited evidence of funnel plot asymmetry emerged for one variable, the results of these tests suggest that publication bias is unlikely to meaningfully influence the primary conclusions of the meta-analysis.
Sensitivity Analyses
To assess whether our inclusion and exclusion criteria could meaningfully influence pooled estimates or limit generalizability, we conducted a series of sensitivity analyses that re-estimated key breach-outcome relationships under alternate inclusion rules (cf. Cooper, Hedges, & Valentine, 2019). Specifically, we relaxed (a) our exclusion of studies that used combined breach/violation operationalizations and (b) our restriction to employee self-reports of breach by additionally including breach assessed by supervisors/others and/or breach targets other than the organization. These analyses address the possibility that defensible scope restrictions (e.g., conceptual purity of breach measures; respondent/referent consistency) may nonetheless affect the magnitude of meta-analytic estimates (Borenstein, Hedges, Higgins, & Rothstein, 2009).
We computed pooled correlations using Fisher’s z transformations and random-effects meta-analytic models (Borenstein et al., 2009; Cooper et al., 2019). When a primary study reported multiple effect sizes for the same relationship, we aggregated effect sizes to maintain statistical independence prior to pooling (see also Cheung, 2014). Results are in Table A2.
Table A2
Sensitivity Analyses
	Outcome
	S1 k
	S1 r
	S2 k
	S2 r
	S3 k
	S3 r

	Affective commitment
	145
	-0.42 [-0.45, -0.40]
	144
	-0.43 [-0.45, -0.40]
	151
	-0.42 [-0.45, -0.40]

	Burnout
	9
	0.38 [0.30, 0.47]
	9
	0.38 [0.30, 0.47]
	9
	0.38 [0.30, 0.47]

	Job satisfaction
	123
	-0.46 [-0.49, -0.43]
	123
	-0.46 [-0.49, -0.43]
	132
	-0.46 [-0.49, -0.44]

	OCB
	86
	-0.28 [-0.33, -0.24]
	87
	-0.28 [-0.32, -0.24]
	94
	-0.28 [-0.32, -0.24]

	Task performance
	76
	-0.21 [-0.27, -0.16]
	76
	-0.21 [-0.27, -0.16]
	79
	-0.21 [-0.26, -0.16]

	Turnover intentions
	136
	0.36 [0.33, 0.39]
	136
	0.36 [0.33, 0.39]
	144
	0.37 [0.33, 0.40]

	Violation
	62
	0.61 [0.57, 0.64]
	62
	0.61 [0.57, 0.64]
	67
	0.61 [0.58, 0.65]


Note. Entries are random-effects pooled correlations with 95% confidence intervals; k is the number of independent samples contributing to each estimate. Estimates were computed using Fisher’s z transformations and corrected for measurement unreliability in the outcome variable. S1 = combined breach/violation operationalizations included; S2 = supervisor-reported breach included; S3 = any breach source or target included.

Across outcomes, effect sizes were highly similar across sensitivity models, with no changes in the direction of effects and only trivial differences in magnitude, indicating that the primary findings are robust to alternative inclusion rules.
Exploratory Moderator Analyses
We conducted exploratory moderator analyses where subgroup sample sizes permitted, following standard meta-analytic procedures for between-group comparisons of pooled effect sizes (Borenstein et al., 2009; Cooper et al., 2019). To approximate cultural context, studies were grouped based on coded sample nationality into Western (e.g., North America, Western Europe) versus Non-Western samples. This approach is consistent with prior meta-analyses that rely on geographic region as a proxy for cultural context when individual-level cultural value measures (e.g., individualism) are unavailable or inconsistently reported (Taras, Kirkman, & Steel, 2010). We also conducted one-industry versus all-other samples (e.g., healthcare vs. non-healthcare) for outcomes with sufficient subgroup sample sizes. One-versus-rest contrasts are commonly used in exploratory meta-analytic moderation when finer-grained coding is not possible (Cooper et al., 2019). Because industry classifications were not standardized across primary studies and were inconsistently reported, these analyses were limited to a small number of outcomes. For both cultural and industry moderators, we conducted subgroup meta-analyses and tested for between-group differences using Q-between statistics derived from pooled Fisher’s z–transformed correlations (Borenstein et al., 2009). Results are reported in Tables A3–A4.
Table A3
Culture Proxy Moderator Analysis (Western vs. Non-Western)
	Outcome
	Western k
	Western r
	Non-Western k
	Non-Western r
	Q_between (df=1)
	p

	Affective commitment
	58
	-0.43 [-0.47, -0.39]
	48
	-0.40 [-0.44, -0.36]
	75.15
	<.001

	Job satisfaction
	63
	-0.45 [-0.48, -0.41]
	27
	-0.42 [-0.50, -0.34]
	4.74
	0.029

	OCB
	25
	-0.25 [-0.32, -0.18]
	39
	-0.34 [-0.41, -0.27]
	110.69
	<.001

	Task performance
	31
	-0.17 [-0.25, -0.09]
	26
	-0.29 [-0.39, -0.19]
	86.26
	<.001

	Turnover intentions
	63
	0.36 [0.32, 0.41]
	40
	0.34 [0.28, 0.40]
	0.8
	0.372



Table A4
Industry Moderator Analyses (Industry vs. Other)
	Outcome
	Comparison
	Industry k
	Industry r
	Other k
	Other r
	Q_between (df=1)
	p

	Job satisfaction
	Healthcare vs Other
	14
	-0.30 [-0.45, -0.15]
	51
	-0.47 [-0.51, -0.42]
	88.98
	<.001

	Affective commitment
	Healthcare vs Other
	14
	-0.41 [-0.48, -0.34]
	60
	-0.43 [-0.47, -0.39]
	7
	0.008

	Turnover intentions
	University vs Other
	10
	0.38 [0.24, 0.51]
	54
	0.33 [0.27, 0.38]
	11.65
	<.001



We found that the overall pattern of breach-outcome relationships was largely consistent across contextual subgroups, which supports the robustness of the primary meta-analysis. Nonetheless, several statistically significant subgroup differences emerged. Associations between breach and OCB and task performance were stronger in Non-Western samples, whereas relationships with affective commitment and job satisfaction were modestly stronger in Western samples; turnover intentions did not differ across regions. Exploratory industry contrasts likewise revealed some outcome-specific variation, though effects were not uniform. Given the use of proxy indicators, uneven subgroup sizes, and non-standardized industry classifications, these findings are interpreted as exploratory and are not emphasized in the primary results.
References
Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P., & Rothstein, H. R. (2021). Introduction to Meta-Analysis. John Wiley & Sons.
Cheung, M. W. L. (2014). Modeling dependent effect sizes with three-level meta-analyses: a structural equation modeling approach. Psychological Methods, 19(2), 211.
Cooper, H., Hedges, L. V., & Valentine, J. C. (Eds.). (2019). The handbook of research synthesis and meta-analysis. Russell Sage Foundation.
Duval, S., & Tweedie, R. (2000). A nonparametric “trim and fill” method of accounting for publication bias in meta-analysis. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 95(449), 89-98.
Egger, M., Smith, G. D., Schneider, M., & Minder, C. (1997). Bias in meta-analysis detected by a simple, graphical test. BMJ, 315(7109), 629-634.
Kepes, S., Banks, G. C., McDaniel, M., & Whetzel, D. L. (2012). Publication bias in the organizational sciences. Organizational Research Methods, 15(4), 624-662.
Peters, J. L., Sutton, A. J., Jones, D. R., Abrams, K. R., & Rushton, L. (2006). Comparison of two methods to detect publication bias in meta-analysis. JAMA, 295(6), 676-680.
Taras, V., Kirkman, B. L., & Steel, P. (2010). Examining the impact of Culture's consequences: a three-decade, multilevel, meta-analytic review of Hofstede's cultural value dimensions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(3), 405.
