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Idiosyncratic deal seeking for personal brand verification

Abstract

Purpose: Grounded in social learning theory and conservation of resources theory, this study
examines the link between witnessing co-workers’ idiosyncratic deals (i-deals) and task
crafting, task crafting and task i-deals negotiation; and the route that employees take to build

their perceptions of personal brand equity.

Methodology: A time-lagged survey was used to collect data from 259 information technology
(IT) and consulting professionals in India. Hypotheses were tested using PROCESS MACRO

in R.

Findings: Results show that witnessing co-workers’ i-deals is positively associated with both
task crafting and task i-deals negotiation; and task i-deals negotiation is positively associated
with employees’ personal brand equity. Findings also show that task crafting mediates the
positive impact of witnessing co-workers’ i-deals on task i-deals negotiation. Further, the study
shows that need for legitimization of task customizations moderates the positive relationship
between task crafting and task i-deals negotiation, in such a manner that the relationship is
stronger when employees’ need for legitimization is low, and it is insignificant when their need

for legitimization is high.

Originality: This is one of the earliest studies that examine the relationship between task
crafting and task i-deals negotiation; and shows that employees negotiate task i-deals to build

their personal brand equity.

Keywords: task crafting, idiosyncratic deals, personal brand equity, task i-deals, conservation

of resources, social learning
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1. Introduction
Employees are no longer willing to accept one-size-fits-all human resource management
(HRM) policies (Bal and Ddci, 2018).; Tthey are increasingly seeking personally customizsed
terms of employment to meet their needs, goals and aspirations (Jiang et al., 2023; Parker and
Collins, 2010; Rofcanin et al., 2022). Extant research shows that customization of one’s
employment terms engenders higher employee commitment (Rosen et al., 2013),
organizational citizenship behavior (Singh and Vidyarthi, 2018), intentions to stay with the
organization (Ererdi et al., 2023; Rofcanin et al., 2016), organization-based self-esteem
(Guerrero and Challiol-Jeanblanc, 2016) and work performance (Geldenhuys et al., 2021;
Lopper et al., 2024; Rofcanin et al., 2021). Job customizations are desired by employees, but
they benefit both the employees and the organizations. It i’s not really a choice now, it i’s a
must for HRM. Therefore, we wish to explore the dynamics of employment customizations.
We wish to understand how, why and when employees seek job customizations. Research
shows that employees make customizations either on their own - conceptualizsed as job
crafting (Tims et al., 2012); or with the consent of their organization - conceptualizsed as
idiosyncratic deals or i-deals (Rousseau et al., 2016). Literature on job crafting and i-deals have
been growing independently, but we believe an integration of these two literatures can help to
open the black box of employment customizations. Both job crafting and i-deals are employee-
initiated proactive behaviors, with the primary difference being the organizational consent
requirements. Understanding the inter-linkage between the two behaviors would benefit
organizations as they can design appropriate strategies (for instance, interventions) to stimulate

and manage these behaviors to create an engaged and proactive employee pool.

Studies of employment terms’ customization have looked at developmental
assignments (Srikanth et al., 2022), job tasks and work responsibilities modifications (Rofcanin

et al., 2021), financial incentives (Mackintosh, and McDermott, 2023), flexibility of work
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schedule and location (Kelly et al., 2020) and reduction of workload and work hours
(Gascoigne and Kelliher, 2018). We chose to study customizations of how an employee
performs their job tasks because of two reasons. One, task customizations constitute changes
made to the job content, that is.i-e; the duties and responsibilities of employees on their job
(Rousseau et al., 2016), which have the capability of making the most immediate impact on
employees as well as their organizations. Second, task customizations are especially likely to
be observable and imitable by professionals. Task customizations “enable employees to
capitalize on their skills, abilities, and knowledge at work (i.e., their work competence),” and
thus when granted as i-deals are “likely to convey strong signals about the organization’s
recognition of the recipient’s competence” (Ho and Kong, 2015, p. 151). Since professionals
(our sample) are valued for their knowledge and competency, they would want to pursue task

customizations to improve their competence and personal brand value.

Researchers have emphasized the need to investigate the role of contextual factors in
shaping employees’ job customizations behavior (Liao et al., 2016; Simosi et al., 2023; Zhang
and Parker, 2019). Existing studies highlight the role of leadership and HR systems in
encouraging employees to pursue job customization behaviors (Zhang and Parker, 2019). For
instance, transformational leadership has been found to have a motivational impact on
employees’ job crafting (Wang et al., 2017) and i-deals negotiation (Karakitapoglu-Aygiin et
al., 2024). I-deals researchers emphasize that i-deals obtainment can be impacted by three
parties: i-dealers (employees negotiating the i-deal), their organization and their co-workers
(Liao et al., 2016; Rousseau, 2005; Rousseau et al., 2016). Despite acknowledging the
influence of co-workers in shaping employees’ job customizations behavior (Ng and
Lucianetti, 2016; Ng, 2017; Peeters et al., 2016), their role has received little research focus

(Liao et al., 2016). We contribute to this research call, by including witnessing co-workers’ i-
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deals as a crucial contextual variable and investigating its impact on encouraging employees to

pursue not just task i-deals negotiation, but also task crafting.

Recipients of i-deals often benefit from increased recognition and credibility, which in
turn can strengthen their own perception of their competence and brand value. Personal Brand
Equity (PBE) is “an individual’s perceptions of the value of one’s personal brand derived from
its appeal, differentiation and recognition in a given professional field” (Gorbatov et al., 2021,
p- 508). PBE can be categorized as a personal resource, as individuals’ evaluations of their
brand value can impact their strength to persist and perform in their professional lives. I-deals
researchers have examined the impact of i-deals negotiation on personal resources such as self-
efficacy (Hornung et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2018) and organization-based self-esteem
(Guerrero et al., 2021; Sun et al., 2021); but not on employees’ PBE, which we focus on in this

study.

Another contextual variable that we bring to the forefront is the need for legitimization
of job customizations. While legitimization (organizational consent or approval) underpins the
very conceptualization of i-deals and distinguishes it from crafting, it i*s important to take into
consideration employees' perception of the need for their organization’s approval for their
desired customizations (Liao et al., 2016). This perception captures the sense that employees

make of their organizational environment.

In this paper, we examine the relationship between witnessing co-workers’ i-deals and
task crafting; and between task crafting and task i-deals negotiation. We further investigate the
role played by employees’ perceptions of the need for legitimization of their desired task
customizations on their task i-deals negotiation pursuit. Finally, we examine the association
between employees’ task i-deals negotiation and their PBE. Our study makes several

contributions to the literature: first, by including witnessing co-workers’ i-deals and need for
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legitimization of task customizations in the study, we take into account the impact of
employees’ perceptions of their work context on their task crafting and task i-deals pursuit.
Second, we open the black box of job customizations and show that one proactive job
customization behavior (task crafting) can influence the pursuit of another (task i-deals
negotiation). Last, we show that employees make proactive efforts to acquire not just job

resources, but also personal resources, that is.i-e- PBE.

2. Literature Review
Job crafting and i-deals are similar in nature as they both represent self-initiated job
customization behaviors of employees. Job crafting represents employees’ efforts to make
changes to their jobs in order to balance their job demands and resources, thereby improving
their job and increasing their meaningfulness from it (Bruning and Campion, 2018;
Wrzesniewski and Dutton, 2001). I-deals represent the job customizations negotiated between
employees and their organizations for mutual benefits (Rousseau, 2001, 2005). Both job
crafting and i-deals are aimed at improving or changing the work conditions and/or the job
boundaries. They represent employees’ agentic behavior, that isize-, employees behave like an
agent of their own self, undertake suitable steps required to achieve their goals and assume
responsibility for the resultant outcomes. Further, both behaviors have been found to be
beneficial for employees and organizations as they lead to enhancements in innovative
behavior at work (Kimwolo and Cheruiyot, 2018; Tomas et al., 2023), performance at work
(Rofcanin et al., 2021; Rudolph et al., 2017) and perceptions of employability (Brenninkmeijer
and Hekkert-Koning, 2015; Zhang et al., 2021).

Despite these similarities, there exist differences between the two constructs. The key
difference is the involvement of the organization at the time of pursuit of the two behaviors.
While the organization may not necessarily know about an employee’s job crafting pursuit,

they know about the i-deals pursuit since i-deals are obtained with the consent or support of
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the organization. Other features distinguishing job crafting and i-deals are highlighted in Table

Toil date, the majority of researchers working in the area of job customizations have
studied these two separately. There is a growing call for studying the two constructs together
(Liao et al., 2016; Rofcanin et al., 2016), and developing a nuanced understanding of how and
why job customizations are pursued (Simosi et al., 2021).

Researchers initially focused on the conceptualizsation (Rousseau et al., 2006; Tims
and Bakker, 2010) and operationalizsation of job crafting and i-deals negotiation (Rosen et al.,
2013; Tims et al., 2012). Later, they focused on investigating the antecedents and outcomes of
these behaviors (Liao et al., 2016; Simosi et al., 2021; Zhang and Parker, 2019). More recently,
researchers have started exploring newer types of customizations, for instance, negotiation of
financial bonus (Marescaux et al., 2019) and crafting of working hours and location to fit work
and personal demands (Wessels et al., 2020). Recent research is also looking at how contextual
factors affect the outcomes of job customizations pursued by employees. For instance,
Mackintosh and McDermott (2023) show that a financial i-deal negotiated vis-a-vis market-
value of the employee will make the employee feel entitled and lead to no major reciprocations
by the employee; whereas a flexibility i-deal negotiated using relational strength with the
employer will make the employee feel valued and lead to employee reciprocations. Most of

this research on job crafting is dominated with job demands-resources theory (Zhang and
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Parker, 2019) and the same for i-deals is dominated with social exchange theory (Liao et al.,
2016).

In our research, we draw upon social learning theory (SLT) and conservation of
resources (COR) theory for two major reasons. One, both the theories allow for integration of
contextual factors such as witnessing co-workers’ i-deals and need for legitimization. Two, the
theories lend well to understanding the motivation behind job customizations’ pursuit. SLT
asserts that people learn by observing others’ behaviors and simulating those behaviors that
they perceive to be fruitful (Bandura, 1977; Gibson, 2004). Using SLT helps to understand the
source of learning and the impetus to imitate the customizations pursued by employees. The
knowledge that employees develop from observing their co-workers and their organization
gives them a motivational nudge to pursue customizations in their jobs. COR theory asserts
that the things that individuals value are resources (Hobfoll, 1989). It focuses on the
acquisition, conservation and investment of these resources by individuals (Hobfoll et al.,
2018). Given its focus on the value individuals place on gathering and conserving resources
for attainment of their goals (Halbesleben et al., 2014), COR theory complements SLT by
helping to explain that employees value the resources that they gain through witnessing i-deals:
knowledge of the job customization possibilities available in the organization, etc-.; and strive
to strengthen their own resource position (by getting customizations and associated benefits for

themselves).

3. Hypothesis Development

Witnessing co-workers’ i-deals, task crafting and task i-deals negotiation

Employees notice what is happening around them in their organizations, make interpretations
of their observations and label them in categories that they can refer to when making decisions
(Weick et al., 2005). SLT describes how these vicarious and observational experiences

influence individuals’ behavior significantly (Bandura, 1977). Vicarious experiences impact
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employees’ confidence and perceptions of possibilities, based on their observation of
significant others in their work environment. The significant others most frequently observed
by employees in their organizations are their co-workers and their managers. Because of the
inherent task interdependence, employees work and interact with their co-workers on a regular
basis, and make observations in this process. Employees also indulge in comparing their inputs
at, and rewards from, their job with that of their co-workers (Adams, 1965). If they perceive
any kind of difference in the rewards they receive versuss- the rewards their co-workers receive,
they make efforts to equalize the two (Rousseau, 2001). Being a type of reward that employees
receive for their contributions (actual or expected) to the organization, i-deals also come under
the gambit of observation, comparison and learning that happens amongst employees at the

workplace.

Witnessing co-workers’ i-deals signals the plausibility of receiving job customizations
similar to the ones that the co-workers obtained (Rousseau, 2005). Additionally, witnessing i-
deals may also seed a desire for pursuing fresh job customizations in the employee’s mind (Ng
and Lucianetti, 2016; Zhang et al., 2021). I-deals often lead to heightened work performance
(Rofcanin et al., 2021; Taser et al., 2022), and therefore, co-workers may get motivated to
pursue them, expecting similar kinds of positive results for themselves. Previous research has
established that employees try to imitate the behaviors of their co-workers, particularly when
they perceive such behavior to be beneficial for them (Manz and Sims, 1981; Myers, 2018; Ng
et al., 2021). Since i-deal negotiation involves organizational authorization, which may take
some time (Clark, 1999; Simosi et al., 2021), employees may first resort to task crafting to
modify or redefine their tasks on their own. Hence, we hypothesize that witnessing co-workers’

i-deals will motivate employees to pursue task crafting.

H1: Witnessing co-workers’ i-deals is positively associated with task crafting by the employee.
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Task crafting signifies the modifications employees make in their tasks without any
explicit organizational consent. After making such modifications on their own, employees are
likely to feel more engaged in their work (Federici et al., 2021; Shin et al., 2020) and more
committed towards their career (Kundi et al., 2022; Wong et al., 2021). The enhanced work
engagement and career commitment symbolize energy resources (Hobfoll, 2001), which help
employees in not just surviving through their work demands but also meeting their performance
expectations (Christian et al., 2011). As a result, employees are driven to increase these energy
resources for themselves. This is supported by the resource investment principle of COR
theory, which states that “people must invest resources in order to protect against resource loss,
recover from losses, and gain resources” (Hobfoll, 2011, p. 197). Using this principle, we argue
that employees will invest their energy to pursue more task customizations in order to retain
and multiply their feelings of work engagement and career commitment. Since employees’ job
responsibilities are governed by organizational boundaries, they have a limited capacity to
modify their tasks on their own, ultimately leading them to seek their organization’s support or
consent for obtaining further task customizations. Therefore, we propose that task crafting will

motivate employees to pursue task i-deals negotiation.

H2: Task crafting is positively associated with task i-deals negotiation.

We have proposed that witnessing co-workers’ i-deals will motivate employees to
pursue customizations in their jobs. We further suggest that upon learning about the possibility
of, and acceptability of, making job customizations as well as the benefits of job
customizations, employees will want to start or accelerate their own resource accumulation
cycle. Understanding the pre-requisites to successfully receive the i-deal and carry out the
actual negotiation may take some time (Hochschild, 1997; Rousseau et al., 2016), leading
employees to first attempt crafting. Once they have tested the waters on the ground as well as
experienced the benefits for themselves (gain of energy resources like work engagement and

9
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career commitment), they will want to convert their own efforts (task crafting) into a more
legitimate resource (task i-deal). They will want to retain, protect and multiply their newly
acquired energy resources, for which they will want to obtain more such customizations, and
rather in a stable form (Rofcanin et al., 2021). This is supported by the basic idea behind COR
theory which states “individuals strive to obtain, retain, foster, and protect those things they
centrally value” (Hobfoll et al., 2018, p. 104). Therefore, we hypothesize that task crafting will

act as a mediator between witnessing co-workers’ i-deals and task i-deals negotiation.

H3: Task crafting has a mediating impact on the positive association between witnessing co-

workers’ i-deals and task i-deals negotiation.

Moderating role of need for legitimization (NL)

Employees’ perceptions of their need to obtain organizational approval or consent for
customizing their job elements is conceptualizsed as “need for legitimization of job
customization(s)”. Need for legitimization of job customizations(s) has not been studied in i-
deals research so far. Toil date, i-deals researchers have focused on the “individually
negotiated” feature of i-deals;—but employees’ perceptions of the necessity to obtain

organizational consent has not been captured.

Research has established that a person or an entity obtains legitimization to show to
others that they conform to the acceptable norms existing within the internal environment — the
organization, or the external environment — the society (Ashforth and Gibbs, 1990; Suchman,
1995). It is a way of justifying one’s actions (Smart Oruh et al., 2020). With respect to i-deals,
employees may feel the need to obtain legitimization to show - to themselves and others - that

their desired job customizations are acceptable within their organization.

We suggest that employees’ perceptions of the NL of their desired customization(s)

will affect their pursuit of i-deals negotiation. These perceptions may be shaped by the

10
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outcomes that an organization values (achieving well-being of its employees or maintaining
internal control of the organization or ensuring environmental adaptation and innovation or
ensuring productivity and goal achievement for optimum functioning of the organization) and
the resultant managerial practices. For instance, organizations having a performance
orientation may encourage their employees to excel in their careers (Prinee-et-al;20620:-House

et al., 2002; Prince et al., 2020). Employees belonging to such organizations may perceive that

their organizations are open to providing employees with individualized job elements. Such
perceptions can influence how strongly employees feel about their need for legitimizing their

desired customizations.

We propose that employees who strongly perceive that they require legitimization of
their desired task customization(s) are keener towards pursuing task i-deals negotiation. On the
contrary, employees whose NL is low, may not be so keen towards pursuing such explicit

negotiation for customization(s).

H4: NL (of task customizations) moderates the positive relationship between task crafting and
task i-deals negotiation, such that the positive relationship is stronger for employees with

greater NL as compared to those with lesser NL.

Combining hypotheses 3 (the mediation hypothesis) and 4 (the moderation hypothesis),
we propose a moderated mediation hypothesis: NL (of task customizations) will moderate the
indirect effect of witnessing co-workers’ i-deals on task i-deals negotiation through task

crafting.

HS5: The indirect effect of witnessing co-workers’ i-deals on employee’s task i-deals
negotiation via task crafting is stronger for employees with greater NL as compared to those

with lesser NL.

11
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Task i-deals negotiation and personal brand equity

In any job, employees must build a brand value which is unique to them (Clark, 2011). PBE is
a unique resource that employees start building from early on in their careers. Right from the
early-career stages, individuals pursue those professional assignments which would help them
in establishing their personal brands to increase their value in the employment market (Close
et al., 2011). Research on PBE was initiated by marketing scholars in their studies on human
brand (Thomson, 2006). Given the increasing importance of personal branding in managing
jobs and careers, PBE has been picked up by careers literature (Gorbatov et al., 2018, 2019).
Since PBE is a personal resource that can be developed by all employed people (Lair et al.,
2005), we included it in our study as an important outcome variable.

To hypothesize the association of task i-deals negotiation with PBE, this study uses the
resource gain corollary of COR theory, which states that “initial resource gains lead to future
resource gains” (Halbesleben et al., 2014, p. 1337). Successfully obtaining task i-deals helps
employees to obtain more useful resources such as abilities, knowledge, fitment-with-thejob
and-greater job_alignment and control (Rousseau et al., 2016). These instrumental resources
put employees in a psychologically advantageous position where they perceive themselves to
have a positive standing in their profession. Thus, we propose that gaining task i-deals can lead
to the gain of one’s PBE.

This is also supported by signaling theory which explains that signals are used to
convey powerful messages between two parties (Connelly et al., 2011). I-deal researchers have
highlighted that i-deals “can signal [to their recipients] the value an employer places on [them]”
(Rousseau et al., 2006, p. 979). The widely accepted perception that i-deals are given to good
performers (Rousseau et al., 2006), translates into signals of recognition of i-dealers’

competence by their organization (Ho and Kong, 2015). Hence, by providing task i-deals,

12
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employers convey to the i-dealers that they are held in high regard by their organizations,
strengthening i-dealers’ PBE perceptions.
H6: Successful task i-deals negotiation is positively associated with employees’ personal brand

equity.

A summary of proposed hypotheses is presented in Figure 1 below.

4. Methods

4.1 Sampling and Data Collection

Data were collected from full-time working professionals in IT and consulting industry in
India. IT and consulting firms are major contributors to the service sector in India, which is a

key driver to the Indian economy (IBEF, 2023).

Our choice of sample was driven by Eisenhardt’s (1989) recommendation about
theoretical sampling. Recent studies show that consulting and IT professionals engage in i-
deals negotiation at their workplaces (Anand et al., 2018; Avgoustaki and Cafiibano, 2024; Ng
and Feldman, 2015; Rofcanin et al., 2021, among others). IT and consulting professionals are
knowledge workers, who are heavily reliant on their expertise and knowledge to deliver their
work and grow in their career (Donnelly, 2009; Sokolov and Zavyalova, 2021). Their
organizsations are also dependent on them as they want to leverage their human capital to create
innovative solutions and products for their clients (Ray et al., 2023). Research suggests that
such professionals are crucial to drive clients’ relationships using their personal brand (Sokolov

and Zavyalova, 2021), and may have an advantageous position in their organizsations (Bal and

13
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Hornung, 2019; Dawson et al., 2013). Therefore, we chose to collect data from IT and
consulting professionals working in India. Our sample largely comprised alumni of top tier
academic institutions in India. Alumni of top tier academic institutions may hold a privileged
position and hence, one can expect these professionals to pursue i-deals negotiation and

personal brand development.

Individuals were invited to participate in the study via social media (e.g., Linkedin). All
participants were informed of the study’s objectives, duration, confidentiality of data, and their
rights as participants (right to exit the study at any time of their choice, voluntary participation,
and anonymity of their identity). Data were collected in three waves via online survey links,
separated by two months each. Two months’ time has been considered sufficient in
organizational behavior studies (Guo et al., 2022; Liu et al,, 2021). Four hundred460

individuals were invited to participate. Three hundred and three303 individuals completed all

the three surveys. Respondents who defaulted on attention check questions were removed,
resulting in a 277 sample size. Finally, participants who had not negotiated task i-deals
successfully were removed, resulting in a final dataset of 259 respondents. In the first round of
data collection, participants were requested to fill out their email id (to be used for all three
rounds of surveys) and their age. This information was used to generate a code for each
participant using a macro enabled automated script. The code consisted of first four characters
of their email id followed by the four digits of their birth year. In subsequent rounds of data
collection, the form had a field where the participants were asked to input the first four
characters of their email id and their birth year. In this way, data was matched throughout the
three rounds. Of the final respondents, 80 percent were male. The mean age of the participants
was 29 years. On-an average, they worked-fer 48 hours per week. Education-wise, 81 percent
participants-of the respondents had completed post-graduatione aﬂéabevedegfees%nekm
the rest were—graduateshad completed under-graduation. 44-79-pereent-participantsAbout 45
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percent of the respondents had 2-5 years of work experience and 68.73 percent partieipants-of

the respondents had worked under their current manager from 0-12 months (see Table II for

complete distribution).

4.2 Measures

Witnessing co-workers’ i-deals was measured at T1 with an adapted version of Hornung et al.’s
(2014) nine-item i-deals scale. The instruction was adapted to convey the meaning of
witnessing co-workers’ i-deals-forrespondents: “Employees negotiate with their organization
to customize their jobs to suit their personal needs, interests and strengths. In the following
statements, rate the extent to which you believe your co-workers have such arrangements. Co-
workers are people in your organization in a comparable position who have similar work loads
and with whom you work frequently.” The scale measures task i-deals (three items, sample
item: “job tasks that fit their personal strengths and talents”), developmental i-deals (three
items, sample item: “career options that suit their personal goals”), and flexibility i-deals (three
items, sample item: “a work schedule suited to them personally”). We added one more item to
developmental i-deals (previously used by Hornung et al., 2008), as we found it to be relevant
for our sample: “special opportunities for skill development”. The measure used a 7-point likert
scale (1=“Not at all” to 7=“To a very large extent”). Since our purpose was to capture whether

the respondents have witnessed any type of i-deal in their organization, we used this as a

second-order scale in our analysis (erenbach-alpha;a = 0.941).

Task crafting was measured at T2. Four-items of promotion-oriented task crafting from Bindl
et al. (2019)’s job crafting questionnaire (o = .844), with sample items as: “I actively took on
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more tasks in my work” and “I changed my tasks so that they were more challenging”, were

used with a 7-point likert scale (1= “Not at all” to 7= “To a very large extent”).

Need for legitimization was measured at T2. NL for task customizations was an adapted version
of the Hornung et al. (2014)’s three-item task i-deals scale (0. = 0.941). Sample item is:
“personally motivating job tasks”. The instruction was adapted to convey the meaning of NL
of customizations for respondents: “Employees customize their jobs to suit their personal
needs, interests and strengths which may require their organization’s approval. Please indicate
the extent to which you may require your organization's approval to make the following
customizations.” The measure used a 7-point likert scale (1= “Not at all” to 7= “To a very large

extent”).

Task i-deals negotiation was measured at T3 using Hornung et al. (2014)’s three-item task i-
deals scale (o = 0.856). Respondents were given the instruction: “Employees negotiate with
their organization to customize their jobs to suit their personal needs, interests and strengths.
In the following statements, rate the extent to which you have asked for and successfully

negotiated each of the personalized conditions (in the past two months).” Sample item is:

“personally motivating job tasks”. Since our study was on successful i-deals negotiation, we

anchored the ratings of the seven-point scale (1 = “Did not ask at all”, 2 = “Asked but did not
succeed”, 3 = “To a very small extent” to 7= “To a very large extent”) to ensure that the
respondents who were not successful in their i-deals negotiation were able to indicate so. We
included the data of only those respondents who had negotiated task i-deals successfully

(respondents who had marked a 1 or a 2 on all the items were excluded from the study).

Personal brand equity was measured at T3 using the Gorbatov et al.’s (2021) twelve-item scale.
The scale measures employees’ brand appeal (four items, sample item: “I have a positive

professional image among others”), brand differentiation (four items, sample item: “I am
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considered a better professional compared to others”), and brand recognition (four items,
sample item: “My name is well known in my professional field”). We used this scale as a
second-order scale because the purpose was to capture employees’ perceptions of their overall

personal brand equity (o= 0.941).

4.3 Control variables

Demographic variables controlled were age, gender, number of working hours, total working
experience and manager-employee tenure. The impact of these variables on task crafting and
task i-deals negotiation was controlled. Further, the impact of interpersonal influence on task
crafting and task i-deals negotiation was also controlled as it has been found to be influencing
both these variables (Philip, 2021; Rosen et al., 2013). Interpersonal influence was measured
with three items from Ferris et al.’s (2005) interpersonal influence scale; sample item is: “I am
able to make most people feel comfortable and at ease around me” (o = 0.885). Interpersonal
skills can also influence employees’ perceptions of their brand value, therefore we controlled
for its impact on PBE. All the control variables were measured at T1. The preliminary analysis
showed that age, number of working hours and manager-employee tenure did not have any
impact on task crafting and/or task i-deals negotiation. Hence, it was deemed appropriate to
remove them from the final hypotheses testing for more parsimonious results (Becker et al.,

2016).

5. Data analysis

There were no patterns of missing values in the data. We had already removed the defaulters
on attention check items. The final sample was—ef 259 respondents. The means, standard
deviation, and inter-correlations between the variables used in this study are given in Table IV.
The values of variance inflation factors (VIFs) for all constructs were below 10 (highest value

was 1.268); showing that multicollinearity was not an area of concern for this study (Hair et
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al., 1998). Further, we used mean-centred values of task crafting and NL to prevent any
multicollinearity issue (Aiken and West, 1991). PROCESS MACRO and simple linear
regression in R were used to test the hypotheses. First, measurement and structural models
were tested by running CFA in AMOS, which established the factorial validity of the

theoretical model.

Measurement model

Following the widely accepted recommendations of Hair et al. (2010), we first assessed
construct reliability for all the study variables. Cronbach alpha (o) values ranged from 0.844 to
0.949, and all the composite reliability (CR) values were greater than 0.70. These values
indicate that the variables had good internal consistency (Hair et al., 2010). Next, convergent
validity was assessed. The values of all item loadings were greater than 0.5 and significant at
p<0.001. Additionally, the values of AVE for all variables were greater than 0.50, indicating
that convergent validity for all variables was good (Hair et al., 2010). Lastly, following the
recommendations of Fornell and Larcker (1981), discriminant validity was assessed by
comparing the correlations between the variables with the square root of their AVE values (see
Table IV). Since values of square root of AVE were greater than all the correlation values for

all variables, it was established that discriminant validity was good (Hair et al., 2010).

In addition to conducting the CFA for assessing discriminant validity, we also used
heterotrait-monotrait ratio (HTMT) criterion (Henseler et al., 2015). HTMT is calculated using
correlations matrix of the variables (Henseler et al., 2015). It was done in MS Excel by using
the formula: HTMT (VarlVar2) = average (correlations of items across Varl and
Var2)/\/average (correlations of within Varl) * average (correlations of items within Var2). All
the HTMT values were well below the recommended value of 0.85 (see Table III), and thus

discriminant validity was upheld using this criterion also. These criteria are being used widely
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by researchers to establish the reliability and validity of study variables (Lathabhavan and

Griffiths, 2024; Sharma et al., 2022).

Structural model

The proposed theoretical model demonstrated good fit with the empirical data. The values of
model fit indices were within the acceptable range. The acceptable range is: CMIN/df should
be between 1 and 3, TLI and CFI should be greater than 0.90, RMSEA and SRMR should be
less than 0.80 (Hair et al., 2010; Hu and Bentler, 1999). The model fit indices values for this
study’s proposed model were well within the recommended range: CMIN = 760.426, df = 448,
CMIN/Af = 1.697, TLI = 0.952, CFI = 0.956, RMSEA = 0.052, SRMR = 0.052; indicating

good fitment of empirical data.

Common method bias

Several approaches were adopted to prevent the occurrence of common method bias (Podskaoff
et al., 2003). First, it was ensured that participants understood that their data would remain
confidential with the research group. This would reduce the social desirability bias (Podskaoff
et al., 2003). Second, well-established scales were used for all the constructs’ measurements.
This ensured that the items clearly represented the meaning of the construct (MacKenzie and
Podskaoff, 2012). Third, participants were informed that the survey questions were supposed
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to be filled out purely on the basis of their current experience of their professional life. There
was no sense of right or wrong associated with those questions. Fourth, it was ensured that the
participants understood the purpose of the research is purely professional (knowledge
enhancement for practitioners and academicians in the HR/OB field) and not personal. Fifth,
following the recommendations of MacKenzie and Podskaoff (2012), the measurement of
predictor, mediating and criterion variables was separated, by collecting data at three times in
two months lag. Lastly, Harman’s single factor test was run to evaluate if the variance in the
findings was due to the presence of any common method bias. The results demonstrated that
only 28 percent variance was explained by the single factor, which is well below the acceptable

limit of 50 percent (Chang et al., 2010).

Hypothesis testing and results

Hypotheses were tested using PROCESS MACRO in R (Hayes, 2012). First, Model 4 was used
to test hypotheses 1 to 3. Then, Model 14 was used to test hypotheses 4 and 5. 10000 bootstraps
and 95 percent confidence level were chosen for estimating bias-corrected confidence intervals
in the outputs for both models (Hayes, 2017). Lastly, we used the linear regression function
(Im) to test hypothesis 6.

Mediation test

Mediation results are presented in Table V. Hypothesis 1 proposed that witnessing co-workers’
i-deals was positively related to task crafting. It was supported as the path coefficient was
significant at p<0.001 and confidence intervals did not contain any zero (f =0.279, SE = 0.068,
95% CI=0.146 to 0.412). Hypothesis 2, proposing a positive relationship between task crafting
and task i-deals negotiation, was also supported ( = 0.232, SE = 0.051, 95% CI= 0.131 to
0.332). Hypothesis 3, proposing an indirect effect of witnessing co-workers’ i-deals on task i-
deals negotiation, via task crafting, was also supported (f =0.065, SE = 0.022, 95% CI=0.027

to 0.112). Since the effect of witnessing co-workers’ i-deals on task i-deals negotiation was
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also significant (B = 0.174, SE = 0.057, 95% CI= 0.062 to 0.286), we can conclude that there

was a partial mediation effect.

Moderation and moderated mediation tests

Hypothesis 4 proposed the moderating effect of NL on the positive relationship between task
crafting and task i-deals negotiation, such that the positive relationship is stronger for
employees with greater NL as compared to those with lesser NL. Interestingly, the results
showed counter-intuitive finding (see Table VI). The moderation effect was significant, but not
in the direction as hypothesized (§ = -0.072, t =-2.733, p<0.01, 95% CI=-0.124 to -0.020). It
showed negative (dampening) rather than positive (strengthening) effect. The simple slope
analysis is depicted in Figure 2. Since task crafting and NL were mean-centred, the values
depict the slopes for 1SD below mean, mean, and 1SD above mean. In figure 2, the slope is
steeper for 1SD below mean and mean values of NL, as compared to 1SD above mean. This
indicates that the moderating effect was significant for low (B = 0.370, SE = 0.066, 95% CI =
0.239 to 0.500) and average values (f = 0.249, SE = 0.051, 95% CI = 0.149 to 0.349) of NL,
and it became insignificant for high level (f = 0.128, SE = 0.069, 95% CI = -0.007 to 0.263)

of NL (also see Table VII).
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Insert Figure 2 here

Hypothesis 5 proposed a moderated mediation relationship between witnessing co-
workers’ i-deals and task i-deals negotiation, through task crafting, on NL. The index of
moderated mediation showed support for hypothesis 5 as the confidence intervals did not
include a zero (§ = -0.020, SE = 0.009, 95% CI = -0.040 to -0.004). Here again, the direction
of the impact was opposite from expected. It was negative, rather than positive. The moderating
effect for different levels of NL is reported in Table VII. For low NL, the first phase (i.e., the
analysis commands that run before bootstrapping) indirect effect is 0.370 and_for the second
phase (the analysis commands that run after bootstrapping) indirect effect is 0.103. The total
indirect effect is 0.038 (0.370*0.103). The direct effect is 0.177; and the total effect is 0.215
(0.038+0.177). For high NL, the first phase indirect effect is 0.128 and the same for the second
phase is 0.036. Total indirect effect is 0.005. The direct effect is 0.177 and the total effect is

0.182. The difference between the indirect \(-0.0334) and total (-0.0334) kffects for high and

low NL shows that the effect is much stronger for low NL.

Linear Regression for testing hypothesis 6

Last step of hypothesis testing involved testing the association between task i-deals negotiation
and PBE by using linear regression function in R. The impact of interpersonal influence on
PBE was controlled. The results show that task i-deals negotiation is positively associated with

PBE (B = 0.304, SE = 0.040, t value = 7.525, p <0.001).

22

Page 22 of 49


Akash Puri


Page 23 of 49 International Journal of Manpower

oNOYTULT D WN =

6. Discussion

In this study, we investigated the relationship between witnessing co-workers’ i-deals and task
crafting; and between task crafting and task i-deals negotiation. Further, the role of task crafting
as a mediator and the role of NL as a moderator were examined. Findings show a partial
mediation effect of task crafting on the positive relationship between witnessing co-workers’
i-deals and task i-deals negotiation. This mediation effect was stronger for employees who
perceive low NL as compared to those with high NL. The direction of NL’s moderating effect

was counter-intuitive to the proposed hypothesis, opening opportunities for future research.

Theoretical implications

Our study makes significant contributions to the task crafting and task i-deals literature. Despite
several similarities between job crafting and i-deals, research investigating the two constructs
together is scarce. This is one of the very few studies that investigate the two constructs

together.

Previous research has established that witnessing co-workers’ i-deals can convey to
employees that i-deals are feasible in their organization and can motivate them to negotiate
their own i—deals (Ng and Lucianetti, 2016; Skyes-Bridge et al., 2023). In a trickle-down study
of i-deals negotiation behavior, Rofcanin et al. (2018) highlighted that managers who
successfully negotiate i-deals for themselves set a leading example for their subordinates to
negotiate i-deals. In job crafting literature too, studies have shown crossover of crafting
behavior from employees to their co-workers and colleagues (Bakker et al., 2016; Demerouti
and Peeters, 2018; Peeters et al., 2016). The existing studies examine the transmission of the
same proactive behavior (i-deals or job crafting) from employees to other organizational
members. Our study extends this line of research by examining the effects of witnessing
coworkers’ i-deals on task crafting and task i-deals negotiation. Our results indicate that

witnessing co-workers’ successful i-deals negotiation seeds a desire in employees for pursuing
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customizations in their own jobs and the plausibility of getting it. As a result, they resort to

both crafting and i-deals negotiation to pursue task customizations at work.

The finding that task crafting acts as a mediator between witnessing co-workers’ i-deals
and task i-deals negotiation indicates that employees try to build their capability (to make and
manage the task customizations) before seeking formal approval. Partial mediation shows that
crafting could be one of the routes that employees may choose to pursue i-deals negotiation.
However, it is not necessary that all employees will pursue crafting before i-deals negotiation
or that all i-deals negotiation will happen after crafting. For instance, an employee who
witnessed their co-worker negotiating permission to work on a more challenging project, might

approach the manager to negotiate the same, without attempting prior crafting for the same.

The positive association of task crafting with task i-deals negotiation indicates that
successful task customizations without organizational involvement build confidence in
employees, which serves as an impetus to seek formal consent. Employees therefore, get
motivated to foster, retain and sustain the resources gained through task crafting by investing
effort in negotiating task i-deals. This finding shows the importance of conducting research on
interdependent proactive behaviors at work as it provides insights into how employees make

efforts (that go noticed or unnoticed) to accumulate resources for themselves at work.

NL requires attention since the need for authorization underpins i-deals. Contrary to our
hypothesis, we found that the effect of NL was stronger for employees with low NL and it
became insignificant for those with high NL. This counterintuitive finding opens avenues for
future research. First, pursuing task crafting usually offers better task and career satisfaction
and strengthens engagement with work (Dubbelt et al., 2019); making employees enter a
positive resource gain cycle. This may precipitate the employee to invest more energy in

obtaining additional resources by negotiating for task i-deals, to help sustain the satisfaction,
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engagement and associated resources gathered through task crafting. Second, since the
motivation to pursue task customizations is triggered by witnessing i-deals, they may want to
have the first-hand experience of negotiating i-deals with their organization, even if their NL
is low. Lastly, employees may be negotiating i-deals to verify whether they are being perceived
as valuable enough to be awarded an i-deal. This may be further explained by the positive

association of task i-deals negotiation with PBE as discussed below.

The positive association of task i-deals negotiation with employees’ PBE indicates that
employees pursue task i-deals negotiation to verify and/or build their personal brand equity.
Researchers have indicated that employees should ideally have a good relationship with their
manager (Skyes-Bridge et al., 2023), and an established reputation for continuous high
performance (Rousseau et al., 2006), to increase their chances of receiving task i-deals.
Successful task i-deals negotiation conveys to employees that their organization “not only
recognizes their competence and skill sets, but also values them to the extent of reconfiguring
their work tasks so as to better utilize such skill sets” (Ho and Kong, 2015, p. 151). Employees
therefore, may pursue task i-deals negotiation, despite low NL, to verify their worthiness in the
eyes of their organization and enhance their own and others’ perceptions of their PBE. This
finding contributes to the job design literature too, which has since its inception moved from
focus on predictability and efficiency through standardized job designs (Taylor, 1911), to
examining how job design/redesign leads to work engagement, job satisfaction, job
performance, person-job fitment, employee well-being, etc. (Oldham and Fried, 2016). The
advent and growth of research on task crafting, not only recognized that job redesign can be
initiated by the employee (bottom-up) without awaiting managerial interventions (top-down),
but also recognized the individual requirements that defy the one-size-fits-all approach to job

design. Job customizations not only help to meet employees’ unique needs/aspirations, but can
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also create avenues for their brand appeal, differentiation and recognition, within and outside

of their organization, an insight surfaced by our findings pertaining to PBE.

These findings show that i-deals pursuit is a proactive attempt at building resource
reservoirs. Researchers advocate that “people employ key resources not only to respond to
stress, but also to build a reservoir of sustaining resources for times of future need” (Hobfoll et
al., 2014, p. 104). With regard to i-deals, the findings of this research indicate that employees
may use task i-deals negotiation as a route to adding to their reservoir of resources such as

reputation that they could bank upon for immediate or future use.

Our study also advances the literature on PBE. It is one of the earliest studies in HR
literature that shows the relevance of the construct. Personal brand equity is a psychological
resource for employees, which gives them confidence that they have a personal brand and
people in their organization (especially the manager or the negotiating agent) and their
professional field are aware of it. They may not need to use their brand equity in the present
but they develop and verify it, so it can be used in future for more resource gain or resource

loss prevention.

Practical implications

I-deals are an important source of positive reinforcement which signal the value of the
employee for the organization. I-deals therefore need to be used carefully as they have the
potential to impact the organizational culture in several ways. The results from our study show
the importance of witnessing i-deals in perpetuating job customizations in the organization.
This makes it pertinent for the managers and organizations to be aware of and open towards

job customizations pursued by employees.

When an i-deal is granted, it signals the acceptability of that type of job customization

in the organization, which those witnessing the deal may also pursue. Since employees may
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pursue job customizations without explicitly informing or negotiating with the organization (in
the form of crafting), managing the perceptions regarding acceptability of job customizations
becomes more crucial. The perceptions created by i-deals grant guide crafting efforts also. This
is especially important while granting competence-enabling and/or signaling i-deals as they
may influence employees’ crafting efforts also. Hence, managers and organizations should give
careful consideration to the scope and the eligibility criterion behind the task customizations
that they are allowing. They should maintain transparency regarding the rationale behind
granting task i-deals to any employee, and ensure that other employees qualifying the same
rationale are also able to obtain their task i-deals. This would also help them in maintaining

justice and equity perceptions.

The perception setting regarding acceptable task customizations could also be used as
an indirect reinforcement mechanism to encourage those customizations that are beneficial for
the organization. In this direction, organizations and managers may appreciate and promote
those i-deals that align with the goals and values of the organization. For instance, if an
organization values innovation, and an employee negotiates working on developing a
technologically advanced integrated customer service chatbot and delivers a good prototype of
the same, the organization could grant them some time to work on the same. Granting such

deals can impact organizational culture fostering greater innovation and proactivity.

Since i-deals are known to be beneficial for both employees and employers (Rousseau
et al., 2006; 2016), managers and organizations may want to check-in on the progress of the i-
deal granted by them. It may be advisable to hold the employees accountable for execution of
their i-deals, wherever necessary. This may be done by, for instance, incorporating the i-deal
execution as the employee’s key performance indicator for that year. This would ensure that
employees feel responsible for executing their part of the i-deal’s promise. Doing so would
give signals to those witnessing the i-deals that organizations expect reciprocations in return of
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the i-deals. Resultantly, it would promote a mutual and responsible culture with respect to job

customizations behavior in the organizations.

The insight that employees may be using i-deals obtainment to verify and position
themselves as competent and worthy of being invested into, has broader implications for
organizations. Until now, grant of i-deals have been seen as an employer branding tool to
enhance their reputation and attract talented individuals to their organization. This study shows
that vice-versa is also true, that is.i-e; employees may use i-deal obtainment to enhance their
personal brand, which can help them to strengthen their position in the employment market and
social media visibility. In order to avoid incorrect portrayal of the granted deals, organizations
need to keep a thorough record of the reasons and process through which an i-deal was granted.
Repeated negotiations of certain customizations can help the organizations—te understand if

certain policy refinements are needed.

7. Limitations and future research directions

This paper provides important insights into task crafting and task i-deals negotiation behavior.
However, these findings need to be considered in light of the constraints of the study. Our data
came from employees working full-time in IT and consulting profiles in India. Future studies
can validate these findings for employees working in other industries and countries.; and on
different employment status (such as part-time). Future studies could also look at the
differences in task crafting and i-deals negotiation behavior of employees belonging to public

versuss: private sector. This would surface-reveal deeper insights into the contextual factors

shaping crafting and i-deals negotiations and grants. Our data came predominantly from alumni
of reputed tier one institutes in India. Employees from such top-ranking institutes might be
more inclined towards building their personal brands. Future researchers can test whether the
positive association between task i-deals negotiation and PBE holds true for employees coming

from other schools/colleges too. Additionally, future studies could take into consideration the
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multiple crafting efforts that an employee may undertake before seeking i-deals. Investigating
these multiple efforts can provide insights into the crafter’s / i-dealer’s chosen goals, strategies
for progression to these goals, self-evaluation, regulation and persistence towards this pursuit,
among other aspects. This opens avenues for widening the theoretical lenses used in the i-deals
literature (Liao et al., 2016; Simosi et al., 2021). Ffor instance, drawing upon the social
cognitive theory;—whieh can help to comprehensively capture the reciprocity between the
personal, behavioural and environmental factors shaping an individual's behavior. This also
requires an integration of the temporal factors associated with these efforts. Researchers may
also want to measure PBE at several time points to capture the changes in PBE after successful

job customizations attempts.

This study also demonstrates that negotiating task customizations with the organization
is not only an attempt at strengthening the task satisfaction but also a proactive effort at
building/verifying one’s PBE. Future researchers can investigate additional signals that
successful i-deals may convey to those within and outside of the organization. NL has emerged
as an interesting construct requiring future research attention. The finding that the effect of NL
became insignificant for those with high NL indicates several possibilities. It is potentially
likely that other internal factors such as the desire for the customization (strength and salience)
and the employee’s confidence in their capability (self-efficacy) may be playing a greater
motivational role in nudging them to pursue i-deals negotiation. Future research could examine
this in detail. Further, the sources shaping the perceptions of NL and its effects on other types
of'i-deals could be investigated. For instance, the impact of seniority in the organization, career
stage of the individual, risk taking capacity of the individual among other aspects could shape
the perceptions of NL. Additionally, the interlinkage between other types of crafting and i-

deals merits attention.

29



oNOYTULT D WN =

International Journal of Manpower

References

Adams, J.S. (1965), “Inequity in social exchange”, L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology (Vol. 2), Academic Press, New York, pp. 267-299.

Aiken, L.S. and West, S.G. (1991), Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions,
Sage, Newbury Park.

Anand, S., Hu, J., Vidyarthi, P. and Liden, R.C. (2018), “Leader-member exchange as a
linking pin in the idiosyncratic deals-Performance relationship in workgroups”, The
Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 29 No. 6, pp. 698-708.

Ashforth, B.E. and Gibbs, B.W. (1990), “The double-edge of organizational legitimation”,
Organization Science, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 177-194.

Avgoustaki, A. and Caiiibano, A. (2024), “Flexible working and employee well-being: Why
does the difference between formal FWAs and informal flexibility I-deals matter?”,
European  Management Journal, Vol. ahead-of-print No. ahead-of-print,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.04.006.

Bakker, A.B., Rodriguez-Muiloz, A and Sanz Vergel, A.I. (2016), “Modelling job crafting

behaviors: Implications for work engagement”, Human Relations, Vol. 69 No. 1, pp.
169-189.

Bal, P. M. and Déci, E. (2018), “Neoliberal ideology in work and organizational psychology”,
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 27 No. 5, pp. 536-
548.

Bal, P.M. and Hornung, S. (2019), “Individualisation of work: From psychological contracts
to ideological deals”, Griep, Y. and Cooper, G. (Eds.), Handbook of Research on the
Psychological Contract at Work, Edward Elgar Publishing, Germany, pp. 143-163.

Bandura, A. (1977), Social learning theory, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Becker, T.E., Atinc, G., Breaugh, J.A., Carlson, K.D., Edwards, J.R. and Spector, P.E. (2016),
“Statistical control in correlational studies: 10 essential recommendations for
organizational researchers”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 37 No. 2, pp.
157-167.

Bindl, U.K., Unsworth, K.L., Gibson, C.B. and Stride, C.B. (2019), “Job crafting revisited:
Implications of an extended framework for active changes at work™, Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 104 No. 5, p. 605.

Brenninkmeijer, V. and Hekkert-Koning, M. (2015), “To craft or not to craft: The

30

Page 30 of 49


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2024.04.006

Page 31 of 49 International Journal of Manpower

oNOYTULT D WN =

relationships between regulatory focus, job crafting and work outcomes”, Career
Development International, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 147-162.

Bruning, P.F. and Campion, M.A. (2018), “A role-resource approach—avoidance model of job
crafting: A multimethod integration and extension of job crafting theory”, Academy of
Management Journal, Vol. 61 No. 2, pp. 499-522.

Chang, S.J., Van Witteloostuijn, A. and Eden, L. (2010), “From the Editors: Common method
variance in international business research”, Journal of International Business Studies,
Vol. 41 No. 2, pp. 178-184.

Christian, M.S., Garza, A.S. and Slaughter, J.E. (2011), “Work engagement: A quantitative
review and test of its relations with task and contextual performance”, Personnel
Psychology, Vol. 64 No. 1, pp. 89-136.

Clark, V.S. (1999), Making sense of part-time professional work arrangements, Doctoral
dissertation, University of British Columbia.

Clark, D. (2011), “Reinventing your personal brand”, Harvard Business Review, Vol. 89 No.
3, pp. 78-82.

Close, A.G., Moulard, J.G. and Monroe, K.B. (2011), “Establishing human brands:
Determinants of placement success for first faculty positions in marketing”, Journal of
the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 39 No. 6, pp. 922-941.

Connelly, B.L., Certo, S.T., Ireland, R. D. and Reutzel, C.R. (2011), “Signaling theory: A
review and assessment”, Journal of Management, Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 39-67.

Dawson, G.S., Karahanna, E. and Buchholtz, A. (2013), “A study of psychological contract
breach spillover in multiple-agency relationships in consulting professional service
firms”, Organization Science, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 149-170.

Demerouti, E. and Peeters, M.C. (2018), “Transmission of reduction-oriented crafting among
colleagues: A diary study on the moderating role of working conditions”, Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 91 No. 2, pp. 209-234.

Donnelly, R. (2009), “The knowledge economy and the restructuring of employment: the
case of consultants”, Work, Employment and Society, Vol. 23 No. 2, pp. 323-341.

Dubbelt, L., Demerouti, E. and Rispens, S. (2019), “The value of job crafting for work
engagement, task performance, and career satisfaction: longitudinal and quasi-
experimental evidence”, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 300-314.

Eisenhardt, K.M. (1989), “Building theories from case study research”, Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 14 No. 4, pp. 532-550.

31



oNOYTULT D WN =

International Journal of Manpower

Ererdi, C., Wang, S., Rofcanin, Y. and Las Heras, M. (2023), “Understanding flexibility
i-deals: integrating performance motivation in the context of Colombia”, Personnel
Review, Vol. 52 No. 4, pp. 1094-1109.

Federici, E., Boon, C. and Den Hartog, D.N. (2021), “The moderating role of HR practices on
the career adaptability—job crafting relationship: a study among employee—manager
dyads”, The International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 32 No. 6, pp.
1339-1367.

Ferris, G.R., Treadway, D.C., Kolodinsky, R.W., Hochwarter, W.A., Kacmar, C.J.,

Douglas, C. and Frink, D.D. (2005), “Development and validation of the political skill
inventory”, Journal of Management, Vol. 31 No. 1, pp. 126-152.

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error: algebra and statistics”, Journal of Marketing
Research, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 382-388.

Gascoigne, C. and Kelliher, C. (2018), “The transition to part-time: How professionals
negotiate ‘reduced time and workload’ i-deals and craft their jobs”, Human Relations,
Vol. 71 No. 1, pp. 103-125.

Geldenhuys, M., Bakker, A.B. and Demerouti, E. (2021), “How task, relational and cognitive
crafting relate to job performance: A weekly diary study on the role of meaningfulness”,
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 83-94.

Gibson, S. K. (2004), “Social learning (cognitive) theory and implications for human
resource development”, Advances in Developing Human Resources, Vol. 6 No. 2, pp.
193-210.

Gorbatov, S., Khapova, S.N. and Lysova, E.I. (2018), “Personal branding: Interdisciplinary
systematic review and research agenda”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 9 No.
November, pp. 1-17.

Gorbatov, S., Khapova, S.N. and Lysova, E.I. (2019), “Get noticed to get ahead: The impact
of personal branding on career success”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 10 No.
December, pp. 1-13.

Gorbatov, S., Khapova, S.N., Oostrom, J.K. and Lysova, E.I. (2021), “Personal brand
equity: Scale development and validation”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 74 No. 3, pp.
505-542.

Guerrero, S. and Challiol-Jeanblanc, H. (2016), “Idiosyncratic deals and helping behavior:
The moderating role of i-deal opportunity for co-workers”, Journal of Business and

Psychology, Vol. 31, pp 433-443.

32

Page 32 of 49



Page 33 of 49 International Journal of Manpower

oNOYTULT D WN =

Guerrero, S., Bentein, K. and Garcia-Faliéres, A. (2021), “Countering the effects of
occupational stigma on emotional exhaustion and absences with idiosyncratic deals”,
International Journal of Stress Management, Vol. 28 No. 2, p. 130.

Guo, L., Cheng, K., Luo, J. and Zhao, H. (2022), “Trapped in a loss spiral: How and when
work alienation relates to knowledge hiding”, The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, Vol. 33 No. 20, pp. 4004-4033.

Hair, J.F., Anderson, R.E., Tatham, R.L. and Black, W.C. (1998), Multivariate Data Analysis,
5th ed., Prentice Hall, New Jersey, USA.

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B. and Anderson, R. (2010), Multivariate data analysis, 7th ed.,
Prentice-Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA.

Halbesleben, J. R., Neveu, J. P., Paustian-Underdahl, S. C. and Westman, M. (2014), “Getting
to the “COR” understanding the role of resources in conservation of resources theory”,
Journal of Management, Vol. 40 No. 5, pp. 1334-1364.

Hayes, A.F. (2012), PROCESS: A versatile computational tool for observed variable
mediation, moderation, and conditional process modeling, In.

Hayes, A.F. (2017), Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process
Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach, The Guilford Press, New York.

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2015), “A new criterion for assessing
discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling”, Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 43 No. 1, pp. 115-135.

Hobfoll, S.E. (1989), “Conservation of resources: A new attempt at conceptualizing stress”,
American Psychologist, Vol. 44, pp. 513-524.

Hobfoll, S.E. (2001), “The influence of culture, community, and the nested-self in the stress
process: Advancing conservation of resources theory”, Applied Psychology: An
International Review, Vol. 50 No. 3, pp. 337-421.

Hobfoll, S.E. (2011), “Conservation of resources theory: Its implication for stress, health, and
Resilience”, Folkman, S. (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of stress, health, and coping (pp.
127-147), Oxford University Press, Oxford, England.

Hobfoll, S.E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J.P. and Westman, M. (2018), “Conservation of
resources in the organizational context: The reality of resources and their
consequences”, Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational
Behavior, Vol. 5 No. 1, pp. 103-128.

Hochschild, A.R. (1997). The time bind: When work becomes home and home becomes work.

New York: Macmillan.

33



oNOYTULT D WN =

International Journal of Manpower

Ho, V.T. and Kong, D.T. (2015), “Exploring the signaling function of idiosyncratic deals and
their interaction”, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 131,
pp. 149-161.

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D.M., Weigl, M., Miiller, A. and Glaser, J. (2014), “Redesigning
work through idiosyncratic deals”, European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, Vol. 23 No. 4, pp. 608-626.

House, R., Javidan, M., Hanges, P. and Dorfman, P. (2002), “Understanding cultures and
implicit leadership theories across the globe: an introduction to project GLOBE”,
Journal of World Business, Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 3-10.

Hu, L. and Bentler, P. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit indices in covariance structure analysis:
conventional criteria versus new alternatives”, Structural Equation Modeling, Vol. 6,
pp. 1-55.

IBEF (2023), Service Sector Contribution to India’s GDP, accessed at
https://www.ibef.org/research/case-study/service-sector-contribution-to-india-s-gdp

Jiang, Z., Wang, Y., Li, W., Peng, K.Z. and Wu, C.H. (2023), “Career proactivity: A

bibliometric literature review and a future research agenda”, Applied Psychology, Vol.
72 No. 1, pp.144-184.

Kelly, C.M., Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Ogbonnaya, C., Marescaux, E. and Bosch, M.J.
(2020), “Seeking an ‘“i-deal” balance: Schedule-flexibility i-deals as mediating
mechanisms between supervisor emotional support and employee work and home
performance”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 118, p. 103369.

Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, Z., Erdogan, B., Caughlin, D.E. and Bauer, T. N. (2024),
“Transformational leadership, idiosyncratic deals and employee outcomes”, Personnel
Review, Vol. 53 No. 2, pp. 562-579.

Kimwolo, A. and Cheruiyot, T. (2018), “Intrinsically motivating idiosyncratic deals and
innovative work behaviour”, International Journal of Innovation Science, Vol. 11 No.
1, pp. 31-47.

Kundi, Y.M., Hollet-Haudebert, S. and Peterson, J. (2022), “Career adaptability, job crafting
and subjective career success: the moderating roles of lone wolf personality and
positive perfectionism”, Personnel Review, Vol. 51 No. 3, pp. 945-965.

Lathabhavan, R. and Griffiths, M.D. (2024), "Antecedents and job outcomes from a self-
efficacy perspective while working from home among professionals during the
COVID-19 pandemic", International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 45 No. 2, pp. 217-
236.

34

Page 34 of 49


https://www.ibef.org/research/case-study/service-sector-contribution-to-india-s-gdp

Page 35 of 49 International Journal of Manpower

oNOYTULT D WN =

Lair, D.J., Sullivan, K. and Cheney, G. (2005), “Marketization and the recasting of the
professional self: The rhetoric and ethics of personal branding”, Management
Communication Quarterly, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 307-343.

Liao, C., Wayne, S.J. and Rousseau, D.M. (2016), “Idiosyncratic deals in contemporary
organizations: A qualitative and meta-analytical review”, Journal of Organizational
Behavior, Vol. 37, S9-S29.

Liu, C., Yang, J., Liu, J. and Zhu, L. (2021), “The effect of abusive supervision on employee
deviant behaviors: an identity-based perspective”, The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, Vol. 32 No. 4, pp. 948-978.

Lopper, E., Horstmann, K.T. and Hoppe, A. (2024), “The Approach-Avoidance Job Crafting
Scale: Development and validation of a measurement of the hierarchical structure of
job crafting”, Applied Psychology, Vol. 73 No. 1, pp. 93-134.

Mackintosh, C. and McDermott, A.M. (2023), “The implications of market-based versus
supportive idiosyncratic deal pathways”, Group & Organization Management, Vol. 48
No. 1, pp. 125-155.

MacKenzie, S.B. and Podaskoff, P.M. (2012), “Common method bias in marketing: causes,
mechanisms, and procedural remedies”, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 88 No. 4, pp. 542-
555.

Manz, C.C. and Sims H.P. Jr (1981), “Vicarious learning: The influence of modeling on
organizational behavior”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 6, pp. 105-113.

Marescaux, E., De Winne, S. and Sels, L. (2019), “Idiosyncratic deals from a distributive
justice perspective: Examining co-workers’ voice behavior”, Journal of Business
Ethics, Vol. 154, pp. 263-281.

Myers, C.G. (2018), “Coactive vicarious learning: Toward a relational theory of vicarious
learning in organizations”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 43, pp. 610-634.

Ng, T.W. (2017), “Can idiosyncratic deals promote perceptions of competitive climate, felt
ostracism, and turnover?”’, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 99, pp.118-131.

Ng, T.W. and Feldman, D.C. (2015), “Idiosyncratic deals and voice behavior”, Journal of
Management, Vol. 41 No, 3, pp. 893-928.

Ng, T.W., Lucianetti, L., Hsu, D.Y., Yim, F.H. and Sorensen, K.L. (2021), “You Speak, I
Speak: The Social-Cognitive Mechanisms of Voice Contagion”, Journal of
Management Studies, Vol. 58 No. 6, pp.1569-1608.

Ng, T.W. and Lucianetti, L. (2016), “Goal striving, idiosyncratic deals, and job behavior”,

35



oNOYTULT D WN =

International Journal of Manpower

Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 37 No. 1, pp. 41-60.

Oldham, G.R. and Fried, Y. (2016), “Job design research and theory: Past, present and
future”, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 136, pp. 20-35.

Parker, S.K. and Collins, C.G. (2010), “Taking stock: Integrating and differentiating multiple
proactive behaviors”, Journal of Management, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp.633-662.

Peeters, M.C., Arts, R. and Demerouti, E. (2016), “The crossover of job crafting between
coworkers and its relationship with adaptivity”, European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, Vol. 25 No. 6, pp. 819-832.

Prince, N.R., Prince, J.B. and Kabst, R. (2020), “National culture and incentives: Are
incentive practices always good”, Journal of World Business, Vol. 55 No. 3, p. 101075.

Philip, J. (2021), “A multi-study approach to examine the interplay of proactive personality
and political skill in job crafting”, Journal of Management & Organization, pp. 1-20.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method
biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, p. 879.

Ray, P., Ray, S. and Kumar, V. (2023), “A knowledge-based view of emerging market firm
internationalization: the case of the Indian IT industry”, Journal of Knowledge
Management, Vol. 27 No. 4, pp. 1086-1108.

Rofcanin, Y., Afacan Findikli, M., Heras, M.L. and Ererdi, C. (2022), “Idiosyncratic Deals
and Individualization of Human Resource Management Practices: The Growth of HR
Differentiation, Anand, S. and Rofcanin, Y. (Eds.), Idiosyncratic Deals at Work:
Exploring  Individual, Organizational, and Societal Perspectives, Springer
International Publishing, Cham, Switzerland, pp. 119-142.

Rofcanin, Y., Berber, A., Koch, S. and Sevinc, L. (2016), “Job crafting and I-deals: A study
testing the nomological network of proactive behavior”, The International Journal of
Human Resource Management, Vol. 27 No. 22, pp. 2695-2726.

Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Bal, P.M., Van der Heijden, B.I. and Taser Erdogan, D. (2018),
“A trickle-down model of task and development i-deals”, Human Relations, Vol. 71
No. 11, pp. 1508-1534.

Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M., Jose Bosch, M., Stollberger, J. and Mayer, M. (2021), “How do
weekly obtained task i-deals improve work performance? The role of relational context
and structural job resources”, European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, Vol. 30 No. 4, pp. 555-565.

Rosen, C.C., Slater, D.J., Chang, C.H. and Johnson, R.E. (2013), “Let’s make a deal:

36

Page 36 of 49



Page 37 of 49 International Journal of Manpower

oNOYTULT D WN =

Development and validation of the ex post i-deals scale”, Journal of Management, Vol.
39 No. 3, pp. 709-742.

Rousseau, D.M. (2001), “The idiosyncratic deal: Flexibility versus fairness?”, Organizational
Dynamics, Vol. 29, pp. 260-273.

Rousseau, D.M. (2005), I-deals: Idiosyncratic deals employees bargain for themselves, M. E.
Sharpe, New York.

Rousseau, D.M., Ho, V.T. and Greenberg, J. (2006), “I-deals: Idiosyncratic terms in
employment relationships ”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 977-
994.

Rousseau, D.M., Tomprou, M. and Simosi, M. (2016), “Negotiating flexible and fair
idiosyncratic deals (i-deals)”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 45 No. 3, pp. 185-196.

Rudolph, C.W., Katz, .M., Lavigne, K.N. and Zacher, H. (2017), “Job crafting: A meta-
analysis of relationships with individual differences, job characteristics, and work
outcomes”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 102, pp. 112-138.

Sharma, M., Luthra, S., Joshi, S. and Kumar, A., (2022), “Analysing the impact of
sustainable human resource management practices and industry 4.0 technologies
adoption on employability skills”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 43 No. 2,
pp.463-485.

Shin, Y., Hur, W.M. and Choi, W.H. (2020), “Coworker support as a double-edged sword: A
moderated mediation model of job crafting, work engagement, and job performance”,
The International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 31 No. 11, pp. 1417-
1438.

Simosi, M., Rousseau, D.M. and Weingart, L.R. (2021), “Opening the black box of i-deals
negotiation: integrating i-deals and negotiation research”, Group & Organization
Management, Vol. 46 No. 2, pp. 186-222.

Simosi, M., Aldossari, M., Chaudhry, S. and Rousseau, D.M. (2023), “Uncovering missing
voices: Invisible aspects of idiosyncratic deals (i-deals)” Group & Organization
Management, Vol. 48 No. 1, pp. 3-30.

Singh, S. and Vidyarthi, P.R. (2018), “Idiosyncratic deals to employee outcomes: Mediating
role of social exchange relationships”, Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies,
Vol. 25 No. 4, pp. 443-455.

Skyes-Bridge, 1., Bordia, P., Garcia, P.R.J.M., Amarnani, R.K. and Bordia, S. (2023),
“Factors affecting request & receipt of [-deals: An investigation in the context of

older workers”, Group & Organization Management, Vol. 48 No. 1, pp. 80-124.

37



oNOYTULT D WN =

International Journal of Manpower

Smart Oruh, E., Nwagbara, U., Mordi, C. and Mushfiqur, R. (2020), “Legitimisation
strategies and managerial capture: a critical discourse analysis of employment relations
in Nigeria”, The International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 31 No.
22, pp. 2866-2892.

Sokolov, D. and Zavyalova, E. (2021), “Human resource management systems and
intellectual capital: is the relationship universal in knowledge-intensive firms?”,
International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 42 No. 4, pp. 683-701.

Srikanth, P.B., Jomon, M.G. and Thakur, M. (2022), “Developmental idiosyncratic i-deals
and its influence on promotability decisions: the joint roles of proactive personality and
developmental challenge”, The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, Vol. 33 No. 10, pp. 2083-2108.

Suchman, M.C. (1995), “Managing legitimacy: Strategic and institutional approaches”,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 571-610.

Sun, N., Song, H. and Li, H. (2021), “Idiosyncratic deals and occupational well-being in the
hospitality industry: the mediating role of organization-based self-esteem”,
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, Vol. 33 No. 10, pp.
3797-3813.

Taser, D., Rofcanin, Y., Las Heras, M. and Bosch, M.J. (2022), “Flexibility I-deals and
prosocial motives: A trickle-down perspective”, The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, Vol. 33 No. 21, pp. 4334-4359.

Taylor, F.W. (1911), The Principles of Scientific Management, Harper, New Y ork.

Thomson, M. (2006), “Human brands: Investigating antecedents to consumers’ strong

attachments to celebrities”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 70 No. 3, pp. 104-119.

Tomas, J., Lee, H.J., Bettac, E.L., Jenkins, M.R., De Witte, H., Probst, T.M. and Masli¢
Sersi¢, D. (2023), “Benefiting the organization while helping yourself: a three-wave
study of reciprocal effects between job crafting and innovative work behaviour”,
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, pp. 1-16.

Tims, M. and Bakker, A.B. (2010), “Job crafting: Towards a new model of individual job
Redesign”, S4 Journal of Industrial Psychology, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 1-9.

Tims, M., Bakker, A.B. and Derks, D. (2012), “Development and validation of the job
crafting scale”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 80 No. 1, pp. 173-186.

Wang, H., Demerouti, E. and Le Blanc, P. (2017), “Transformational leadership, adaptability,
and job crafting: The moderating role of organizational identification”, Journal of

Vocational Behavior, Vol. 100, pp. 185-195.

38

Page 38 of 49



Page 39 of 49 International Journal of Manpower

oNOYTULT D WN =

Wang, S., Liu, Y. and Shalley, C.E. (2018), “Idiosyncratic deals and employee creativity: The
mediating role of creative self-efficacy”, Human Resource Management, Vol. 57 No.
6, pp. 1443-1453.

Weick, K.E., Sutcliffe, K.M. and Obstfeld, D. (2005), “Organizing and the process of
Sensemaking”, Organization Science, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 409-421.

Wessels, C., Schippers, M.C., Stegmann, S., Bakker, A.B., Van Baalen, P.J. and Proper, K.I.
(2020), “Fostering flexibility in the new world of work: a model of time-spatial job
crafting”, Frontiers in Psychology, Vol. 10 No. 505, pp. 1-13.

Wong, S.I., Kost, D. and Fieseler, C. (2021), “From crafting what you do to building
resilience for career commitment in the gig economy”, Human Resource Management
Journal, Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 918-935.

Wrzesniewski, A. and Dutton, J.E. (2001), “Crafting a job: Revisioning employees as active
crafters of their work™, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 26 No. 2, pp. 179-201.

Zhang, X., Deng, H., Xia, Y. and Lan, Y. (2021), “Employability paradox: The effect of
development idiosyncratic deals on recipient employees’ turnover intention”, Frontiers
in Psychology, Vol. 12, p. 696309.

Zhang, F. and Parker, S.K. (2019), “Reorienting job crafting research: A hierarchical structure
of job crafting concepts and integrative review”, Journal of Organizational Behavior,
Vol. 40 No. 2, pp. 126-146.

Zhang, X., Wu, W., Zhang, Y., Deng, H., Lan, Y. and Li, D. (2021), “The effects of
coworkers' development idiosyncratic deals on employees' cooperation intention”,

Social Behavior and Personality: an International Journal, Vol. 49 No. 11, pp. 1-12.

39



oNOYTULT D WN =

Figure 1: Theoretical model
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Figure 2: Interaction effect of task crafting and need for legitimization on task i-deals
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Table I: Distinguishing features of job crafting and i-deals

Features

I-deals

Target

Theoretical

grounding

Route

Content

Timing

Job Crafting
Job crafting is primarily
targeted at meeting

employees’ personal needs.
Crafting efforts may or may
not be beneficial to the
organization.

Job crafting construct is
grounded in the job demands-
resources theory.

Crafting is pursued through
multiple routes, for example,
by increasing the number of
interactions in the workplace.

Crafting changes are related to
the job (tasks and relations on
the job, mindset about the job,
etc.).

Crafting is pursued while the
employee is on the job.

I-deals, though also targeted to meet
employees’ personal needs, are obtained
with a mutual agreement between the
employee and the organization, and are
therefore typically beneficial for both
the parties.

I-deals construct is grounded in the
social exchange theory.

I-deals are obtained only after an
explicit discussion (obtaining consent or
support) with an  organizational
representative (supervisor, leader, etc.).

Employees negotiate a wide range of i-
deals including their compensation and
schedule.

I-deals can be entered into both at the
time of recruitment and during the job.
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Table II: Demographic data of the participants

International Journal of Manpower

Variable

Number of participants

Percentage of participants

Total work experience (in years)

0-2 43 16.60
2-5 116 44.79
5-10 74 28.57
10-20 25 9.65
20+ 1 0.39
Tenure with the existing manager

0-6 months 88 33.98
6-12 months 90 34.75
1-2 years 32 12.36
2-5 years 41 15.83
5-10 years 8 3.09
Age (in years)

22-25 38 14.67
26-30 171 66.02
31-35 37 14.29
36-45 13 5.02
Working hours per week

35-45 126 48.65
46-50 119 45.95
61 and above 14 5.40
Gender

Male 207 79.92
Female 52 20.08
Level of education

Post-graduate and above 210 81.08
Graduates 49 18.92
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Job profile category
Consulting 113 43.63
Information technology 146 56.37
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Table III: Discriminant validity assessment using HTMT values

S.No. Variable 1 2 3 4

1 Witnessing i-deals

2 Task crafting 0.255

3 Task i-deals negotiation 0.268 0.318

4 Need for legitimization 0.016 0.204 -0.051

5 Personal brand equity 0.224 0.138 0.424 0.026
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Table V: Mediation results from Model 4 of PROCESS MACRO

Outcome variable: Task crafting (R square = 0.159, F value = 12.027%%*%*)

oNOYTULT D WN =

B SE LLCI ULCI

9 Constant 1.862%* 0.616 0.649 3.075
11 Witnessing i-deals 0.279%** 0.068 0.146 0.412
Interpersonal Influence 0.367%** 0.091 0.188 0.546
14 Gender -0.404* 0.192 -0.782 -0.026
16 Experience -0.157 0.089 -0.332 0.018

18 Outcome variable: Task i-deals negotiation (R square = 0.207, F value = 13.166***)

20 Constant 1.572%* 0.511 0.565 2.579
Witnessing i-deals 0.174** 0.057 0.062 0.286
23 Task crafting 0.232%** 0.051 0.131 0.332
25 Interpersonal Influence 0.128 0.076 -0.022 0.279
57 Gender 0.031 0.158 -0.280 0.342
28 Experience 0.201** 0.073 0.057 0.344

Indirect effect of witnessing co-workers’ i-deals on task i-deals negotiation

Task crafting 0.065 0.022 0.027 0.112

34 Note: N=259; **%p<0.001, **p<0.01, *p<0.05
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Table VI: Moderation results from Model 14 of PROCESS MACRO
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5 SE . p BootLLL  BootUL
CI CI

Constant 2.362 0.501 4.715 0.000 1.375 3.348
Task crafting 0.249 0.051 4.895 0.000 0.149 0.349
Need for
legitimization -0.092 0.038 -2.411 0.017 -0.167 -0.017
Task crafting x Need
for legitimization -0.072 0.027 -2.733 0.007 -0.124 -0.020
Interpersonal
Influence 0.151 0.076 2.003 0.046 0.003 0.300
Gender 0.027 0.154 0.175 0.861 -0.277 0.331
Experience 0.200 0.071 2.804 0.005 0.060 0.341
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Table VII: Witnessing co-workers’ i-deals and task i-deals negotiation: The moderated

mediation model

oNOYTULT D WN =

Moderator Phases Effect

10 Need for legitimization  First Second Direct Indirect  Total
Low 0.370 0.103 0.177 0.038 0.215

13 High 0.128 0.0360 0.177 0.005 0.182

15 Difference -0.241 -0.067 0.000 -0.033 -0.033

17 Index of moderated mediation

19 B SE LLCI ULCI
20 Need for legitimization
-0.020 0.009 -0.040 -0.004




