What Seals the I-Deal?
Exploring the Role of Employees’ Behaviors and Mangers’ Emotional Responses

Yasin Rofcanin (corresponding author)

Lecturer in Management, Marketing & Organization
University of Essex, Essex Business School
E-Mail: yasin.rofcanin@essex.wbs.ac.uk

Tina Kiefer

Professor of Organizational Behavior

University of Warwick, Warwick Business School
E-Mail: Tina.Kiefer@wbs.ac.uk

Karoline Strauss

Associate Professor, Management Department
ESSEC Business School, Cergy, France
E-Mail: Karoline.strauss@essec.edu

Requests for reprints should be addressed to Ysicanin, University of Essex, Essex
Business School
E-Mail: yasin.rofcanin@essex.wbs.ac.uk




What Seals the I-Deal?
Exploring the Role of Employees’ Behaviours and Maagers’ Emotions
Abstract
Idiosyncratic deals (I-deals) are work arrangembeta/een an employee and a manager,
aimed at meeting the employee’s specific work-eglateeds (Rousseau, 2005). Studies to
date have focused on the effects of successfudllftegotiations, but have paid little
attention to what determines whether negotiategalsiare also obtained. We propose that
managers play a crucial role in this process, aptbee the role of managers’ emotions in
translating negotiation into obtainment. We sugtfest I-deals are more likely to be obtained
when managers feel more positive and less negaltivat an employee’s I-deal process in
the aftermath of the negotiation. We then aim tegeine what shapes managers’ emotions
about the I-deal process. Given that I-deals d@ended to be beneficial for the entire team
(Rousseau, 2005) we expect that managers feel posigve about the I-deal process of
employees who engage in socially connecting beliasitollowing their I-deal negotiation.
In contrast, managers feel more negative aboutdeal process of employees who engage
in socially disconnecting behaviours. Results fatwvo-wave study of employees and their
managers supported our hypotheses. Our findingsilcote to research on I-deals by
distinguishing between the negotiation and obtaimtrogl-deals, and by highlighting the role
of managers’ emotions in translating negotiateddis into obtainment and the importance of
employees’ socially connecting and disconnectingal®urs following I-deal negotiations.
Key Words: I-deals, socially connecting behaviours, socidlconnecting behaviours,

emotions, managers.



Practitioner Points:

1. I-deals are individually negotiated work agreemdrgtsveen an employee and an
employer about parts of their jobs or specific taskrevious research has
predominantly focused on the negotiation of I-deals

2. Yet, negotiated I-deals may not always materiali@v managers feel about the I-
deal process of employees in the aftermath of dggtiation is a crucial factor in
translating successfully negotiated I-deals intamied I-deals.

3. When managers feel more positive and less negaltivat the I-deal process, they are
more likely to facilitate the obtainment of emplegédeals.

4. Because I-deals are supposed to benefit the ¢atine, managers’ emotions about the
I-deal process are influenced by employees’ behasitollowing the negotiation.
Managers are likely to feel more positive aboueaiployee’s I-deal process if he/she
displays socially connecting behaviours and mogatiee when the employee

disconnects from others in the aftermath of I-aesgotiations.



Introduction

As a result of rising competition (Benko & Weisbe?@07), labour market dynamism
(Greenhaus, Callanan, & Godshalk, 2010), and ctsaimgemployees’ work preferences
(Glassner & Keune, 2012; Guest & Rodrigues, 20df)anisations can no longer apply a
one-size-fits-all approach to their human resooneeagement (HRM) practices. As
collective agreements for employees decline (Dalegkooise, & Van Riemsdijk, 2004),
organisations are increasingly stressing the inapog of employees taking charge of their
career development (Greenhaus et al., 2010). Negaiidiosyncratic deals (I-deals) is one
way in which individuals can shape their own casd@nand, Vidyarthi, Liden, & Rousseau,
2010; Rousseau, Ho, & Greenberg, 2006).

I-deals are defined as individually negotiated agrents between a subordinate and a
manager. These deals extend benefits such ass#litapability development (i.e., task and
work responsibility I-deals), and flexible locatisthedule, and financial package deals (i.e.,
flexibility I-deals) to their recipients (Rosena&r, Chang, & Johnson, 2013; Rousseau,
Hornung, & Kim, 2009). Even though I-deals are rieged between an employee and a
manager, they are intended to be beneficial foetitee team (Bal & Rousseau, 2015).
Organisations use I-deals as individualized HRMcas to improve employee performance
and keep their employees motivated (Bal et al.22&busseau et al., 2009). In line with this
notion, studies have begun to demonstrate thatames who have successfully negotiated
an |-deal also engage in positive behaviours sadielping their colleagues (Anand et al.,
2010), and experience greater affective commitr{fdgt& Feldman, 2012) and job
satisfaction (Hornung, Rousseau, Glaser et alQR01

In the growing field of research on I-deals, stediedate have focused

predominantly on the negotiation of I-deals (HompuRousseau, Glaser, 2009; Ng &
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Feldman, 2012). This omits the possibility thatoteged I-deals may not always be obtained

(Conway & Coyle-Shapiro, 2015). With the exceptadra recent study by Rofcanin and
colleagues (2014), I-deals research to date hadliftee attention to whether what was
negotiated has ultimately been obtained. The questiising is: “What seals the deal?” In
other words, what factors shape the process ofmydvom successful I-deal negotiations to
obtaining the negotiated I-deal?

Managers play a critical role in this process &y thiten hold the power to implement
the negotiated deal (Rousseau et al., 2006). Drpairthe broaden-and-build theory of
emotions (Fredrickson, 1998; 2001), we argue tbat imanagers feel about the I-deal
negotiation process of employees is likely to datee the extent to which successfully
negotiated I-deals will be obtained. Furthermorelding on goal congruence theory
(Kristof-Brown & Stevens, 2001), we propose thanagers’ emotions regarding the process
of employees’ I-deal negotiations are shaped be#tent to which employees show socially
connecting or disconnecting behaviours followingcassful I-deals negotiation.

In exploring the aftermath of successful I-dealatggions, this research makes three
contributions to I-deals research. First, we dgtish between the negotiation and the
obtainment of I-deals. This distinction is impoittas previous research focused the
negotiation, overlooking whether and how negotidtddals might be obtained (Liao,
Wayne, & Rousseau, 2016). We take a first stepndavghat I-deals can be seen as a process,
composed of at least two steps: negotiation anaimminent.

Second, we emphasize the role of managers in atamginegotiated I-deals into
obtainment. In particular we underline how and wignagers’ emotions in the aftermath of

employees’ I-deal negotiation facilitate the obtaént of negotiated I-deals. This is in line
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with Rousseau’s (2005) argument that a theoreticedérstanding of I-deals necessitates the

inclusion of both the recipients and the granters.

Third, we explore what determines those emotionsariagers a in the aftermath of
I-deal negotiation. We draw on a core, yet ofteartmoked, assumptions of I-deals theory:
that these arrangements are aimed to be bendbcidie entire team (Bal & Rousseau,
2015). We highlight employees’ socially connectamgl disconnecting behaviours as a way
for managers to understand whether focal emplogeebkely to share the benefits of I-deals
with co-workers. Socially connecting behaviourdunde helping co-workers and initiating
interactions with them, while socially disconnegtiehaviours involve withdrawing from
co-workers and avoiding interactions with otherge{&r & Barclay, 2012). Figure 1 depicts

the proposed conceptual model. We develop our hgses next.

Theory and Hypotheses

Linking negotiated to obtained I-deals: The role oimanagers’ emotions

Research to date has built on the implicit asswnghat negotiated I-deals are also
obtained (Liao et al., 2016), overlooking the distion between negotiation and obtainment.
Negotiation, in some cases, may lead to smoothemehtation of I-deals. Managers, for
example, might commit to what they have agreed teeigotiation to avoid additional
investment (e.g., time and energy) in managingd-tteal making process (Guerrero, Bentein,
& Lapalme, 2014) or to avoid psychological contdaeach (Ng & Feldman, 2010).
However, the association between negotiation amairubent may not always be
straightforward as previously assumed, with mayois potentially influencing this

association (Rofcanin et al., 2014).
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In this research, we focus on managers’ emotiomsdisation of their supportiveness

for the obtainment of I-deals, and contend thatagans’ emotions play a crucial role in
determining to what extent successfully negotidtdeals are obtained.

Emotions refer to one’s affective states, direeted specific cause or target, which is
perceived to be of relevance to the individualj¢i&; 1993). Positive emotions are usually
experienced as a result of events that are coneltigione’s goal achievement while negative
emotions tend to be experienced following everds dne perceived to hinder one’s goal
achievement (Lazarus, 1991). In the aftermatha#dt negotiations, managers are likely to
experience a range of positive (e.g., joy, entlmms)aas well as negative emotions (e.g.,
anger, disappointment). We argue that when managersore positive about the
employees’ I-deal negotiation process, the chatwatso obtain the deal increase. On other
hand, when managers feel more negative about tduegs of an employees’ I-deal
negotiation process, they will be less willing tgport its obtainment. This argument is
based on broaden-and-build theory of emotions whlgjgests that positive emotions tend to
be associated with approach behaviours and adageisions whereas negative emotions
tend to be associated with avoidance behavioursaaoidance decisions (Fredrickson, 1998,
2001}. Hence, in the context of this paper, we intergranting obtainment as approach
behaviour (as a consequence of managers’ positiati@ns in relation to the I-deals
process), while avoidance signifies withdrawal fritna I-deals process, resulting in lower
extent of obtainment (as a consequence manageyatine emotions in relation to the I-deals

process). Our first hypothesis is:

1 We treat managers’ positive and negative emotisnseparate dimensions. This is in line with reseahich
emphasizes that positive and negative emotionmdependent systems with different antecedents and
consequences (e.g., Barclay & Kiefer, 2014; Moktsworth, Scherer & et al., 2013).
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Hypothesis 1: Managers’ emotions about the prooéssnployees’ I-deal negotiation

moderate the positive association between the eafesuccessful I-deal negotiation
and the extent of obtainment of I-deals. This refehip is stronger when managers
feel more positive about the process of employle#sal negotiation (H1a), and
weaker when managers feel more negative aboutrtoegs of employees’ I-deal
negotiation (H1b).
Employees’ socially connecting and disconnecting baviours following I-deal
negotiations and managers’ emotions

Above, we argue that managers’ emotions aboutriheeps of employees’ I-deal
negotiation are likely to determine the extenthaf bbtainment of negotiated I-deals. The
next question arising then is: What influences maanagers feel about the focal employee’s
I-deals after negotiation? Given that emotionsséuaped by the status-quo of one’s goals
(Barsade & Gibson, 2007), in the context of I-deads argue that managers’ goals and (as a
result) their emotions about employees’ I-dealsess are determined by one key yet
overlooked tenet of I-deals theory: I-deals arended to be beneficial for the entire team
(Bal & Rousseau, 2015).

Following goal congruence theory (Kristof-Brown &8ens, 2001), we argue that
how managers feel about employees’ I-deal negotigirocess will be influenced by
employees’ socially connecting and disconnectingg®urs following their most recent |-
deal negotiations. A key tenet of goal congrueheety is that the mutuality between the
goals of the self and those of others influencessosubsequent attitudes, behaviours, and
emotional reactions (Seong & Choi, 2014). In thetert of I-deals, managers’ goal in
facilitating the provision of I-deals to a focal ployee is to ensure that these deals are

beneficial for the entire team (Bal & Rousseau,3)0Eor this reason, managers will try to
7
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understand how employees, having negotiated I-gedlsnake use of them: employees

may share the benefits with co-workers, which tlconducive to managers’ ultimate goal
(Mathieu et al., 2008).

A way for managers to understand employees’ goalssae whether focal employees
are likely to share the benefits of I-deals withvaorkers is to observe employees’
behaviours following their most recent I-deal négfains. In support of this, the study by
Hornung et al., (2009) revealed that managers’ipraw of I-deals is positively associated
with managers’ observation of employees’ proadtigbaviours (i.e., initiative). This is
plausible because employees who take initiativeeapected to share the benefits of I-deals
with co-workers and contribute to team efficienapother study by Collins, Cartwright, and
Hislop (2013) demonstrated that managers are gillimd happy to provide I-deals (about
homeworking) to their subordinates as long as mensacan observe employees’
performance and ensure that they are contributinigam efficiency. Research from flexible
work practices (FWPs) has shown similar resultsndgers support and implement FWPs in
relation to focal employees who are less likelypéadisruptive for team efficiency (Kossek,
Olier-Malaterre, Lee, Pichler, & Hall, 2016; DenIR@&. de Ruijter, 2008).

Building on these recent studies, we argue thaiagens feel more positive in the
aftermath of I-deal negotiation, if the employegages in connecting behaviours, because
these behaviours indicate goal-congruence. Soaahyecting behaviours reflect concern
for others and are characterized by employeesisigiited interactions that involve helping
co-workers, and caring for, and socializing witkrth(Kiefer & Barclay, 2012). These
behaviours signal to managers that these empl@reesoncerned about co-workers’
interests, and that they are likely to share thebis of I-deals with them, contributing to

team effectiveness. For example, facilitating theamment of career-related I-deals for
8
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employees who are connected with, and concernedt #fwir team members, may enhance

team performance and contribute to team effectisefe.g., De Cremer et al., 2010).
Observing socially connecting behaviours in empésyenanagers are likely to infer that
these deals will be beneficial for the entire teamich fits well with managers’ aim in
providing I-deals. Our second hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive association betweamployees’ socially connecting

behaviours following their most recent I-deal negiidn and managers’ positive

emotions in relation to the I-deal negotiation pees of employees.

Socially disconnecting behaviours reflect sociadradtion from co-workers and team
(Kiefer & Barclay, 2012). Avoiding social interaotis and withdrawing from co-workers are
examples of socially disconnecting behaviours. \Gfgend that managers are likely to react
negatively to employees’ socially disconnectingaeburs following their most recent I-deal
negotiation. Observing employees’ socially discating behaviours following I-deal
negotiation, they may infer that the focal emploigelkely to keep the benefits of I-deals
only for him- or herself which is likely to harmate effectiveness (e.g., Hu & Liden, 2015)
and hence hamper managers’ goal achievement iioreta the provision of I-deals to the
focal employee. Managers are likely to anticipatd these employees, upon their receipt of
I-deals, will not share the benefits of I-dealshnathers in the team, and thus feel negative
about the I-deal negotiation process of these eyap Our third hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 3: There is a positive association betweamployees’ socially

disconnecting behaviours following their most redetieal negotiation and

2 Similar to managers’ emotions, we treat employsesially connecting and disconnecting behaviosrs a
separate dimensions because these behaviourglapeident of each other, with different antecedamts
consequences (Barclay & Kiefer, 2014)
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managers’ negative emotions in relation to the &ldesgotiation process of

employees.

Method
Procedure and sample

We collected data from full-time working executivlBA (EMBA) students and their
managers in Istanbul, Turkey. Admission to this EM@ogram is challenging in terms of
prior academic success and years of professioparexce. Moreover, following
graduation, EMBA students are expected to recep@motion. These executives are
therefore likely to take steps to advance theieeer and ask for I-deals.

As surveys were administered in Turkish, we firahslated items into Turkish (Brislin,
1986). Following this, we discussed the wordinghef items with four full professors from
related fields. We then pre-tested our survey witblve Turkish doctoral students in the
field of organisational behaviour. Following mirextjustments, we had our final survey
back-translated by a professional translator, wiidhe recommended procedure to ensure
face validity (Prieto, 1992).

We collected data at two time points, separatesidynonths. This time period is
considered sufficient to investigate changes irnsowerk arrangements and employment
conditions (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014). This tinegipd is also in line with previous
research on I-deals (Ng & Feldman, 2012). At Timeéd sent personalized e-mails to 821
EMBA students, briefing them about the study pracedind providing them with a link to
the on-line survey. We obtained 208 responsesesepting a response rate of 25%. At Time
2, 130 employees participated, reflecting a respoate of 64%. Employees who only
participated at Time 1 did not differ from emplogeeho participated at both times in terms

of any of the study variables or demographic vaesimeasured.
10
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After employees completed their surveys on-lineytprovided the contact details of

their manager. Managers were then contacted bybtime authors via e-mail or telephone
and completed a paper-based questionnaire indghairoffices. At Time 1, 103 managers
provided responses and at Time 2, 46 managersipatgd. Our final sample consisted of
130 employees and 46 managers. On average, ongenaupervised 2.82 employees (S.D.
= 1.35). The range of the number of employees sigezt by one manager was 1- 8.

Among employees who participated at both time [i61% were middle-level
managers, and 39 % were front-line managers. 538 male. The average age was 29.2
years (SD = 4.6). Participants’ average tenuréénarganisation was 3.8 years (SD = 3.3),
and average tenure in the current role was 2.5)&W = 2.7). Of managers who
participated at both time points, 67% were maleiTaverage age was 34.2 (SD = 5.65). On
average, managers had worked in the organisatrdn2oyears (SD = 2.3), and in their
current role for 4.3 years (SD = 2.2).
Measures

Unless otherwise indicated, items were rated aweadoint Likert scale ranging from
“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5).
Negotiation of I-Deals

We first provided the definition of I-deals by Rgaau (2005, p. 93) to the
employeeslt-deals are voluntary, personalized agreements brastandard nature
negotiated between individual employees and thapleyers regarding terms that benefit
each party Following this definition, using the six item®in the I-deals scale of Rosen and
colleagues (2013), we measured the extent to wanghloyees had successfully negotiated

for task and work responsibility I-deals with theianagers within the past six months. An

11
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example item wasl‘have successfully negotiated for tasks that beteelop my skills’{o =

.88).
Obtainment of I-Deals

At Time 2, employees were asked to considerithe period since the last survey,
which was six months. We measured the extent talwdimployees have obtained I-deals
they had successfully negotiated for at Time ldwarding the items from Rosen and
colleagues’ (2013) scale. Participants who answé&gke” or “strongly agree” for any of
the task and work responsibility I-deal negotiatimms at Time 1 were asked to indicate to
which extent they had obtained these I-deals. kam@le, employees who agreed or strongly
agreed for the item:have negotiated for tasks that better develop #iells in Time 1 were
presented with the corresponding item which reawlésy: “| have obtained tasks that
better develop my skills(a = .87).
Socially Connecting and Disconnecting Behaviourdléawing Most Recent I-Deal
Negotiation

We treated employees’ socially connecting and diseoting behaviours as separate
dimensionsAt Time 1, we measured employees’ socially conmgcbehaviours following
their most recent I-deal negotiation with four ikeadapted from Kiefer and Barclay (2012).
The original items measured employees’ sociallgathisiecting behaviours and we therefore
re-worded the items to capture employees’ soc@lynecting behaviours. Participants rated
the extent to which they helped co-workers oratéd social interactions with them,
following their most recently negotiated I-dealbelitems were'l connected with my co-
workers”, “I socialized with my co-workers”, “I wagterested in interacting with my co-

workers” and “my co-workers noticed me in a postivay” (o = .88).

12
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Using four items by Kiefer and Barclay (2012), an€& 1 we measured the extent to

which employees engaged in socially disconnectefgpliours following their most recently
negotiated I-deals (e.g., withdrawing from othé&gepring others). The items wert:
withdrew from my co-workers”, “I isolated myself?, lost interest in interacting with my
co-workers”, and “my co-workers ignored méi = .88).

To ensure employees’ socially connecting and diseoting behaviours following
their most recent I-deal negotiation are distima,conducted confirmatory factor analyses
(CFAs) using AMOS 19.0 with maximum likelihood esétion (Byrne, 2001). We used the
suggested procedures and cut-off values (Hu & BertB99). A one-factor model displayed
poor fit with the datay = 334.86, df = 2042/df = 16.74, p <.01; CFl = .66; TLI = .53;
RMSEA = .27). The two-factor model displayed gondd the datay2 = 44.93, df = 19,
y2/df = 2.36, p <.01; CFIl = .97; TLI = .96; RMSEAB88). Supporting the distinctiveness of
the measures for socially connecting and discoimgbehaviours, a chi-square difference
test showed that the model fit improved signifitafom the one-factor to two-factor model,
¥2 (1, N = 208) =289.93, p < .001.

Managers’ Emotions about Employees’ I-deal Negoitat Process

At Time 2, managers were asked to think back tartbst recent successful I-deal
negotiation the focal employee had with him or (e, please think back to the most recent
successful I-deal negotiation this employee hall o). Then,managers were asked to
state the frequency of their emotions they felimythis process (i.eHow frequently did
you feel the below during this proces®/e used ten items from Van Katwyk, Fox, Spector,
and Kelloway’s Emotion at Work Index (2000) to aaptmanagers’ emotions. We selected
these items to represent the high, medium, andalowsal levels of the pleasure dimension

of the index. We chose “frequency” over “extentading on Spector (2010) who argued
13
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that the former is better able to capture the dyoarature of emotions compared to the

latter. In line with recent research (e.g., BarcBlarlicki, & Pugh, 2005; Bruk-Lee &

Spector, 2006), we asked managers to rate howedrgiyuthey experienced five positive
emotions (happy, satisfied, optimistic, relievedyful, a= .92), and five negative emotions
(angry, betrayed, disappointed, guilty, unhappy;.93), on a scale ranging from “never” (1)
to “always” (5). We treated managers’ positive aedative emotions as separate dimensions
and aggregated responses to a positive emotiona aedative emotions score (e.g., Barsade
& Gibson, 2007).

To ensure managers’ positive and negative emoteyerding the process of
employee’s I-deal negotiation are distinct, we ieagrout CFA’s using AMOS 19.0 with
maximum likelihood estimation (Byrne, 2001). A diaetor model showed poor fit with the
data 2 = 535.81, df = 35;2/df = 15.30, p <.01; CFI = .58; TLI = .47; RMSEA26). The
two-factor model displayed good fit to the data € 80.28, df = 34y2/df = 2.36, p <.01; CFI
=.96; TLI = .95; RMSEA =.08). A chi-square diféarce test showed that the model fit
improved significantly from the one-factor modelte two-factor model, supporting the
distinctiveness of managers’ positive and negaiwetions)y2 (1, N = 130) =455.53, p <
.001.

Control Variables

We initially controlled for age, gender, tenuretlie organisation, and tenure in the
company for both subordinates and their manageaeder, the direction and strength of
our results did not change when these control bkesawere included in the analyses; they
were thus excluded from the analyses (Becker g2@15).

We controlled for employees’ impression managemastives because managers’

emotions about the I-deal negotiations process nhighe been affected by employees’
14
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strategic behaviours, such as appearing busy mas¢ éime. We used eleven-item scale of

Rioux and Pennen(= .88) to account for this possibility. Our resulid not change when
we controlled for employees’ impression managemmstives; hence they were excluded
from the analyses to achieve parsimony (Beckel. €2@15).

We controlled for leader member exchange relatipnghality (i.e., LMX) because
prior research on I-deals revealed that LMX isedpstor of successful I-deal negotiations
(Anand et al., 2010), and of positive emotionattiems towards employees (Martin,
Guillaume, Thomas, Lee, & Epitropaki, 2015). Toerout potential confounding effects, we
controlled for LMX measured at Time 1, using seitems from the scale developed by
Liden and Maslyn (1998). An example item‘isty supervisor is the kind of person one
would like to have as a frienda = .91).

When testing the moderating effect of managers’'tems on the association between
the extent of negotiation and obtainment of I-déHlE), we controlled for employees’
socially connecting and socially disconnecting bhars’. When testing the associations
between employees’ socially connecting behaviondsraanagers’ positive emotions to the
process of employees’ I-deal negotiation (H2), wetwlled for employees’ socially
disconnecting behaviours and managers’ negativeiensh Similarly, we controlled for
employees’ socially connecting behaviours and marggositive emotions to the process of
employees’ I-deal negotiation when testing the @ssons between employees’ socially
disconnecting behaviours and managers’ negativeienso(H3f. Correlations between

employees’ socially connecting behaviours and marsgigegative emotions about

3 H1(a) with controly = 0.16, p <.01; H1(a) without controjs= 0.16, p <.01; H1(b) with controls= -0.13, p
<.05; H1(b) without controlg = -0.14, p <.05.
4 H2 with controlsy = 0.26, p <.0.01; H2 without contrafs= 0.31, p <.0.001.
5 H3 with controlsy = 0.17, p <.0.05; H3 without controys= 0.22, p <.0.01.
15
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employees’ I-deal negotiation (r = -.26, p<.01) &etveen employees’ socially

disconnecting behaviours and managers’ positivetiemoabout I-deal negotiation (r = -.17,
p<.05), suggest that, in addition to employeesialycconnecting behaviours, employees’
socially disconnecting behaviours might influencanegers’ positive emotions (vice versa
for managers’ negative emotions). To provide a nagirate estimate for our hypotheses,
we therefore adopted this control strategy (Beckénc, Breaugh et al., 2015). The strength
and direction of the results of our hypothesesatachange when not controlling for these
variables.

Analytical Strategy

Managers rated their emotions regarding the I-degbtiation process of employees.
Due to the nested structure of data (Hox, 2002)¢cavded out multi-level analyses using
MIwiN 2.20 (Rasbash, Browne, Healy, Cameron, & @bar 2000). We built two separate
models for the dependent variables, using randeendept modelling. First, an intercept-
only model was created, after which control vaealdnd independent variables were
entered. To control for within-group and betweeatgr variances, we used grand-mean
centred estimates for independent and control bi@sa\We used person-mean centred
estimates for the moderator variables (Hox, 20Gjdenbush & Bryk, 2002).

To evaluate whether multi-level modelling was aprapriate approach, we followed
two strategies. First, we compared the intercepg-omodel with a model with a fixed random
part at Level 2 for managers’ positive and negativtions to employees’ most recent I-
deal negotiation (Klein et al., 2001). The deviastaistics for managers’ positive emotions
(A-2*log = 4.85, p < 0.05) and for managers’ negagw®tions A-2*log = 31.43, p < 0.001)
indicated that a model at Level 2 fits the dataidicantly better than a model a model at

Level 1.
16
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Second, to estimate the percentage of variancestldtributable to managers’

emotions to the process of employees’ I-deal nagoti, we calculated ICC (1) values using
MIwIN 2.20 (Rasbash et al., 2000). For managersitp@ emotions, the ICC (1) is = 0.23/
1.11 = 21 %. For managers’ negative emotions,@& (1) is = 0.70 / 1.01 = 69 %. For the
obtainment of I-deals, the ICC (1) is = 0.04 / 0381 %. These results concerning our
dependent variables suggest that the use of newiti-analyses was appropriate.

Results

Table 1 displays the means, standard deviatiohabiléies, and correlations.

Before testing our hypotheses, we conducted sefi€sAs using AMOS 19.0 with
maximum likelihood estimation (Byrne, 2001) to exaenthe factorial structures of our study
constructs. We follow recommendations by Hu andtBei(1999) and recent research
(Piszczek, 2016) to report our findings. The measient model distinguishing among four
factors, task and work responsibility I-deal negttins, LMX, socially connecting, and
socially disconnecting behaviours, all measuretiae 1, showed acceptable f2(=
433.031, df = 18342/df = 2.36, p <.01; CFI = .88; TLI = .88; RMSEAG8). This model fit
the data significantly better than a model in whscdially connecting and disconnecting
behaviours were combined into one faci@ € 724.695, df = 1862/df = 3.89, p <.01; CFlI
=.74; TLI = .68; RMSEA = .12). The measurement eiatistinguishing between the three
variables measured at Time 2 (obtained task an#l wesponsibility I-deals, managers’
positive and negative emotions) also showed acblptia (y2 = 175.090, df = 102/df =

1.73, p <.01; CFl =.94; TLI = .92; RMSEA = .07hi$ model fit the data significantly better
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than a competing model in which positive and negatimotions were loading onto a single

factor ¢2 = 363.449, df = 103y2/df = 3.52, p <.01; CFl =.79; TLI = .73; RMSEA H).

Hypothesis 1(a) proposed that managers’ positivetiems about the process of the
focal employee’s I-deal negotiation would modethgeassociation between the extent of
successful I-deal negotiation and the extent addtabtainment. After all control variables
were entered, the interaction term between manggesgive emotions and successful task
and work responsibility I-deal negotiations wasfigant (y = .16, p < .001). Following the
suggestions of Dawson (2016), we calculated sirsiplges for one standard deviation above
and below the mean of the moderator, managerstip@gmotions about the process of the
focal employee’s I-deal negotiation process. Thpeifor higher manager positive emotions
was positive and significant (gradient of simpleps = .71, t = 2.53, p <.05). The slope for
lower manager positive emotions was significanadggnt of simple slope = .54,t=2.42, p
<.05). Higher positive emotions about the I-deajot@tion process thus strengthened the
association between successful I-deal negotiadodshe extent to which I-deals were
obtained. Accordingly, Hypothesis 1(a) was suppbrte

Hypothesis 1(b) proposed that the association lestlee extent of successful I-deal
negotiation and the extent of I-deal obtainment ldne moderated by managers’ negative
emotions about the I-deal negotiation process gfleyees. After entering the control
variables, the interaction term between managegative emotions and the extent of I-deal
negotiations was significant and negative=(-.14, p < .05). As for H1 (a), we calculated
simple slopes for one standard deviation abovebatalv the mean of the moderator,
manager’s negative emotions about the focal empleyledeal negotiation process. The
slope for higher manager negative emotions wastivegand significant (gradient of simple

slope =-.41, t = 2.01, p <.05). The slope for lowanager negative emotions was not
18



19
significant (gradient of simple slope =-.11, t 8D p = 0.42). Thus, higher levels of I-deal

negotiation were associated with lower levels dé&l obtainment when managers felt more
negatively about the process of the focal empldyedsal negotiation. Hypothesis 1(b) is

thus supported (see Table 2).

Hypothesis 2 proposed that employees’ socially eoting behaviours following
their most recent I-deal negotiation would be pesly associated with managers’ positive
emotions about employees’ I-deal negotiation prec€sntrolling for LMX, managers’
negative emotions about the process of employedsal negotiation and employees’
socially disconnecting behaviours, this associatvas positive and significant € .26, p
<.01), providing support for our second hypothé¢see Table 3).

Hypothesis 3 proposed a positive association betwegloyees’ socially
disconnecting behaviours and managers’ negativaienscabout the process of the
respective employees’ I-deal negotiation. The datioa between employees’ socially
disconnecting behaviours and managers’ negativaiensoabout the process of the focal
employee’s I-deal negotiation (after controlling fdM X, managers’ positive emotions about
the process of the focal employees’ I-deal negotizand employees’ socially connecting
behaviours), was significant € .17, p <.01). This finding supports Hypothesis&e Table
3).
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Discussion

Theoretical Contributions

Organisations have started to use individualizedpiriRtices such as I-deals to meet
the unique work-related needs of their employeeskaep them committed to the
organisation (Bal & Dorenbosch, 2015). Indeed, aedehas shown that organisations tend
to benefit from I-deals, for instance in the forfigeeater affective commitment and higher
levels of work performance (Anand et al., 2010)wdwer, less is known regarding the
aftermath of I-deal negotiations. This is surpgsgiven that in theory the benefits of I-deals
are supposed to arise from their obtainment, rdtiaer the negotiation itself (Rousseau et al.,
2006).

In this study, we found that the association beiwtbe extent of negotiation and
obtainment of I-deals is not straightforward. Wimeanagers felt more positive, the chances
for negotiated I-deals to be obtained increasea@&nahanagers felt more negative, the
chances for obtainment decreased. Moreover, hovages felt about employees’ I-deals
was influenced by employees’ socially connecting disconnecting behaviours in the
aftermath of their most recent I-deal negotiatiOnr hypotheses were supported, lending key
contributions to the literature on I-deals in a fm@mof ways.

The first contribution of this study relates to thistinction between the negotiation
and obtainment of I-deals. One core characterisfitsleals is that they are negotiated
between an employee and a manager and resultaotaal “deal” (Liao, Wayne, &
Rousseau, 2016). Despite the acknowledgment thet th more to I-deals than the
negotiation (Bal & Rousseau, 2015), previous regeassumed negotiation leads to smooth
implementation (Conway & Coyle-Shapiro, 2015).Histstudy, we conceptualize the

negotiation and obtainment of I-deals as distirctteps. Our focus on this distinction is
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important given that the benefits of I-deals akelly to be realized upon their obtainment

(Bal et al., 2012). We present one of the firstligs to conceptualize I-deals as composed of
different phases.

The second contribution of this study relates tofoous on managers’ emotions in
translating negotiated I-deals into obtainment. /thie implementation of I-deals is likely
to be influenced by many factors (Dany, Guedri, &%#12008), our results suggest that
successful implementation of I-deals is also infleed by how managers feel about
employees’ I-deals process. Our focus on managetrstions regarding the process of
employees’ most recent I-deal negotiation contabub research on differentiated HR
practices. Research has emphasized the “sensegigiegpf managers in implementing
differentiated HR practices (Mcdermott et al., 200aitlis, 2005). Managers provide clues
to employees about the content of HR practicespatidies, including when, to whom, and
why these practices can be applied (Maitlis, 2006)employees, managers’ emotions can
thus serve as powerful sources of sensegivingatilgy managers’ future intentions and
decisions concerning employees’ differentiated HRaragements (Macdermott et al., 2013).
Our focus on managers’ emotions also complemes&areh on the role of emotions in
individual decision making processes (e.g., LitB@oty, & Williams, 2016). For example, a
study by Maitlis and Ozcelik (2004) underlined tbée of emotions in managers’ decision
making processes and revealed that employeesiymaitd negative emotions led to
different decisions in the organisational settings.

Our third contribution relates to our focus on eoygle behaviours that influence how
managers feel about employees’ I-deal process. Mfoped that managers’ emotions
influence the extent to which negotiated dealsoatained, and explored factors that can

influence managers’ emotions. Managers’ goal irvigling I-deals is to ensure they will
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contribute to team cohesion and effectiveness;dérey try to make sense of how

employees will use their I-deals upon receipt (&gl Michela, 1980). In the context of I-
deals, understanding how I-deals will be used bgleyees upon their obtainment is
especially important because these deals deviate frhat other team members receive.
While there is no research on the specific behagiotiemployees that facilitate the
obtainment of I-deals, a meta-analysis (Liao et28l16) and a review study on the contextual
nature of I-deals (Bal et al., 2012) highlight teatployees may utilize I-deals for different
reasons. We contribute to research on I-deals pparg how employees’ socially
connecting and disconnecting behaviours, followkdgal negotiations, influenced their
managers’ emotions to the process of employeesal-degotiation. Observing employees’
socially connecting behaviours following I-deal nggtions, managers may have expected
the recipients of I-deals to share the benefitheir I-deals with co-workers, which is
consistent with managers’ goal of ensuring I-dealstribute to the effective functioning of
the team.

In addition to employees’ socially connecting babaxs, we also explored the
association between employees’ socially disconngdiehaviours in the aftermath of
negotiated I-deals and managers’ negative emo#baat the process of these employees’
most recent I-deal negotiation. Our findings sugtfes managers evaluated and reacted to
the socially disconnecting behaviours of employadke aftermath of I-deal negotiations
negatively. Managers might have expected that-ttealer, upon obtainment of I-deals, will
use these deals only to his or her own benefit vbdimes not align with managers’ goal of
facilitating the provision of negotiated I-deals.

Further, it is noteworthy that the zero-order clatiens indicated a significant

negative association between managers’ negativéi@mand employees’ socially
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connecting behaviours, as well as between managesgive emotions and employees’

socially disconnecting behaviours. Managers’ negadind positive emotions were also
negatively related. However, these effects disappban managers’ positive and negative
emotions are analysed simultaneously. Our resudtefore complement research which
argues that positive and negative emotions argemtent of each other, with different
antecedents (e.g. Barclay & Kiefer, 2014; Moorss\kbrth, Scherer & et al., 2013).

It is worth noting that, in line with the norm adaiprocity (Gouldner, 1960),
employees’ socially connecting and disconnectingg®surs following their most recent |-
deal negotiation might enable them to obtain thegotiated I-deals, mediating the
association between the extent of successful laksgdtiation and the extent of obtainment
of I-deals. To explore this possibility, we testea alternative models and utilized Monte
Carlo Method for Assessing mediation (MCMAMYVe used an on-line tool developed by
Selig and Preacher (2008) to calculate the confidémtervals. In model 1, we tested the
mediation of employees’ socially connecting behassdetween the extent of employees’
successful I-deal negotiations and the extent tdintment of I-deals. Findings did not
support the argument that employees would engagedially connecting behaviours to seal
their negotiated deals as the confidence inteimalsded the value of zerg € .09 (.50),
p=.18; 95% CI =[-0.009 / 0.087]). In model 2, vested the mediation of employees’
socially disconnecting behaviours between the ¢éxitemployees’ successful I-deal
negotiations and the extent of obtainment of I-sle@he argument that employees’

negotiated I-deals would be negatively relatechéodbtainment of I-deals via employees’

6 This method is built on simulations with 20,00G-étons which relies on product-of-coefficients \ab
approach; where ab is equal to the product ofearggression path between I-deal negotiations enpdogees’
dis / connecting behaviours, and b, the regregsidin between employees’ dis / connecting behaviands
obtainment of I-deals (MacKinnon & Fairchild, 2009Ye then used the distribution of the product rmdth
(MacKinnon & Fairchild, 2009) to calculate confidenintervals and validate our ab coefficients. Wiien
confidence intervals do not contain zero, it memmidirect effect is established.
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socially disconnecting behaviours was also not stpd, as confidence intervals included

the value of zeroy(= .05 (.25), p=.23; 95% CI =[-0.046 / 0.013]).€EBle results are in line
with recent research which has started to questienise of reciprocity to understand the
effects of I-deal negotiations on employee behasgi¢Bal et al., 2015; Conway & Coyle-
Shapiro, 2015). Drawing from these findings, it htige possible that employees reciprocate
only for their obtained I-deals and not for theagotiated I-deals. Future research might
explicitly integrate reciprocity (e.g., felt obligian) into I-deals research and explore the
effects obtained I-deals might have on the focgblegees’ work behaviours.
Practical Implications

I-deals are becoming strategic HRM tools to attesct retain talented employees
(Bal et al., 2015; Ng & Feldman, 2012). Our resaliggest that it is useful to distinguish
between the extent to which I-deals are negotiatetiobtained. Moreover, our results
demonstrated that managers felt positive abouptbeess of I-deal negotiation of employees
who showed socially connecting behaviours. In @stirwhen employees fail to connect with
their co-workers, their managers may not supp@mtin obtaining negotiated I-deals. If
organisations and managers aim to use I-dealstatagic tool to motivate and retain
employees and increase their performance, they todeel transparent about how they expect
these deals to be used. For employees negotiatiegls, it has to be clear that these deals
are intended to benefit the entire team, and tiet &re supposed to share their benefits.
Accordingly, HR departments along with managers eragourage formal mechanisms such
as mentoring (Nielsen, Carlson, & Lankau, 2001goting, and communication
interventions (Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001) to enbaonnecting behaviours. Training
and development to minimize socially disconnechbefaviours in teams will also be useful.

Limitations and future research directions
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The strengths of this study include the use of@wave research design and data

from multiple sources. However, there are also slbmigations. Even though we collected
data at two measurement occasions and obtainedsdtom supervisors, we cannot
establish causal relationships among our studwbbes. Longitudinal designs are needed to
strengthen the causal claims in this researchratrea

We explored the I-deal process from the perspextiwvenanagers and employees.
This is in line with a key concept of I-deals, thiase deals result from a negotiation between
a focal employee and a manager (Rousseau, 200&)e\Ho, I-deals do not unfold in a
dyadic vacuum; co-workers are also important stakighis, as they are likely to notice
employees’ negotiated and obtained I-deals (Gragrdteal., 2004). Beyond a focus on
managers, future research is suggested to explteal Imaking process from a co-worker
perspective and for example, by collecting datenfam-workers regarding focal employees’
I-deals, explore the conditions in which co-workapport might render I-deals beneficial for
the entire team.

Our focus was not on exploring I-deals in a teamtext. Participants may have
worked in different work teams but reported to shene manager, as would be the case in a
matrix organisational structure. However, whethraplyees were working in the same work
team or whether they were merely reporting to #traesmanager is important because this
structural work condition influences focal emplogeask interdependence with co-workers
and hence imposes limitations to the manager regatke provision of I-deals to the focal
employee (Hornung et al., 2009). Future researeldso take into account these structural
work conditions (i.e., task interdependence, waggkimthe same work team or not) on the

association between the extent of negotiation dntdimment of I-deals.
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The idea that managers observe employees' soca@ilyecting and disconnecting

behaviours raises the possibility that some em@esyegay engage in impression management
behaviours to influence their managers. To acctarrthis possibility, we controlled for
employees’ impression management motives in testimgypotheses. Impression
management motives were not related to managersiems (r = 0.02 between impression
management motives and managers’ negative emotieng€).03 between impression
management motives and managers’ positive emotibtmeover, the strength and direction
of our hypotheses did not change when we contrétiedmployees’ impression
management motives. These results suggest thaige@ahamotions about the process of
employees’ most recent I-deal negotiation procem®wot influenced by employees’
impression management motives. Future researclygested to explore motives of
employees in requesting I-deals and how differentives, such as productivity or
opportunity-seeking motives of employees (Liaolgt216) in requesting I-deals might
influence managers’ judgments and decisions ififaiting the provision of I-deals.

The argument that managers’ emotions play an irapbrble on the process between
negotiation and obtainment of I-deals is in linéhwgrowing body of research which has
started to show that managers have the power tafyredsting HR practices (e.qg.,
McDermott, Conway, Rousseau, & Flood, 2013; Stanfmung, Bartram, & Leggat, 2010)
by introducing flexibilities or re-defining HR prices, giving rise to I-deals (Alfes et al.,
2013; Khilji & Wang, 2006; Nishii & Wright, 2008 Beyond a focus on managers’ emotions,
future research should explore how other factoghirshape managers’ judgments and
decisions in translating negotiated I-deals inttamiment.

It is possible that managers may be inclined toipiwhat they have promised for

because, for example, managers do not have ahfibrenation and alternatives they needed
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to have to facilitate the provision of I-deals. 'éhour findings revealed that the association

between negotiation and obtainment of I-deals tstraightforward, future research might
build on the concept of escalation of commitmenb{&ner, 1992) to explore under which
contexts (e.g., organisational, cross-cultural) aggms might prefer to implement negotiated
I-deals without considering other elements thathmigfluence their judgements and
decisions.

The focus of this study was on the association éetwthe extent of successful
negotiation and obtainment of I-deals. However, idhauccessfully negotiated may not be
obtained, leading to perceptions of breach of llsldzor future research, it will be interesting
to integrate a psychological contract perspectineexplore what factors hamper the
obtainment of successfully negotiated I-deals &wedeffects that a breach of an I-deals
promise may have on employees’ work behavioursadiitddes.

Building on the aftermath of i-deal negotiatiohgure research may explore the
behaviours of employees following obtainment okkl$: whether employees share the
benefits of I-deals with team members or keep treehts I-deals only to themselves
following the obtainment of I-deals. In relationttos, future research might integrate the role
of co-workers and explore whether and how a fooglleyee's obtained I-deals benefit (or
harm) co-workers in a work team. This will add itlato one of the conceptualizations of I-
deals, which is that, they are intended to be beiaéfor teams (Rousseau et al., 2006).

The nature of flexibility I-deals is different frothat of task and work responsibility
I-deals (Rosen et al., 2013); hence, our findiregmot be generalized to all types of I-deals.
Future studies need to explore different theorkti@chanisms to test and explain the unique

effects of flexibility I-deals and differentiategim from task and work responsibility I-deals.
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Finally, this study was conducted in a Turkish hass context where paternalism is a

dominant cultural value (Aycan, Shyncs, Sun, F&f&aher, 2013). Paternalism refers to
hierarchical relationships in which managers afgeeted to care, protect and guide their
subordinates in their work and non-work lives (Aye al., 2013). Hence, in such a work
context employees are likely to feel comfortabl@pproaching their managers and
negotiating for specific work arrangements likeelats. Future research may explore the
effects of different cultural values on the negiia and obtainment of I-deals.
Conclusions

This study contributed to our understanding of@kient to which successfully
negotiated I-deals are obtained. The results redahlat how managers feel about the process
of employees’ I-deal negotiation determines theweixto which negotiated I-deals are
obtained. Furthermore, employees’ socially conngctind disconnecting behaviours in the
aftermath of their I-deal negotiations influenceshvimanagers felt about the I-deal process,

highlighting the importance of managers’ evaluaionthese behaviours.
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Table 1.Means, standard deviations, reliabilities and dati@ns

Variables Means| S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
LMX (T1) 3.64 | 0.59 | (0.91)
Employees’ Socially Connecting Behaviours followixgst Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T1) 3.48 | 0.76 | 0.02 | (0.88)
Employees’ Socially Disconnecting Behaviours follogeMost Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T1) 2.01 | 0.92 | -0.07 |-0.53**| (0.88)
The Extent of Successful Negotiation of I-Deals)(T1 3.75 | 0.92 | 0.28**| 0.38** | -0.19* | (0.88)
The Extent of Obtainment of I-Deals (T2) 4.08 | 0.61 | 0.02 | 0.21* | -0.14 | 0.21* | (0.87)
Managers’ Positive Emotions about the Process gfl&yse’s Most Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T2) 3.88 | 0.88 | 0.19* | 0.28** | -0.17* | 0.44** | 0.24** | (0.92)
Managers’ Negative Emotions about the Process gfl&@rae’s Most Recent I-Dea]
Negotiation (T2) 2.30 | 0.84 | -0.21* |-0.26**| 0.35** [-0.28**|-0.23** |-0.49** | (0.93)

Notes.

n= 130 subordinates; 46 supervisors.

*p <0.05;*p<0.01.

Reliabilities are shown along the diagonal in ptreses.




1

Table 2. Multilevel estimates for the interaction betweemagers’ emotions about the process of employee& recent I-deal negotiation and the extent of essful

negotiation of I-dealpredicting the extent of obtainment of I-deals

The Extent of Obtainment of I-Deals (T2)

Variables Estimate| S.E. t Estimate| S.E. T Estimate| S.E. T
Intercept 4.07 0.06 67.08 4.08 0.05 83.45 4.04 0.05 77.76
LMX (T1) 0.23 0.11 2.09* 0.20 0.11 1.81 0.021 0.08 0.24
Employees’ Socially Connecting Behaviours followixgst Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T1) 0.15 0.08 1.88 0.08 0.07 1.14 0.09 0.07 0.19
Employees’ Socially Disconnecting Behaviours follogeMost Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T1) -0.03 0.06 0.05 -0.06 0.07 -0.93 -0.06 0.07 -0.93
The Extent of Successful Negotiation of I-Deals)(T1 0.06 0.07 0.93 0.11 0.08 1.41
Managers’ Positive Emotions about the Process gfl&yse’s Most Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T2) 0.07 0.07 1.01 0.02 0.07 0.3
Managers’ Negative Emotions about the Process ¢fl&@ree’s Most Recent |-
Deal Negotiation (T2) -0.10 0.07 -1.42 -0.1 0.07 -1.46
The Extent of Successful Negotiation of I-Deals)(TManagers’ Positive
Emotions about the Process of Employee’s Most RdelBral Negotiation (T2) 0.16 0.05 3.20**
The Extent of Successful Negotiation of I-Deals)(TManagers’ Negative
Emotions about the Process of Employee’s Most Rdeeral Negotiation (T2) -0.14 0.06 -2.33*
-2LL 234.78 227.35 218.43
Ain-2LL 5.52a 7.83* 24.18**
D.F. 3 3 2
Between-level Variance and Standard Error 0.03 (0.03) 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 ((0.02)
Within-level Variance and Standard Error 0.33 (0.05) 0.32 (0.04) 0.29 ((0.04)

Notes.a,Statistical comparison with an intercept-only moalelevel 1 (not shown in the table).

For all values, gamma coefficients, their corresfiog standard error and t values are reported.

n = 130 subordinates; 46 supervisors.
*p < 0.05; **p <0.01; ** p < 0.001.




Table 3. Multilevel regression analyses for socially conimegtind disconnecting behaviours following mosered-deal negotiation and managers’ emotions

about the process of employees’ most recent |+tiegbtiation

Managers’ Positive Emotions about the Process of Brtoyee’s I-

Deal Negotiation (T2)

Managers’ Negative Emotions about the Process of Hrtoyee'’s |-
Deal Negotiation (T2)

Variables Estimate S.E. t Estimate S.E. t Estimate S.E. t Estimate S.E. t
Intercept 3.88 0.06 64.66 3.88 0.06 64.66 2.02 0.07 28.85 2.03 0.06 33.83
LMX (T1) 0.14 0.11 1.27 0.17 0.11 1.54 -0.14 0.11 -1.55 -0.15 0.11 -1.50
Managers’ Negative Emotions about the
Process of Employee’s Most Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T2) -0.51 0.08 -6.25%** -0.47 0.08 -5.87**
Managers’ Positive Emotions about the
Process of Employee’s Most Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T2) -0.34 0.06 -5.66*** -0.33 0.06 -5.55%**
Employees’ Socially Connecting Behaviours
following Most Recent I-Deal Negotiation
(T1) 0.26 0.09 2.88** -0.15 0.08 -1.87 -0.05 0.09 -0.55
Employees’ Socially Disconnecting
Behaviours following Most Recent I-Deal
Negotiation (T1) -0.18 0.09 2.00* -0.12 0.08 -1.50 0.17 0.06 2.83*
-2LL 297.06 291.12 255.26 246.17
Ain -2LL 35.75**3 5.94** 36.81***p 7.11%
D.F. 3 1 3 1
Between-level Variance and Standard Errgr 0.12 (0.07) 0.11 (0.06) 0.48 (0.13) 0.44 (0.13)
Within-level Variance and Standard Error 0.49 (0.07) 0.47 (0.07) 0.24 (0.03) 0.23 (0.03)

Notes. a,b Statistical comparison with an intercept-only micatdevel 1 (not shown in the table).
For all values, gamma coefficients, their corresfiog standard error and t values are reported.
n = 130 subordinates; 46 supervisors.
*p < 0.05; **p <0.01; ** p <0.001




Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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