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ABSTRACT 

  Researchers have reported contradictory findings regarding the use of idiosyncratic deals (i-

deals) in the workplace, citing both negative and positive relationships with organizational 

justice (Greenberg, Roberge, Ho, & Rousseau, 2004). In this study, I analyzed the responses 

of 176 university faculty members to investigate the complicated relationship between i-deals 

and justice perceptions in the context of the dyadic leader-member exchange (LMX) process 

and its effect on organizational commitment. I leveraged the extant literature to advance a 

mediation model of LMX on affective commitment, partially influenced by procedural 

justice. In addition, I integrated current theory on i-deals by hypothesizing a moderating 

effect on the positive relationship between perceived justice and commitment. Results 

support the proposed model (R2 = .42, p < .01), demonstrating that i-deals significantly 

weaken the relationship between procedural justice and affective commitment. Findings 

provide insight as to the appropriate usage of i-deals in practice, as well as provide further 

understanding of their impact on leader-induced effects of employee commitment. I also 

discuss suggestions for future research directions and practical implications.  
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Chapter I: Introduction 

As the competition to garner the most talented workforce increases (Michaels, 

Handfield, Jones & Axelrod, 2001) along with a steady decline in collective bargaining 

(Farber & Western, 2000), employees are taking contract negotiations into their own hands. 

Researchers have found that across industries, the majority of employees successfully 

negotiate the terms of their employment in the hiring stages or otherwise (Rosen, Slater, 

Chang, & Johnson, 2013). With the increased frequency of these negotiations, it is likely that 

no two employment contracts look the same—causing concern for fairness. However, 

personalized contracts might increase fairness if they help meet the individualized needs of 

each employee (Greenberg, Roberge, Ho, & Rousseau, 2004). This contradiction makes it 

unclear whether individually negotiated deals should be used in practice. 

In order to better understand this paradox, Greenberg et al. (2004) issued a call for 

empirical research on individualized employment terms, as well as the implications of justice 

perceptions on important organizational outcomes. Accordingly, I examined how these 

negotiated terms might work with justice perceptions to affect the commitment employees 

feel to their organization. Because leaders contribute a great deal to their employees’ justice 

perceptions and commitment (Dirks, & Ferrin, 2002; Kierch & Byrne, 2015), I also 

considered the potential implications of their dyadic relationships with subordinates. Figure 1 

depicts the model of study relationships. I propose a psychological process in which the 

effects of leader-member exchange on affective commitment are both direct and indirect 

through perceptions of procedural justice. Additionally, I propose that idiosyncratic deals 

resulting from contract negotiations interact with procedural justice to change its impact on 
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affective commitment. In responding to Greenberg et al.’s (2004) call, I sought to inform 

theory and practice regarding the appropriate use of idiosyncratic deals. 

Idiosyncratic Deals in the Workplace 

Historically, human resource managers have advocated standardized practices and 

equal treatment across employees to maintain workplace fairness (Greenberg et al., 2004). 

The standard employment contract assumes an agreement between the employer and the 

employee that all work will be completed at the company’s place of business, on a fixed 

schedule, under the employer’s conditions, and until retirement or another specified end. Any 

employment contract (in writing, or otherwise) that lacks one or more of these agreements is 

a nonstandard arrangement (Broschak & Davis-Blake, 2006). 

Over the past decade, there has been a trend toward nonstandard work arrangements 

and individualized treatment in human resource practices (Rousseau, Hornung, & Kim, 

2009). More employees are negotiating the terms of their employment and creating 

customized contracts (Rosen et al., 2013). In lieu of following a standardized protocol, 

employers are becoming amenable to negotiations from job candidates and employees 

because they want to attract and keep the best performers in the workforce, a task that is 

becoming more competitive among organizations (see Michaels et al., 2001). Whereas it is 

common for candidates to negotiate employment terms after an employer has expressed its 

interests, these negotiations can also be made outside of the hiring process. Researchers refer 

to these negotiated terms of employment as idiosyncratic deals (or i-deals; Rousseau, 2005). 

Further defined, i-deals are personalized agreements that modify the standard work 

contract negotiated by and for the mutual benefit of the employer and the employee 

(Rousseau, Ho, & Greenberg, 2006). The benefit is mutual because employees get specific 
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benefits tailored to their needs (e.g., flex time, ability to work remotely), whereas employers 

get to hire and keep their choice employees (who are likely motivated by a successful 

negotiation; Liao, Wayne, & Rousseau, 2016). With the increasing frequency of these 

negotiations, each employee could be motivated by a different reward system. Two 

coworkers could be doing the same job under completely different conditions for different 

benefits. 

Social comparison theory states that people use information about referent others to 

self-evaluate and form perceptions (Festinger, 1954). These inequities could cause negative 

perceptions towards the organization and might affect interpersonal relationships or job 

performance when employees are unsuccessful in negotiating an i-deal, unlike their 

coworkers. For these reasons, researchers suggest that permitting “special treatment” signals 

favoritism and threatens within-group fairness (see Greenberg et al., 2004). At the same time, 

Greenberg et al. (2004) suggested that procedural justice perceptions might actually increase 

by the voice-granting benefit of i-deals, although the circumstances under which this may be 

appropriate are still misunderstood. 

In order to better understand the outcomes involved when leaders make i-deals with 

employees, it is important to take a closer look at the context of their dyadic relationships; 

more specifically, the quality of their social exchange relationship. Exchange relationships 

involve reciprocity between parties. Researchers have referred to the exchange relationship 

between supervisors and subordinates as leader-member exchange (LMX; Liden, Sparrowe, 

& Wayne, 1997; Wayne, Coyle-Shapiro, Eisenberger, Liden, Rousseau, & Shore, 2009). 
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Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) and Affective Commitment 

Through social exchanges over time, leaders develop high-quality LMX with some 

employees and low-quality LMX with others (Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006). 

Low-quality LMX relationships are largely transactional and economic in nature, consisting 

of exchanges of tangible assets, such as a bonus check for exceeding a sales quota (Blau, 

1964). In contrast, high-quality LMX is more social than economic in nature and involves the 

exchange of resources beyond what is required in the employment contract. Trust and respect 

for one another characterize high LMX relationships; leading to reciprocity, mutual support, 

and loyalty (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Liden et al., 1997). This provides subordinates 

with additional resources, and in turn, they exhibit high performance and commitment (Liden 

& Graen, 1980). 

One of the most steadfast outcomes of LMX is employee affective commitment. 

Allen and Meyer (1990) described affective commitment as employees’ emotional attachment 

to their organization that stems from an identification with company goals. In other words, 

holding the same values as their organization internally motivates employees to remain loyal. 

Empirical research findings provide support by showing strong relationships between 

affective commitment and turnover, as well as with absenteeism and both task and contextual 

performance (Klein, Becker, & Meyer, 2009; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 

2002).  

Some researchers have explained the positive impact of LMX on affective 

commitment in terms of its effect on employee perceptions of the organization-member 

exchange relationship. Essentially, the relationship an employee shares with his or her leader 

extends to his or her feelings toward and relationship with the organization as a whole. 
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Empirical findings have demonstrated a strong, positive linkage between organization-

member exchange and affective commitment (Song, Tsui, & Law, 2009); though, it is 

important to note that whereas exchange relationships with the organization correlate with 

LMX relationships, employees differentiate between them by reciprocating effort to each 

party independently and on different bases (Lavelle et al., 2009). Therefore, perceptions of 

the organizational exchange relationship are not requisite to the potential LMX—affective 

commitment relationship but rather serve as a separate predictor (Gerstner & Day, 1997). 

More recently, researchers have investigated the role of intrinsic motivation in 

prosocial relationships to build affective commitment. Buch (2015) found that the motivation 

afforded by LMX increases employee affective commitment above and beyond the 

organization-member exchange relationship. In other words, the social exchange relationship 

of high LMX (consisting of mutual trust and respect) internally motivates employees to 

perform well and build an emotional bond with the organization. In contrast, those with poor 

LMX have no additional motivators to boost their performance and may fail to build a strong 

commitment. Additionally, Liden and Graen (1980) asserted that high LMX provides 

subordinates with extra socioemotional resources that increase both performance and 

organizational commitment. In line with prior research findings, I propose: 

Hypothesis 1: LMX is positively related to affective commitment. 

LMX and Organizational Justice 

Because tangible and socioemotional resources have inherent limits, supervisors are 

unable to hold high LMX relationships with all of their subordinates (Erdogan & Liden, 

2002). Applying social exchange theory, researchers have explained that high-LMX 

employees perform better than low-LMX employees because they know their efforts will 
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eventually be reciprocated by the supervisor (Gerstner & Day, 1997). Unfortunately, those 

with low LMX display poorer job attitudes and performance. Not only do they have less of 

an incentive to perform well, but they also often view their disparate treatment as unjust 

(Henderson, Liden, Glibkowski, & Chaudhry, 2009). 

 One of the ways organizations enforce justice is through setting standardized 

procedures and outcomes of those procedures for all employees, or procedural justice 

(Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002). Because of the seemingly preferential treatment of 

those with high LMX, low-LMX employees are likely to believe that the leader’s procedures 

are unfair. For instance, if an employee with low LMX exceeds a sales quota, he or she might 

receive a monetary bonus; but if a person with high LMX does the same, he or she might 

receive a pat on the back and the rest of the day off in addition to the bonus. Those with low 

LMX are more likely to perceive this injustice than those with high LMX, further enhancing 

the effects (Henderson et al., 2009). 

I follow the meta-analytical approach advanced by Dulebohn et al. (2012) in treating 

procedural justice as an outcome of LMX rather than as an antecedent. Whereas the 

argument can be made for justice as an antecedent that improves LMX quality, relevant 

theory provides more support for the contrary. Adams’ (1965) equity theory supports this 

conceptualization by explaining how people seek to evaluate the fairness of an unjust 

situation by comparing their effort-outcome ratio with that of referent others; they perceive 

differences in this ratio as unfair. In other words, those with low LMX are more likely than 

those with high LMX to experience a dissonance in the effort they put in and the outcomes 

they receive as compared to their coworkers, utilizing the equity rule to find the leader’s 

inconsistent procedures as biased and unjust. Thus, in accordance with extant theory and 
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research (e.g., Dulebohn et al., 2012; Erdogan & Bauer, 2010; Lind & Tyler, 1988), I 

propose: 

Hypothesis 2: LMX is positively related to perceptions of procedural justice. 

Procedural Justice and Affective Commitment 

Employee reactions are important to maintain because their effects extend all the way 

to the overall effectiveness of the organization (Angle & Perry, 1981; Ostroff, 1992). 

Empirical research has consistently exhibited links between procedural injustice and 

decreased citizenship behaviors, turnover, organizational commitment, and overall job 

performance (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Kim & Lee, 

2012; Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991). Cohen-Charash and Spector (2001) found that 

perceptions of justice about the organization’s procedures produce the strongest reactions 

toward the organization itself, such as through organizational commitment. In other words, 

employees who perceive procedural injustice are more likely to direct their negative reactions 

at the organization (Martin & Bennett, 1996). As such, affective reactions directed at the 

organization were historically depicted by models of procedural justice. For instance, 

findings by Lind and Tyler (1988) supported a strong positive effect of procedural justice on 

employee commitment. A more recent meta-analysis showed that affective commitment has 

one of the strongest links to procedural justice compared to other types of both commitment 

and justice (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001). Due to this reputation, I propose: 

Hypothesis 3: Procedural justice is positively related to affective commitment. 

In integrating my first three hypotheses, I suggest that the proposed relationships 

operate as part of a single psychological process. In other words, LMX relates to affective 

commitment directly as well as indirectly through perceptions of procedural justice. I argue 
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that LMX does not only influence commitment by itself as a single process but also by 

affecting justice perceptions, which then influence commitment. Many studies provide 

empirical support for the assumption that employee justice perceptions mediate relationships 

between leadership and subordinate outcomes. For example, Shin, Seo, Shapiro, and Taylor 

(2015) found that leaders enhance the commitment employees feel during organizational 

change by providing informational justice. Likewise, Kiersch and Byrne (2015) found that 

authentic leadership increases employee commitment and well-being through its influence on 

justice perceptions. The findings of these studies indicate the important role fairness plays in 

the process of leadership affecting commitment. Based on the empirical evidence, I suggest 

that low LMX decreases affective commitment indirectly because employees perceive less 

procedural justice; in contrast, high LMX maintains justice perceptions, in turn, allowing 

employees to build commitment. 

 Employees with high LMX have better relationships with their leaders and are likely 

to perceive their leaders’ actions as fair. These positive justice perceptions stemming from 

high LMX might afford employees with enough confidence in the organization’s integrity to 

build an emotional commitment. Conversely, employees might interpret negative justice 

perceptions from low LMX as poor organizational integrity and refrain from building 

affective commitment (Martin & Bennett, 1996). Whereas part of the effect of LMX on 

affective commitment can be explained by the indirect influence of procedural justice 

perceptions, the remaining effect is likely due directly to LMX. In other words, the effect of 

LMX on affective commitment exists outside of its effect through procedural justice.  

Employees with high LMX develop commitment through the mutual trust, respect, 

and reciprocity that they share with their leaders (Buch, 2015). Essentially, employees view 
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their leaders as representative of the organization and its values; as loyalty to the supervisor 

builds through LMX, so does loyalty to the organization (i.e., affective commitment). High 

LMX also gives employees more socioemotional resources to combat adverse reactions 

(Liden & Graen, 1980). Employees who receive trust and support from their supervisors are 

more equipped to handle work stressors, and might be more resistant to making negative 

attributions toward the organization. With these resources, employees might be more likely 

to build an emotional bond with their leader and with the organization. Accordingly, I 

propose: 

Hypothesis 4: The effect of LMX on affective commitment is both direct and 

indirect (through procedural justice). 

 Procedural justice has a strong influence over affective commitment and many other 

important outcomes. Researchers have drawn upon two theories to demonstrate the 

fundamental mechanisms behind employee perceptions of procedural justice. Applying 

control theory and the group-value model, we can better understand and formulate techniques 

that maintain justice perceptions. Control theory states that people have an inherent desire to 

control what happens to them (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). This emphasizes Adams’ (1965) 

equity rule—in a fair and just system, employees can anticipate their efforts to be equally 

reciprocated. In a poor procedural justice setting, employees cannot assume supervisors will 

return their efforts—decreasing the ability to control. Additionally, group-value theory states 

that people have an innate need to feel valued within their workgroup (Lind & Tyler, 1988). 

Employees who perceive inequities in their effort-outcome ratio versus that of their 

coworkers’ feel that they are neither as valuable nor as worthy of social reciprocity. Because 

their work relationships are not meeting their need to feel appreciated, employees are less 
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likely to exhibit desired behavior (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Together, these theories paint a 

picture of the underlying perceptions of employees when they experience injustice and why it 

results in such negative outcomes. 

 Given the inherent resource limits of LMX, it may seem inevitable that some 

employees will perceive procedural injustice while others view the same procedures to be 

fair. In the proposed model, those with low LMX perceive lower levels of procedural justice 

than their high LMX counterparts. If poor justice perceptions are unavoidable, then there is a 

need for practices that can regulate their negative effects. By integrating control theory and 

the group-value model, we can look beneath the surface of these negative perceptions and 

infer methods to attenuate their effects. These theories suggest that the heart of poor justice 

perceptions is employees’ lack of control and feelings of insignificance. One practice that 

shows the potential to provide employees with more control and feelings of worth is 

supervisors negotiating idiosyncratic deals (or i-deals) with their subordinates. 

Idiosyncratic Deals as a Moderator 

 As stated, i-deals are customized work arrangements negotiated between an employee 

and employer for the mutual benefit of both parties (Rousseau et al., 2006). Greenberg et al. 

(2004) argued that i-deals might improve justice perceptions by making employees feel as if 

their voice is important, and that their effort is valuable enough to receive “special 

treatment.” Granting a voice to employees has large implications on perceptions of 

procedural justice (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). A supervisor taking interest in a matter that is 

important to a particular employee seems to express a commitment to fairness on a personal 

level (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Having a prearranged agreement to receive a benefit also 

increases employees’ perceptions of control because they can anticipate the payoff of their 
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efforts. Making special accommodations for employees might be especially helpful for those 

with low LMX, who hold more negative justice perceptions. Being amenable to negotiations 

might be an effective strategy to improve the effects of poor justice perceptions on important 

outcomes, such as affective commitment. 

Although some empirical findings suggest that the process of creating i-deals 

improves justice perceptions (Cropanzano & Greenberg, 1997), which in turn might increase 

organizational commitment (McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992); other researchers argue that i-

deals actually decrease justice perceptions by violating the rule of treating all employees 

equally (Leventhal, 1980). Proponents of the latter line of thought suggest that whereas 

employees might view their supervisors’ behavior as flexible, they also believe their 

supervisors do not regard the organization’s rules (cf. Greenberg et al., 2004). However, 

employees learn acceptable behaviors by looking to their leaders’ expectations (Sims & 

Lorenzi, 1992); therefore, they are unlikely to perceive a leader’s autonomy as “rule-

breaking” by default. Given the current disarray in the literature regarding the effect of i-

deals on justice perceptions, the present study posits a different perspective including i-deals 

interacting with justice perceptions to affect outcomes.  

Rather than hypothesize an increase or decrease in justice due to i-deals, I recognize 

that i-deals function to provide employees with support similar to that of justice but in a more 

overt way; potentially resulting in a weaker relationship between justice and its outcomes. In 

other words, if the rationale behind poor justice leading to poor outcomes is a lack of control 

and group-value; then incorporating i-deals (which provide control and group-value) would 

make the effect of justice less salient. I-deals can provide the missing ingredients necessary 

to build commitment. For instance, an employee with low LMX might want to quit because it 
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is unfair that coworkers exert the same effort yet seem to receive more rewards; if the 

employee successfully negotiates for something of personal importance (e.g., having every 

other Friday off), he or she might feel more in-control of the situation and more valued by the 

organization—effectively eliminating the motivation to quit and maintaining commitment. 

Hypothesis 5: I-deals moderate the relationship between procedural justice 

and affective commitment, such that the positive relationship is weaker 

(stronger) among individuals reporting higher (lower) levels of i-deals. 

Figure 1 depicts the overall proposed model of LMX and affective commitment as 

partially mediated through procedural justice perceptions and moderated by i-deals. 

Control Variables 

In order to partial out any variance due to potentially confounding variables, I 

controlled for variables that might artificially represent relationships in the model. I 

accounted for age and tenure with supervisor due to their relationships with job attitudes and 

organizational commitment (Hall & Mirvis, 1995; Woods, Poole, & Zibarras, 2012). 

Employees with longer tenure may be likely to exhibit stronger commitment than newcomers 

(as evidenced by their extended tenure); therefore, it was appropriate to include in the 

analysis. 

Chapter II: Method 

Participants and Procedure 

Along with a team of researchers, I collected data for this study as part of a larger 

project assessing workplace climate perceptions among faculty at a large, American 

university. In order to participate in the study, faculty members were qualified as tenured or 

on a career-track to earn tenure. We notified potential participants of the opportunity to 
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participate in the study via e-mail invitation. The e-mail then directed qualified volunteers to 

the online survey where they read a study-background and guarantee of anonymity, as well 

as granted their informed consent.  

A total of 369 faculty members responded to the survey out of 1003 (response rate: 

36.79%). After removing cases of missing data, a total of N = 176 faculty members from k = 

42 departments was used to complete the analyses. Of the 176 participants: (1) 25% were of 

minority status, (2) 46.6% were female, (3) 8% were 25-34 years old, 31.8% were 35-44, 

23.9% were 45-54, 19.9% were 55-64, 9.7% were 65-74, and 2.3% were 75 or older, (4) 

25.6% had worked for their respective department chairs for less than a year, 51.7% for one 

to five years, 15.9% for six to 10 years, and 5.1% for greater than 10 years, and (5) 26.7% 

were assistant professors, 45.5% were associate professors, and 27.8% were full professors. 

Measures 

In addition to demographic questions, the online survey consisted of multiple sets of 

questionnaires. The participant instructions, item lists, and response scales for each 

questionnaire used in the current study can be found in the Appendix. 

 LMX. I assessed LMX using seven questions regarding the social exchange 

relationship between the participant and their department leader (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). 

Items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale from “1”to “5.” 

 Affective commitment. I assessed affective commitment by asking participants three 

questions adapted from Allen and Meyer (1990) regarding the emotional attachment to their 

organization. All items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale with “1” meaning 

strongly disagree and “5” meaning strongly agree.  
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 Procedural justice. I assessed procedural justice using three questions regarding the 

specific procedures of merit review and compensation. This assured that assessments of 

justice perceptions were focused on organizational procedures, rather than interpersonal 

actions or other sources of justice. All items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale 

with “1” meaning not at all and “5” meaning to a large extent. 

 I-deals. I assessed the use of i-deals with four questions regarding participant 

negotiations with their department leader. To assure content validity, questions explicitly 

specified negotiated benefits that correspond with job analysis information. These items 

assessed whether or not participants have made successful negotiations resulting in i-deals 

for funding, course reductions, career development opportunities, and better equipment. All 

items were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale with “1” meaning strongly disagree 

and “5” meaning strongly agree. 

Analyses 

I ran regression analyses in SPSS statistical software using Hayes’ (2012) PROCESS 

Model 14 for moderated mediation, centering the predictors before creating the interactio n 

term. PROCESS is a resampling method that uses an OLS regression-based path analytic 

framework for estimating direct and indirect effects of moderated mediation. It is a robust 

method for small sample sizes (Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007). This method allows for 

single- level analysis of both the direct relationship from LMX to affective commitment and 

the indirect effect through procedural justice, as moderated by i-deals. I ran additional 

analyses using SAS to determine the suitability of the OLS regression-based analysis, and 

Mplus to confirm factor structures and assess the potential threat of common method 

variance. 
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Chapter III: Results 

Faculty members belong to specific departments within the university. Individuals 

nested within groups share a similar experience. Sometimes, this creates measurable 

differences between groups. In other words, the commitment an employee feels might 

depend on the group to which he or she belongs. In this case, it would be inappropriate to 

rely on statistical methods that assume observations are independent (e.g., OLS regression). 

A multilevel model, which accounts for the effects of both within-groups and between-

groups variance, should be used when analyzing clustered data. If the multilevel analysis 

shows no significant variability between departments, then results will be the same as in a 

single- level analysis. To test if a multilevel analysis was necessary, I estimated a null 

random-intercept model in SAS. The null model has no predictors, resulting in estimates of 

pure within-groups variance (𝜎2) and between-groups variance (𝜏2). Results showed that 

affective commitment did not significantly vary between departments (𝜏2 = .02, SE = .01, p = 

ns; ICC1 = .02), making the use of traditional OLS regression analysis acceptable for this 

study. 

Because all of the data are from a single source (i.e., the employee), it is important to 

make sure the observed relationships are actually due to the study variables and not due to 

response consistency by the rater. In order to partition the variance explained by rating 

consistency, I performed a confirmatory factor analysis using Mplus. In doing so, I loaded 

each item onto its respective factor, as well as a ‘method’ factor. This is a general-specific 

structural equation model that allows each indicator to explain the variance in two separate 

factors (i.e., its respective latent factor and the common method factor). The results indicate 

that the method factor explained an average of 24% of the variance in responses; which is 
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slightly below average for cross-sectional studies of this type (Williams, Cote, & Buckley, 

1989). Furthermore, model-fit was not significantly better with the addition of the higher-

order method factor; increasing confidence in the reported results (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  

I report descriptive statistics, reliability estimates, and the intercorrelation matrix in 

Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates for the scales ranged from α = .86 to α = .94, 

indicating strong internal consistency among respective scale items. There are moderately 

strong correlations between study variables, reflecting similar patterns of variability and 

supporting further investigation of an underlying psychological process. 

Test of the Conceptual Model 

Results of the regression analyses are detailed in Table 2. LMX was significantly 

related to affective commitment (𝑟 = .59, p < .01), providing support for Hypothesis 1. 

Consistent with Hypothesis 2, LMX predicted procedural justice (r = .61, 𝛽 = 0.73, t = 10.14, 

p < .01), which further predicted affective commitment (r = .50, p < .01; 𝛽 = 0.15, t = 2.35, p 

< .05), supporting Hypothesis 3. LMX also predicted affective commitment at the second 

stage of the mediation (𝛽 = 0.33, t = 4.00, p < .01), indicating partial mediation (Hypothesis 

4). 

Consistent with Hypothesis 5, the procedural justice x i-deals interaction term 

predicted affective commitment (𝛽 = -0.12, t = -2.63, p < .01). Taking a closer look at the 

interaction effect, Table 3 reveals that the indirect effect was only significant among 

individuals reporting low to average levels of i-deals. As shown in Figure 2, having a low 

level of i-deals when procedural justice perceptions are low has the most negative impact on 

affective commitment. When justice perceptions are low, commitment level is maintained 
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with a high level of i-deals. On the contrary, when justice perceptions are high, the level of i-

deals negotiated does not make a significant difference to the affective commitment 

employees report feeling. 

Chapter IV: Discussion 

 I proposed and tested a psychological process in which the effect of LMX on 

affective commitment is both direct and indirect through procedural justice. Consistent with 

equity and justice theories, results support the proposition that low LMX decreases affective 

commitment by: (1) increasing perceptions of injustice in the leadership process, and (2) the 

lack of mutual trust, respect, and reciprocity necessary to build commitment. Along with 

control theory and the group-value model, findings support the use of i-deals to maintain 

commitment levels—but only to a certain extent. When procedural justice is low, we lack the 

ability to control and feelings of group-value; favorable i-deals can fill this gap by providing 

employees with the ability to anticipate reciprocity for their efforts (i.e., control) and an 

observable response to their personal requests (i.e., group-value). 

Results inform theory on i-deals by integrating these concepts behind feelings of 

injustice to reveal their appropriate usage. When justice perceptions are favorable, employees 

know that the work they put in will match the rewards they receive; but employees who feel 

they have no control over the rewards they receive perceive more injustice (Thibaut & 

Walker, 1975), and in turn are less committed to the organization. I found support for using i-

deals to satisfy this need for control in order to maintain employee commitment. By making 

these arrangements, employees and their leaders formalize the ‘rules’ of fairness by naming 

“employee does…” and “employee earns…” as observable, quantifiable efforts. This 

increases the amount of control employees feel, substituting for the lack of procedural 
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justice. Results also show support for i-deals satisfying the need to feel appreciated and 

valued in work groups, a position of the group-value model (Lind & Tyler, 1988). By 

agreeing to individually negotiated arrangements, supervisors signal to employees that (1) 

their needs are valid and (2) that they are valuable enough to receive personalized treatment. 

Taken together, findings support the use of i-deals as an effective substitute for the effect of 

procedural justice on commitment by satisfying employee needs for control and group-value. 

Its utility as a proxy for justice is further supported by results of the interaction.  

The test for an interaction effect yielded the biggest surprise. The indirect effect was 

strongest at low levels and nonsignificant at high levels of i-deals, emphasizing the 

interesting way in which i-deals make up for what is lacking when justice is poor. This does 

not mean that high levels of i-deals have a more profound effect on commitment than low 

levels, but rather that a high level of i-deals at any level of justice has the same effect on 

commitment as high justice. In other words, having low justice plus high i-deals mimics the 

effect of high justice on commitment. In Figure 2, we see that making i-deals when 

employees perceive low procedural justice has a significant effect on commitment; but when 

justice is high, we do not see this effect. This means that i-deals offer no additional ‘boost’ to 

commitment than what could be afforded by high justice perceptions. It is as if the justice 

effect creates a ceiling to the potential effect of i-deals, which supports the theoretical 

rationale behind using i-deals in response to perceptions of injustice. Practitioners should 

note that offering additional i-deals will not enhance employee commitment any more than 

high justice perceptions would; but as evidenced by the model, not all employees can have 

high justice perceptions.  
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This brings about questions regarding the utility and effects of i-deals when justice 

perceptions are high. For example, one might see great improvement in an employee’s 

commitment after an i-deal is made, but the same benefit would not be seen if perceptions of 

justice improve. I found no support for i-deals influencing a negative effect on commitment, 

although employees with lower levels of i-deals reported slightly higher levels of 

commitment (albeit, nonsignificant). Regardless, organizations can maintain their resources 

by only offering i-deals in a poor justice climate. I encourage future research to investigate 

the possible undermining effects of offering i-deals as a “hand-out” to all, rather than to those 

with poor justice perceptions only. This may alter the value employees place on successfully 

negotiating a deal and diminish the effect by reducing the group-value benefit of i-deals. 

Investigations such as this that manipulate the amount of group-value (as well as the ability 

to control) afforded by i-deals will inform theory by furthering our understanding of the 

mechanisms at play in the psychological process of organizational commitment. 

Another fruitful avenue for research lies in testing the model longitudinally. Of 

specific interest would be the long-term effects on justice, such as whether established i-deals 

influence procedural justice perceptions over time, what this might mean for the lifecycle of 

negotiated arrangements, or other emergent factors that result from sustained practice of 

nonstandard agreements. Other areas to examine might be the specificity or formality of the 

i-deal, conditions involving the violation of i-deal terms, and subgroup differences in 

negotiating these arrangements. 

I emphasize two limitations to this study. First, although the common method 

variance analysis relieved concern of rating consistency, I emphasize that the single-source 

nature of the study is a limitation. Hence, I encourage future researchers to use designs that 
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do not rely solely on self-report methodology to reduce effects of common method variance. 

Second, the data were collected at the same time, limiting assumptions of causality. Future 

research should expand upon this study by measuring at multiple time points and from 

various referent entities. 

Conclusion 

 Even though the use of i-deals in the workplace is on the rise (Rosen et al., 2013), we 

do not hear about their usage very often. This could be due in part to resistance from 

supervisors. There might be an aversion to the concept of making i-deals because from the 

surface it seems unfair to the larger group. Supervisors may fear the backlash from non-

beneficiaries who might argue, “if one person can have this benefit, why can’t I?” This is a 

valid concern—researchers have yet to provide a compelling explanation for how differential 

treatment can improve the results of unfairness. Results from this study show that employees 

with low LMX have poor procedural justice perceptions, but incorporating favorable i-deals 

maintains their commitment to the organization at the same level as if they had high LMX 

and positive justice perceptions. Findings inform practitioners of the circumstances under 

which i-deals are most effective, and show no evidence of negative effects on commitment 

for negotiating too many. In addition, results provide further understanding of how i-deals 

influence outcomes stemming from the leadership process. We are now in a competitive 

employment market (Michaels et al., 2001) and the universal, one-size-fits-all contract can be 

found at any organization. Allowing the use of unstandardized, personally-tailored 

employment agreements could be the answer to influencing employee reactions and retaining 

the most talented workforce. 
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Table 1 

Intercorrelation Matrix 

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

LMX 3.58 1.05 (.94)      

Procedural Justice 3.46 1.24 .61** (.92)     

Affective Commitment 3.59 1.03 .59** .50** (.86)    

I-deals 3.31 1.13 .63** .53** .51** (.87)   

Age 4.30 1.63 .02 -.01 .05 .04 -  

Tenure 2.17 1.22 -.11 .00 .01 -.01 .24** - 

Note. N = 176. Reliability estimates (Cronbach’s 𝛼) are reported on the diagonal. Respondents 

reported age and tenure using ordinal scales from 1-7 and 1-6, respectively (see Appendix). 

*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01.  

Table 1 
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Table 2 

Test of Conceptual Model 

  Step 1  Step 2 

 
Dependent Variable: 

Procedural justice 
 

Dependent Variable: 

Affective commitment 

Predictor 𝜷 S.E. t  𝜷 S.E. t 

Constant -2.65 .36 -7.32**  2.32 .37 6.20** 

LMX .73 .07 10.14**  .33 .08 4.00** 

Age -.03 .05 -.66  .01 .04 .28 

Tenure .09 .07 1.25  .06 .06 .96 

Procedural justice     .15 .06 2.35* 

I-deals     .12 .07 1.70 

Procedural justice x I-deals     -.12 .05 -2.63** 

R2 .37**  .42** 

Note. N = 176. LMX = leader-member exchange; I-deals = idiosyncratic deals. Tested using 
PROCESS model 14 (SPSS; Hayes, 2012).   

*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. 

Table 2 
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Table 3 

  

Table 3 

Conditional Effects of Procedural Justice at Levels of Idiosyncratic Deals 

I-deals Indirect effect S.E. 95% bias corrected bootstrap CI 

Low .2859 .0831 [.1218, .4499] 

Average .1490 .0635 [.0236, .2743] 

High .0121 .0811 [-.1480, .1722] 

Note. CI = confidence interval. Results depicted as [lower limit, upper limit] 
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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Figure 2. Interaction of Procedural Justice and Idiosyncratic Deals Predicting Affective 

Commitment 
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Appendix: Study Measures 

Leader-Member Exchange Questionnaire 

Instructions 

“Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements regarding 

your DEPARTMENT CHAIR.” 

Items 

LMX1: I usually know where I stand with my department chair. 

LMX2: My department chair has enough confidence in me to defend and justify my decisions 

if I was not present to do so. 

LMX3: My working relationship with my department chair is effective 

LMX4: My department chair understands my problems and needs. 

LMX5: I can count on my department chair to “bail me out” even at his or her own expense, 

when I really need it. 

LMX6: My department chair recognizes my potential. 

LMX7: Regardless of how much power my department chair has built into his or her 

position, my department chair would be personally inclined to use his/her power to 

help me solve problems in my work. 

Response Scale 

1, Strongly Disagree; 2, Disagree; 3, Neither Agree nor Disagree; 4, Agree; 5, Strongly Agree 
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Affective Commitment Questionnaire 

Instructions 

“The following sets of questions are about your perceptions of working in your 

DEPARTMENT.” 

Items 

AC1: My department has a great deal of personal meaning for me. 

AC2: I do not feel emotionally attached to my department. (reverse-coded) 

AC3: I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to my department. (reverse-coded) 

Response Scale 

1, Strongly Disagree; 2, Disagree; 3, Neither Agree nor Disagree; 4, Agree; 5, Strongly Agree 

 

 

Procedural Justice Questionnaire 

Instructions 

“The following items refer to decisions made about your MERIT REVIEW PROCESS.  

Please indicate to what extent:” 

Items 

PJ1: The merit review process has been free of bias. 

PJ2: The merit review process has been applied consistently. 

PJ3: The merit review process has been based on accurate information. 

Response Scale 

1, Not at All; 2, To a Small Extent; 3, Neutral; 4, To Some Extent; 5, To a Large Extent 
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Idiosyncratic Deals Questionnaire 

Instructions 

“The following items are regarding your negotiations with your department chair. Select 

"N/A" if you have not tried to negotiate the item. 

In discussions with my department chair, I have successfully negotiated:” 

Items 

ID1: more funding (e.g., for research, travel, etc.). 

ID2: course reductions. 

ID3: career development opportunities. 

ID4: better equipment. 

Response Scale 

1, Strongly Disagree; 2, Disagree; 3, Neither Agree nor Disagree; 4, Agree; 5, Strongly Agree 

 

 

Age Item 

Response Scale 

1, 18-24 years; 2, 25-34 years; 3, 35-44 years; 4, 45-54 years; 5, 55-64 years; 6, 65-74 years; 

7, 75 years or older 

 

 

Tenure with Supervisor Item 

Response Scale 

1, less than a year; 2, 1-5 years; 3, 6-10 years; 4, 11-15 years; 5, 15-20 years; 6, over 20 years 


