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Investigating the effect of idiosyncratic deals in Asian countries: A Cross cultural

analysis in Singapore, Thailand and Japan

Abstracts

The purpose of this study is to empirically compare and contrast the
relationship between several dimensions of idiosyncratic deals (i-deals) and employee
affective commitment among Asian countries. Data were collected from 909 employees
in Singapore, Thailand and Japan. Results of the study show that there is a positive
relationship between several i-deals and affective commitment. However, the effect size
ofi-deals on each dimension varies across the three countries. In particular, the effect size
of task and work responsibilities i-deals on the affective commitment of Japanese
employees is stronger than that of Thai employees. Simultaneously, the effect size of the
i-deals on affective commitment of Singaporean employees is weaker than that of Thai
employees. On the contrary, for the dimensions of schedule and location flexibility and
financial incentives, the effect size of i-deals on affective commitment is weaker for
Singaporean than for Japanese and Thai, and the effect sizes for Japanese and Thai are
the same. The results of this study question the traditionally and universally naive
conclusion that i-deals are effective. Although i-deals result in, to some extent, some
positive consequences, the results of the study suggest that not in all cases do they
increase employee affective commitment. Empirical evidence of the study also
demonstrate that the effects i-deals had on employee affective commitment are

inconsistent even across cultures with close cultural origin.
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Introduction

Standardization in work arrangements, and human resource (HR) practices in
general, has traditionally been assumed as the basis of workplace fairness (Greenberg et
al. 2004). Standard employment arrangements refer to “work done on a fixed schedule -
usually full-time- at the employer’s place of business, under the employer’s control, and
with the mutual expectation of continued employment” (Kalleberg, Reskin, and Hudson,
2000, 258). However, labor market deregulation has motivated employees to actively

bargain for their own interest and opportunities (Rousseau 2005). Nowadays, an



increasing number of employees seek to fulfill their own needs through non-standard and
customized ways of employment (Rousseau 2005; Rousseau et al. 2006; Lai et al. 2009;
Liao et al. 2014; Bal and Doci 2018; Bal and Hornung 2019).

Partly in consequence of this change as well as of other social changes in
technologies and in firms’ strategic demands to retain qualified human resources,
organizations began to adopt non-standard employment arrangements. In an attempt to
adjust to such changes, firms begun negotiating employment conditions to fit the needs
of highly valued employees (Bal, Van Kleef and Jansen 2015). Rousseau referred to such
arrangement as idiosyncratic deals (i-deals), which she defined as ‘“voluntary,
personalized agreements of a non-standard nature that individual employees negotiate
with their employers regarding terms that benefit them both” (Rousseau 2005, 8). There
is a number of features that define i-deals (Conway and Coyle-Shapiro, 2015; Rousseau
2005; Simosi, Rousseau, Weingart, 2021). First, i-deals are individually negotiated
although they can be initiated by both employees and organizations. Second, i-deals are
heterogeneous, which means that not every employee in the same position of an
organization receives the same i-deal offer. This inequity among employees may create
difficult challenges for managers to confirm organizational fairness (Greenberg et al.
2004). Third, i-deals should be beneficial for both focal employees and the organization.
From the employee’s side, i-deals fulfill their personal needs that may consequently result
in higher work motivation and organizational commitment. Simultaneously, i-deals
would be beneficial for employers because they can attract and retain qualified human
resources. Finally, i-deals vary in scope. Some employees may negotiate for multiple
idiosyncratic conditions (e.g., location, work schedule, and financial incentive), while
others may have just a single deal (e.g., only location).

Like many other HR management practices, i-deals have been globalized and
extensively adopted by business organizations in many countries (Rousseau, 2005; Liao,
Wayne and Rousseau, 2014). In an attempt to summarize the current state of knowledge
on i-deals, Liao, Wayne and Rousseau (2014) provided a critical and synthetic review of
contemporary research encompassing the topic of i-deals. Their meta-analysis validated
the robustness of correlations between i-deals and their outcome variables such as
affective commitment, job satisfaction, and perceived organizational support in both
Western and Eastern cultures. I-deals were thus proved to have significant impact on these

variables, regardless of cultural differences.



Our concern is that, researchers have not yet reached an agreement on which
and how many dimensions that i-deals should capture. Rousseau's definition of i-deals
includes a wide range of dimensions, from a single idiosyncratic dimension to more
multiple dimensions; she certainly recognized that i-deals include a wide variety of
elements However, although many researchers have paid ad hoc attention to different
particular dimensions and operationalized i-deals, the trend considering i-deals to
constitute a single construct that integrates various dimensions as in Liao et al. (2016) has
been popular. Therefore, little is known about the differences in the impact of each of
those i-deals' dimensions on intended outcome variables.

At the same time, there is a concern about the scarcity of research on how the
relationship between the several dimensions of i-deals and outcomes differs across
countries. I-deals have already been studied in several countries. However, each research
targeted at specific dimensions of i-deals and was carried out in a specific cultural context
(Liao et al., 2014; Conway and Coyle-Shapiro, 2015). There is barely one that focused
on the effects of i-deals on organizational outcomes across cultures. The only exception
is Liao et al.'s meta-analysis as mentioned above. However, their study assumed only one
single dimension of i-deals and did not examine how socio-cultural factors affected
outcomes.

As we will see later, the relationship between i-deals and outcomes may be
influenced by the national culture in two ways. First, the meaning of idiosyncratic deal
itself differs across countries. Liao et al. (2014) classified their samples quite roughly just
by Eastern and Western, with China, India, and South Korea as Eastern cultures, and
German, United States, and Netherland as Western cultures. There was not such a
classification based on concrete cultural dimensions with any theoretical basis. This
rough categorization of cultures totally ignored the cultural diversity that might be
existing within countries of the same area (e.g., within Asian countries). As studies on
national culture have shown, there are considerable cultural differences even among
countries categorized as "Eastern" or "Western" (Hofstede, 2001). For a given cultural
dimension, it is possible that there is more cultural disparity between two Asian countries
rather than between an Asian and Western country. In other words, there is an urgent need
to investigate the existence of cultural diversities within the same Eastern or Western
countries. Second, the meaning of each dimension included in the ideals may differ across

countries. For example, the effect of i-deals on financial incentives is likely to be larger



when the income gap among employees in a country is small than when it is large. In a
country where income inequality is basically high, it is possible that idiosyncratic deals
in the workplace are not understood as not so idiosyncratic.

In cross cultural human resource management (HRM) researches, there exist
two schools of treating HRM practices. The first one is that multinational companies
should globalize their practices across countries (Mobley and McCall, 2001). On the
contrary, some researchers incline toward the view that practices of international
companies should be modified to fit regional characteristics (Schuler, Budhwar, and
Florkowski, 2002; Collings, Scullion and Morley, 2007). Following this debate, should
intensive HRM for some selected employees be conducted globally or restricted in some
specific regions? Since have not yet got a clear answer to this issue (Mobley and McCall,
2001), clearly there is an increasing need for studies that compare how the effects of a
particular HRM practice vary between countries (Liao et al., 2016). Focusing on the
practice of i-deals, we examine how their effects differ from one country to another.
Given the findings of existing national culture studies which concluded that cultural
diversity is high even among countries which share similar geographical locations
(Hofstede 2001), it is crucial to take a closer look into how i-deals practice differs among
geographically close countries instead of just making a simple comparison between East
and West.

The purpose of this paper is to empirically investigate how the effect size of i-
deals on its outcome varies across dimensions, and how these relationships are influenced
by national culture. It examines this issue based on survey research of business employees
in three Southeast and East Asian countries: Singapore, Thailand, and Japan. The
theoretical contributions of this paper go beyond what was previously made by Liao et al.
(2016) since its major aim was to clarify the influence of cultural differences on the effect
of i-deals in a more detailed and culture-focused manner. Results of the study allowed us
to gain further elaborate understanding on how the effect of each i-deal dimension varies
within different parts of Southeast and East Asia.

In the following parts, we first briefly summarize the state of knowledge to date
on i-deals and identify the gaps in current literature. Next, we present an empirical study
which investigated the cross-cultural variation in the relationship between i-deals and

their consequence with samples from Singapore, Thailand, and Japan. Lastly, in the third



section, we conclude with the research limitations, managerial implications and

suggestions for future i-deals research.

Literature review
The effects of i-deals and their cultural aspects

The influences of social exchange theory are evident throughout the i-deals
literature (Rosen, Slater and Johnson 2013). Social exchange refers to voluntary actions
that are motivated by the returns people expect to receive from others (Homans 1961;
Blau 1967; Foa and Foa 2012). These exchanges are mainly based on what each party has
to offer the other party. In other words, social exchange theory posits that social
relationships are often developed because the social actors are interdependent (Homans
1961; Blau 1967). For example, employees contribute their efforts and commitment to
their employers, while employers provide them with salary, compensation, and
development opportunities. In this case, the employers and employees are interdependent,
with each side playing some role in contributing to the other’s success (Cropanzano and
Mitchell 2005). A number of researchers suggested that i-deals have the potential to
influence employee’s attitudes and behaviors because the employer is committed to
maintain high quality of employment relationship with focal employees (Rousseau et al.
2006; Hornung et al. 2009; Liao et al. 2016; Rosen et al. 2013; Hornung and Rousseau
2017).

Most existing researches have focused on the antecedents or/and consequences
of i-deals (Conway and Coyle-Shapiro, 2015; Liao et al. 2016). Researchers have shown
that both employees and managers play important roles in the formation of i-deals. For
example, employees high on initiatives and negotiation ability are more prone to receive
i-deals (Hornung et al. 2008). Prior studies have also demonstrated that i-deals have an
influence on a wide array of outcomes, such as affective commitment, job satisfaction,
organization citizenship behavior, work family conflict, and stress (Conway and Coyle-
Shapiro, 2015; Liao et al. 2016). Among these, the most frequently investigated outcomes
has been affective commitment (Ng and Feldman, 2016). As envisioned by social
exchange theory, i-deals offered by the employer strengthens the employee's perception
of being valued by the organization, and in return, the employee becomes more

committed to the organization (Ng and Feldman, 2012). Furthermore, employees’ high



commitment leads to positive behaviors and attitudes such as organizational citizenship
and job satisfaction (Mathieu, and Zajac, 1990).

In general, previous studies have reported a positive relationship between i-
deals and several outcomes, especially affective commitment. For example, Ng and
Feldman (2010) showed that overall i-deal, which integrates six elements (e.g., pay,
advancement, training, and career development), has an impact on affective commitment.
Rosen et al. (2013) found that among the four i-deals' dimensions (schedule flexibility,
task and work responsibility, location flexibility, and financial incentives), task and work
responsibilities positively affect employees’ effective commitment. In addition, Liu, Lee,
Hui, Kwan, and Wu (2013) found that both flexibility and developmental i-deals affect
affective commitment via perceived organizational support and organization-based self-
esteem.

More recently, Liao et al. (2014) meta-analytically investigated the relationship
between i-deals and their consequences. Their meta-analysis aimed to present the meta-
correlations between i-deals and other variables in both Eastern and Western cultures. In
order to do so, they divided several study samples into two big cultural groups (i.e.,
Eastern or Western cultures) based on the countries represented. Eastern cultures included
China, India, and South Korea while Western cultures included Germany, the U.S.A., and
the Netherlands. The effect of i-deals was consistent across two cultural groups with
regard to a number of outcomes, including perceived organization support (Western: p
=.16, 95 percent CI: .15, .17; Eastern: p = .21, 95 percent CI: .13, .30), job satisfaction
(Western: p = .30, 95 percent CI: .20, .40; Eastern: p = .30, 95 percent CI: .07, .52),
affective commitment (Western: p= .13, 95 percent CI: .00, 0.27; Eastern: p= .25, 95
percent CI: .06, .43), and leader member exchange (Western: p= .33, 95 percent CI: .21,
0.45; Eastern: p= .28, 95 percent CI: .13, .45). As theoretically (Rousseau 2005; Bal and
Lub 2016) and empirically proven (Hornung et al. 2008; Hornung et al., 2010; Ng and
Feldman 2015; Liao et al. 2014), existing researchers have shown that i-deals have
significant impact on employee’s attitudes and behaviors, regardless of their cultural

differences.

Problems of existing research
In this paper, we consider affective commitment as our main outcome variable

of interest for two key reasons. First, i-deals capture employment relationships (Rousseau,



12005), whereas organizational commitment captures employees' reactions to those
employment relationships (Allen and Meyer, 1990). Second, organizational commitment
has been found to be an influential predictor of many job attitudes and behaviors (Allen
and Meyer, 1990; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990) and thus has the potential to explain why and
how i-deals relate to a wide range of workplace outcomes.

As discussed above, existing empirical research has successfully offered some
support for the association between i-deals and affective commitment. However, it should
be noted that the reported effect sizes were relatively small (Liao et al., 2014; Conway
and Coyle-Shapiro, 2015)". For example, though Liao et al. (2014) generally support the
association between overall i-deals and affective commitment, they also found that the
effect size of i-deals is slightly stronger in Eastern than in Western countries. These
confounding results may partially stem from the small number of previous studies that
have addressed the relationship between i-deals and affective commitment (Conway and
Coyle-Shapiro, 2015). More importantly, however, it may be due to the fact that prior
studies are problematic in two respects.

The first problem is a lack of attention to the different impact of each dimension
of'i-deals on their outcomes. Researchers tend to treat i-deals as a construct with a number
of dimensions (Hornung et al., 2008; Anand et al., 2010; Ng and Feldman, 2010; Bal et
al., 2012; Rosen et al., 2013). However, the dimensions and number of dimensions
studied vary among those studies. While Anand et al. (2010) focused on only one single
dimension which is developmental i-deal, Hornung et al. (2008) selected three
dimensions (developmental, flexibility, and workload reduction) and Rosen et al. (2013)
captured four dimensions (schedule flexibility, task and work responsibilities, location
flexibility, and financial incentives).

In an attempt to elucidate the composition of i-deals, a growing number of
researchers have paid ad hoc attention to different dimensions and investigated the
content captured by each of them. Nevertheless, there also exist research that treats i-
deals as a synthetic concept with various integrated dimensions such as in Anand et al.
(2010) and Liao et al. (2016). For this reason, little is known about the differences in the
impact of each of the dimensions that make up the i-deals on their outcome variables.
According to social exchange theory, the level of favorable behavior an individual
engages in toward others depends not only on the absolute number of benefits provided

by the other party, but also on the type of benefits provided (Blau, 1964). There are at



least two reasons. The first reason is that different types of benefits have different values
for different people, such as some people value financial incentives while others value
schedule flexibility. The second and more important reason is that the degree of scarcity
differs depending on the type of benefits. The value of the benefits, in this case i-deals,
that an employee receives from an organization is affected not only by the absolute
number of benefits provided to him, but also by the degree to which they are provided to
others around him, i.e., the relative amount (Adams, 1963; Blau, 1964). The employee
will perceive a strong sense of being committed by the employer when he is given a
benefit that many people in the same group cannot enjoy. With a few exceptions (e.g.,
Rosen et al., 2013), existing research has not focused on differences in effect size across
various i-deals dimensions. The weak relationship between i-deals and affective
commitment in existing researches may have been observed because the effects of each
dimension with potentially different effect sizes were not properly categorized and
investigated in such a detailed manner.

The second problem is a lack of consideration for the impact of national culture.
The only study that empirically examined the relationship between i-deals and their
outcomes is by Liao, et al. (2014). The reason for the need to focus on the influence of
national culture is that it affects the rareness of idiosyncratic deals by employees. As
discussed below, in a society that encourages disparities in treatment between individuals,
employees tend to routinely observe differences in power and treatment between
themselves and their surroundings. Conversely, in a society that encourages the
minimization of power and treatment differences among individuals, such differences
may rarely be observed. Such country-specific differences may make a difference in the
effect of i-deals. The extent to which idiosyncratic deals related to each dimension of i-
deals are implemented should vary considerably among countries. In this sense, it is
necessary to conduct research to compare the effect size of i-deals for each dimension
internationally.

In conclusion, most extant research either failed to investigate i-deals in
compositional manner or neglected the effects of cultural factors on the i-deals' outcomes.
In addition, given the findings of cross-cultural studies which proved that diversity is high
even among countries which share similar geographical locations (Hofstede 2001), it is
essential that the effects of cultural disparity on the relationship between i-deals and their

outcomes should be attentively considered.



National culture

Extant research has theoretically proven that the relationships between i-deals
and outcomes are influenced by national culture in several ways. Rousseau (2005) posited
that cultural differences influences on how i-deals are granted and how they function.
Although cross-cultural empirical studies on i-deals are still relatively limited, there are
some important ones to note (Ng and Feldman 2015; Liao et al. 2014). Ng and Feldman
(2015) found that while the total effect of i-deals on voice behavior was positive in both
the United States and China, the total effect size of i-deals on voice is stronger in Chinese
samples. Also, study by Liao et al. (2014) revealed that the associations between i-deals
and some consequences such as affective commitment and perceived organizational
support were slightly stronger in Eastern than in Western cultures.

Liao et al. (2014) suggested that the size of regression coefficients of i-deals
and their outcomes is moderated by national culture. This means that the effects size may
be strong or weak depending on their contextual factors. Researchers happened to find
contrasting effects of i-deals, and these disparities occurred possibly due to the
differences in cultural context in which i-deals were negotiated (Bal and Lub 2016).

Logically, i-deals could not be separated from their ideological origin rooted in
the society (Bal and Lub 2016). Unless a clear and credible premise for the i-deals is
conveyed to members, i-deals are not likely to be constructed as legitimated (Rousseau
2005). Criteria for judgment are more likely to be accepted by organizational members if
some kind of shared set of values exists within its society regarding the way in which the
employer related to several personnel decisions. In order for i-deals to function, a meta-
contract such as “i-deals are needed” must be broadly shared within the society (Rousseau
2005). This meta-contract is agreed upon the conditions guiding employment-related
decision in its society (Rousseau 2005).

Among several cultural dimensions, power distance and individualism are the
aspects that this study focuses on. Power distance is defined as the extent to which the
less powerful members of institutions and organizations within a country expect and
accept that power is distributed unequally (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1998;
Hofstede, 2001). One of the most salient aspects of inequality is the degree of power each
person exerts or can exert over other persons. This dimension deals with the fact that all

individuals in societies are not equal, and it expresses the attitude of the culture toward
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these power inequalities amongst us (Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1998; Hofstede,
2001). Individualism is the degree of interdependence a society maintains among its
members (Hofstede, 2001). In individualist societies, people are only supposed to look
after themselves and their direct family. On the contrary, people in collectivist societies
belong to “in-groups” and take care of each other in exchange for unquestioning loyalty.
It has to do with whether personal self-image is defined in terms of “I” or “We”. There is
a certain degree of correlation between these two cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 2001).
In general, the higher the score on individualism, the smaller the power distance between
the people.

In this study, only power distance is selected to be the concept to focus in. The
reason is that many extant studies have presented consistent results regarding this
dimension score for each specific country, while those on individualism revealed mixed
and confusing numbers. The individualism score, which was often used in previous i-
deals research to describe the characteristics of a country (e.g., Liao et al., 2014; Bal and
Lub 2016), shows considerable variance across studies. For example, according to
Hofstede (2001), the magnitude of individualism scores in Singapore, Thailand, and
Japan are in the order of Japan > Thailand > Singapore. However, for the same
individualism score, Tronpenaars and Hampden-Turner (1998) resulted in the order of
Thailand > Japan > Singapore. In addition, it has been pointed out that there is a strong
correlation between individualism scores and the degree of economic development of a
country (Hofstede, 2001; Gorodnichenko, and Roland, 2011). When conducting research
in areas with rapid economic growth, such as Southeast Asia and East Asia, individualism
scores at a certain point in time may not necessarily apply to the present (Tronpenaars
and Hampden-Turner, 1998). Clearly, it is difficult to acquire such an up-to-date and
reliable individualism score to make comparisons among countries.

In contrast, the power-distance index for each country has been consistent
among various empirical studies (e.g., Tronpenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1998;
Hofstedte, 2001). For instance, according to Hofstede (2001), the magnitude of power
distance score in Singapore, Thailand, and Japan are in the order of Singapore > Thailand
> Japan. In line with this, results of the study by Tronpenaars and Hampden-Turner
(1998) showed the same order. The correlation between the power-distance index and the
degree of economic development of each country is also much lower than that of

individualism (Tronpenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1998) 2.
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Targeted countries

This study focuses on power distance and compares the effect size of i-deals on
effective commitment in Singapore, Thailand, and Japan. There are three reasons for
choosing respondents from these countries. First, all of them are on top ten in terms of
GDP in Asia. As the result, many multinational companies have chosen these countries
as the place to build their subsidiaries and regional headquarters. With this selection of
samples, the study aims to provide important implications for the management of cross-
cultural HRM in multinational companies. Second, despite frequently assumed to belong
to the same oriental cultural origin, these countries are quite different in several national
cultural dimensions such as power distance and individualism. Third, existing research
has already confirmed that companies in their countries are in general engaged in i-deals'

practice (Rousseau and Schalk 2000).

Hypotheses

In this paper, we adopt the most comprehensive Rosen et al.'s (2013) four
dimensions of ideals which include schedule flexibility, task and work responsibilities,
location flexibility, financial incentive. As theoretically (Rousseau 2005; Bal and Lub
2016) and empirically proven (Hornung et al. 2008; Hornung et al., 2010; Ng and
Feldman 2015; Liao et al. 2014), i-deals have significant impact on employee’s attitudes
and behaviors, regardless of their cultural differences. The finding fits well in most
cultures’ belief (Ng and Feldman 2015). Similar to Liao et al. (2014)’s results, other
empirical research has also shown that i-deals are positively related to employees’
affective commitment regardless of their national culture and the i-deals dimensions
selected (Hornung et al. 2008; Hornung et al., 2010; Ng and Feldman 2010). If these
findings made by previous scholars were universally true, then the relationship between
i-deals and affective commitment should be similarly significant across Asian countries,

given that there is some cultural diversity. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

Hla: Task and work responsibility i-deals are positively related to affective commitment
in Japanese, Thai, and Singaporean employees.
H1b: Schedule flexibility i-deals are positively related to affective commitment in

Japanese, Thai, and Singaporean employees.
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Hlc: Location flexibility i-deals are positively related to affective commitment in
Japanese, Thai, and Singaporean employees.
Hld: Financial incentive i-deals are positively related to affective commitment in

Japanese, Thai, and Singaporean employees.

The fact that some employees are offered idiosyncratic deals that others are not
is nothing less than the fact that there is some relative deprivation in the organization
(Rousseau, 2005). Such relative deprivation is frequently observed in collectivist and
high-power distance societies where disparities in treatment among people are allowed.
Conversely, the stronger the degree of individualism and the weaker the degree of power
distance, the less likely people are to repeatedly observe such relative deprivation (Bal
and Lub, 2016). A person in a society where inter-individual disparities are rarely
observed should perceive a higher scarcity of idiosyncratic deals offered to him than those
in a society where these disparities are commonly perceived, and vice versa. Therefore,
in general, the effect size of i-deals is larger in countries with smaller power distance and
higher degree of individualism.

Let us consider each of the four dimensions. In a country like Singapore, where
there are large differences in power among employees in a hierarchical organization
(Tronpenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1998), employees might witness differences in task
and work responsibility among employees quite frequently. Thus, for them, the rareness
of task and work responsibility i-deals might be low. On the contrary, in a country like
Japan where the difference in power among employees is small, it is unlikely to observe
individual differences in task and work responsibility among employees. Therefore, for
them, the rareness of task and work responsibility is possibly high. The effect size of task
and work responsibility i-deals in each country is expected to be as follows according to

the order of power distance score.

H2a: The effect seize of task and work responsibility i-deals on affective commitment of
Japanese employees is stronger than that of Thai employees.

H2b: The effect seize of i-deals on affective commitment of Thai employees is stronger
than that of Singaporean employees.

Similarly, in a country with a large power distance like Singapore, individual
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differences in scheduling and work location flexibility may also be large. According to a
psychological contracts research, individuals who have strong bargaining power over the
organization are more likely to win favorable work schedules and work locational
conditions for themselves than those who have weak bargaining power (Ali, 2020).
Therefore, in countries where the default value of power distance between individuals is
high, the gap between individuals in terms of schedule and work location flexibility will
be larger than in countries where the default value of power distance between individuals
is low. This difference in the rareness of idiosyncratic deals can be expected to lead to
differences in the effect size of i-deals among the three countries.

Thus, the effect size of schedule and location flexibility i-deals in each country

are expected to be as follows according to the order of power distance score.

H3a: The effect size of schedule flexibility i-deals on affective commitment of
Japanese employees is stronger than that of Thai employees.
H3b: The effect size of schedule flexibility i-deals on affective commitment of

Thai employees is stronger than that of Singaporean employees.

H4a: The effect size of location flexibility i-deals on affective commitment of
Japanese employees is stronger than that of Thai employees.
HA4b: The effect size of location flexibility i-deals on affective commitment of

Thai employees is stronger than that of Singaporean employees.

Differences in national culture define the frequency that idiosyncratic deals are
observed in a given country. However, the extent to which idiosyncratic deals are made
on specific dimensions should also be affected by factors other than national culture, such
as economic and social conditions. The rareness of the financial incentive i-deal is likely
to be higher in countries with small income inequality than in countries with large income
inequality among individuals. Thus, the effect size of financial incentive i-deals on
outcomes will be larger in such countries than in other countries.

The difference in income between individuals depends not only on the national
culture but also on the economic status of each country (Forbes, 2000). Comparing the
Gini coefficients of the three countries, the Gini coefficient of Singapore as of 2010 was
0.46%, which is much higher than the values of Japan (0.35%) and Thailand (0.39%) at
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the same time®. This means that there the income gap among people in Singapore is quite
high compared to that in Japan and Thailand. These indices might lead to the possibility
that Singaporean employees are offered with less financial incentive i-deals than their
counterparts in Japan and Thai. In other words, the rareness in financial incentive i-deals
observed among Singaporean employees is possibly higher than among the two other

countries. The last hypotheses are then postulated as follows:

Hb5a: The effect of financial incentive i-deals on affective commitment of
Japanese employees is not different from that of Thai employees.
H5b: The effect of financial incentive i-deals on affective commitment of Thai

and Japanese employees is stronger than that of Singaporean employees.

Method
Data collection and samples

Data were collected from full-time employees in Singapore, Thailand, and
Japan via an online survey service company. Research comparing traditional paper-based
and online surveys revealed that no significant biases are existing between the two
methodologies (Mehta and Sivadas 1995). Respondents were recruited through an
organization that maintains a large database of employees working in business enterprises.
In Japan, respondents were recruited through Macromil.Inc, an organization that
maintains a large database of employees willing to participate in online surveys. In
Singapore and Thailand, respondents were recruited through Beyond global.Inc, which is
also an organization that holds a large database of employees. Through Macromil.Inc and
Beyond global.Inc, the link to our survey (i.e. URL) was sent via e-mail to full-time
white-collar employees. In all countries, the anonymity of respondents was guaranteed.
Respondents were chosen from a wide array of organizations. Those who volunteered to
participate were given access to a secure website where they completed the survey. A
total number of 909 responses were recorded?. Among those, 309 were Japanese, 300
were Thai, and the rest of 300 were Singaporean.

24.6% of participants were female whose ages ranged between 22 and 73 with a
mean of 46.21. The mean organization tenure was 14.36 years. Participants were
employed from a wide variety of industries, most of which were manufacturing (20.3%),
banking/finance (11.2%), retail (16.0%), service (15.2%), consulting (8.3%). To ensure



15

that sampling bias did not influence our results, we compared participants who were
Singaporean, Thai, and Japanese concerning demographic variables (i.e. age, tenure).
Analysis of variance results showed no significant differences in demographic variables

among employees from these three countries.

Measures

I-deals. 1-deals were measured with sixteen items developed by Rosen et al.
(2013). These authors asked respondents to what extent they had negotiated an i-deal
within the past year on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree ¥. Six items were asked to assess task and work responsibilities (e.g., “I
have successfully asked for extra responsibilities that take advantage of the skills that |
bring to the job™); five items were to assess financial incentives (e.g., “My supervisor has
ensured that my compensation arrangement (e.g., hourly vs. salaried) meets my individual
needs.”); three items were to assess schedule flexibility (e.g., “My supervisor considers
my personal needs when making my work schedule); and the last two items were to
assesses location flexibility (e.g., “Because of my individual needs, I have negotiated a
unique arrangement with my supervisor that allows me to complete a portion of my work
outside of the office”. Adopting this scale, this study intended to capture the number of
received i-deals as a result of the negotiation between employees and their employer.

Those sixteen items were submitted to confirmatory factor analysis (CFAs) to
assess their measurement properties since this scale was being used for the first time in
Japanese, Thai and Singaporean setting (table 1). Unlike Rosen et al. (2016) which
revealed a four-factor structure, in this study, CFAs results indicated that the three-factor
structure fits the data well with comparative fit index (CFA) = .92, Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI) = .91, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) =. 06, and standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR) = .05. Three dimensions of i-deals demonstrated
adequate internal consistency in each country (task and work responsibilities: Japan a
= .88, Thai a = .85 and Singapore a = .87; schedule and location flexibilities: Japan a
= .85, Thai a = .87 and Singapore a = .89; financial incentives: Japan o = .90, Thai o= .81
and Singapore a = .80). In our data, the discrimination between schedule flexibility and
location flexibility was not confirmed. For this reason, in the following analysis, a

composite variable of schedule flexibility and location flexibility will be used instead .
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Table 1. Model comparison

Proposed and alternative factor structure x? A yx? CFI TLI RMSEA  SRMR

Three factor model
Task/work, schedule + location, financial 197.12 92 91 .06 .05
Four-factor model
Task/work, schedule, location, financial 540.33 34221 %** 75 1 A1 .10
One-factor model

Task/work + schedule + location + financial 1,020.44 480.11 *** .50 42 17 13

N =909; A x?2were calculated based on comparing the model fit of the alternative model with the three-factor model. CFI =
comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root
mean square residual.

N =309, * p <0.05; ** p <0.01; *** p < 0.001

Affective commitment. Affective commitment was measured using six items
developed by Allen and Meyer (1990). Sample items are “I enjoy discussing about my
organization with people outside it” and “I really feel as if this organization’s problems
are my own” (Cronbach o = .80).

Since the Japanese and Thai versions of i-deals’ and affective 's scale were not
available, the authors conducted the translations from English into these two languages.
Back translations into English were done by authorized translators to ensure that the
meaning of the translated manuscripts were consistent with the original English version.
Pilot studies were conducted with three employee samples from each country. These nine
samples were excluded from the final database. The same procedure was conducted to
attain the precise translation for the Thai version of affective commitment, since it was
also unavailable at the time when the study was carried out.

We controlled for employee demographics, including age, tenure, gender,
industries, position, nationality. They are selected as the results of the reference to
existing empirical researchers (Hornung et al. 2008; Hornung et al. 2010; Ng and
Feldman 2015; Liao et al. 2016).

Analytical model

This study used a multiple regression model with the interaction terms
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presented below. The model was intended to compare the effect size of i-deals on the
affective commitment of the Japanese, Singaporean, and Thai employees, with that of

Thai employees was chosen as the comparison baseline.

affective commitment = B01xintercept + B02~09xcontrol variables + B10xJapanese dummy
+PB11xSingaporean dummy +p12xtask and work responsibilities i-deals
+ B13xschedule and location flexibilities i-deals
+ B14xfinancial incentives I-deals
+ B15~17xeach i-dealsxJapanese dummy
+ B18~20x%each i-dealsxSingaporean dummy

In this model, the dependent variable y was affective commitment. f01 was
intercepted. f02~09 were all control variables. 02 was age, f03 was tenure, f04 was
women dummy, 05 to f08 was several industries dummy and 09 was manager dummy.
B10 indicated Japanese sample dummy, $11 was Singaporean sample dummy, B12 to f14
were several i-deals, B15 to B17 was the interaction of each i-deals and Japanese dummy,
and B18 to f20 was interaction of each i-deals and Singaporean dummy. If the estimated
coefficient of B10 or P11 is statistically significant, it can be concluded that the level of
affective commitment in Japanese or Singaporean samples is different from that of the
Thai samples. If the estimated coefficient of 15 to 17 or B18 to B20 is statistically
significant, the effect of each i-deals' dimension on affective commitment would be
significantly high/low in Japanese or Singaporean samples. On the contrary, if the
coefficients of B15 to 20 were not significant, it means that there are no differences

among these three samples.

Results

The means, standard deviations, and correlations among the variables of the
whole sample are shown in table 2. In addition, means, standard deviations, and
correlations among the variables of Japanese, Thai, and Singapore samples are shown in
Tables 3, 4, and 5. As predicted, three types of i-deals were positively and significantly
correlated with affective commitment in these three countries. In general, the size of the
correlation coefficient of the Japanese samples was the highest among these three

countries, followed by those of Thai and Singaporean samples. According to Table 2,
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tenure is negatively correlated to affective commitment. This result probably reflects the
influence of the Singaporean sample. As shown in Table 5, for Singaporean employees,
there is a statistically significant negative correlation between tenure and affective
commitment. This happened probably due to the high mobility of the labor market in
Singapore and the high propensity of employees to change jobs (Lee and Morris, 2016).
This negative correlation is inconsistent with the findings of previous studies in the U.S.
and Europe (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990), but it is consistent with those done in Singapore
(Chay and Aryee, 1999). Chay and Aryee (1999) empirically showed that the coefficient
between organizational tenure and commitment was much weaker, if not negative, in

Singapore than in other countries.

Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations: whole sample

N =909, * p <0.05; ** p <0.01; *** p < 0.001

M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1 age 4221 999 1
2 tenure 1436  11.13  25%** 1
3 task and work responsibilities i-deals 3.24 89 - 170%** - 068** 1
4 schedule and location flexibilities i-deals 3.18 90 - 145%x* - 06* 679%FF ]
5 financial incentives i-deals 2.97 90 - 160***  -086%*  [701**¥*  e94*** 1
6  affective commitment 3.09 .86 -.066** -.04* S17HEE 466%FF  502%%*

dummy variables are omitted.

Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and correlations: Japanese sample

M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1 age 40.17 1436 1
2 tenure 1636  7.131 .690%** 1
3 task and work responsibilities i-deals 2917 988 .026 .071 1
4 schedule and location flexibilities i-deals 2.664 983 -.006 .075 J701FEE ]
5 financial incentives i-deals 2.668 1.058 .042 .020 612%FF 63 FEFE ]
6 affective commitment 2.76 69 120%* .097 ST2EEE S 47RFAE 49 HAE

N =309, * p <0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

dummy variables are omitted.
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Table 4. Means, standard deviations, and correlations: Thai sample

M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1 age 3429 8.555 1
2 tenure 4897  5.61 .659%* 1
3 task and work responsibilities i-deals 3.034 7123 .099 .035 1
4 schedule and location flexibilities i-deals 2.991 833 .074 -.025 .643%%* 1
5 financial incentives i-deals 2.684 .868  .061 .025 587k .646%*F* ]
6 affective commitment 2.84 82 .143%* .063 459%* A52%Fk 4] (R*

N =300, * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

dummy variables are omitted.

Table SMeans, standard deviations, and correlations: Singaporean sample

M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1 age 39.91 9.99 1
2 tenure 339 413 .389%** 1
3 task and work responsibilities i-deals 3.24 .89 - 134%* .009 1
4 schedule and location flexibilities i-deals 3.18 90  -.104 .06 586%** 1
5 financial incentives i-deals 297 90  -.065 .080 678k .664%** ]
6 affective commitment 3.09 86 -.017 -.021 208*** 277FFE - 344%%*

N =300, * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

dummy variables are omitted.

The results of regression analysis are reported in Table 6. A positive
relationship between several dimensions of i-deals and affective commitment was
confirmed. Thus, Hla, H1b, Hlc, and H1d were supported.

Both Japanese x task and work responsibilities i-deals interaction and
Singaporean X task and work responsibilities i-deals were statistically significant.
Nevertheless, their signs were opposite. Japanese X task and work responsibilities i-deals
interaction had a positive effect on affective commitment (f=.194, p <.001). The results
also indicated that the effect of task and work responsibilities i-deals on the affective
commitment of Japanese is stronger than that of Thai employees. H2a was therefore

supported. In contrast, the effect of Singaporean x task and work responsibilities i-deals



Table 6. Results of regression analysis

affective commitment

i p i
intercept 1.545  **x* 1.486  *** 1.574  **x*
age .005  ** 006  ** .006  **
tenure .000 .000 .001
woman dummy -.065 -.069 -.06
manufacturing industry dummy -.085 -.074 -.071
finance industry dummy -.173 -.167 -.179
retail industry dummy -.069 -.083 -.079
IT industry dummy .001 .006 .014
manager dummy .086 096  * 086 *
Japanese dummy -986  Fx*E -.641 ¥ =729
Singaporean dummy 307 264 .043
task and work responsibilities i-deals 259w 193 x 213 HEkx
schedule and location flexibilities i-deals .08 168 ** 105 **
financial incentives i-deals 154 A 149 wx 162 **
task and work responsibilities i-deals x Japanese 194 A
task and work responsibilities i-deals x Singaporean =208 HEE
schedule and location flexibilities i-deals x Japanese .077
schedule and location flexibilities i-deals x 195wk
Singaporean
financial incentives i-deals x Japanese 117
financial incentives i-deals x Singaporean -137 %
adjusted R? .368 355 354
F value 36.218 *¥** 34319 kkx 34.07  *x*

20

N =909, * p <0.05; ** p <0.01; *** p < 0.001

interaction was negative (= -.208, p <.001), meaning that the effect of task and work
responsibilities i-deals on the affective commitment of Singaporean employees was
weaker than that of Thai employees. Thus, H2b was also supported.

Though Singaporean x schedule and location flexibility i-deals was significant,
Japanese X% schedule and location flexibility i-deals interaction was not. Singaporean X
schedule and location flexibility i-deals interaction had a negative effect on affective
commitment (B= -.195, p < .001). This result indicated that the effect of schedule and
location flexibility i-deals on the affective commitment of Singaporeans was weaker than
that of Thai employees. Thus, H3b and H4b were supported. On the contrary, the effect
of Japanese x schedule and location flexibility i-deals interaction was insignificant,
meaning that the effect of schedule and location flexibility i-deals on the affective
commitment of Japanese employees was neither stronger nor weaker than that of Thai

employees. Thus, H3a and H4a were not supported.



21

Similar results were confirmed for financial incentives. Singaporean x financial
incentives i-deals is significant, but Japanese % financial incentives i-deals interaction is
not significant. Singaporean x financial incentives i-deals interaction had a negative
effect on affective commitment (B=-.137, p <.001). This result indicated that the effect
of financial incentives i-deals on the affective commitment of Singaporean is weaker than
that of Thai employees. Thus, H5b was supported. On the contrary, the effect of Japanese
x financial incentives i-deals interaction was not significant, meaning that the effect of
financial incentives i-deals on the affective commitment of Japanese employees was

neither stronger nor weaker than that of Thai employees. Thus, H5a was not supported.

Discussion and conclusion
Discussion

This study investigated the effect of several i-deals' dimensions on affective
commitment. In addition, it also examined how these relationships were moderated by
national culture. By doing so, this study is the first one ever to compare the effect size
of i-deals among countries of related geographical and cultural origin. The results
suggested that all i-deals' dimensions were positively related to affective commitment in
Japanese, Thai, and Singaporean samples. This finding is compatible with extant
research which has shown that i-deals are positively related to employees’ attitudes and
behaviors regardless of their social and cultural background (Hornung et al. 2008;
Hornung et al. 2010; Ng and Feldman 2010).

More importantly, the results of our study contribute to existing knowledge on
i-deals by empirically proving that the size of regression coefficient of several i-deals’
dimensions on affective commitment varies among the three selected countries. In
particular, the effect size of task and work responsibility i-deals on affective commitment
in Japanese samples was stronger than that of Thai and Singaporean samples.
Furthermore, compared to Thai samples, the effect size of task and responsibility i-deals
on affective commitment recorded in Singaporean samples was much weaker. This order
is consistent with the order of power distance scores measured in previous studies on
national cultures (Tronpenaars and Hampden-Turner, 1998; Hofstedte, 2001). In
Singapore, the country reported with the largest power distance, the possibility that

employees are provided with task and work responsibility i-deals was supposed to be high.
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Japan, on the other end of the spectrum, has been recognized with the lowest level of
power distance, does not seem to allow inequality in task and responsibility among
employees of the same level. Japanese employees were therefore not familiar with the
practice of i-deals and this fact feasibly made i-deals more valuable to them.
Consequently, they might develop greater affective commitment with their organizations.
The disparities in the perception of this dimension of i-deals were possibly the reason for

the differences in the effect sizes recorded in our results.

Results of the study also indicated that the effect of the combination of i-deals
and national culture on effective commitment differs slightly depending on the dimension
of i-deals. As predicted, the effect of financial incentive i-deals on the affective
commitment of Japanese employees was not different from that of Thai employees,
however, the effect of financial incentive i-deals on the affective commitment of Thai and
Japanese employees was stronger than that of Singaporean employees. Income inequality
i1s much higher in Singapore than in the other two countries, as evidenced by the relatively
high Gini coefficient. Simultaneously, Singaporean employees observe the gap in
financial incentive within the organization more commonly compared to their Japanese
and Thai counterparts. Since the gap in incentive has been common sense and already a
part of their HRM practice, Singaporean employees might not value the offer of this I-

deals' type as compared to those in the other two countries.

Contrary to our prediction, there was no difference in the effect size of schedule
and location flexibility i-deals between Japan and Thailand. The possible explanation is
that the size of regression coefficient of schedule and location flexibility i-deals on
affective commitment might largely be influenced by factors other than national culture.
One possible factor is management style. Many companies in Thailand have introduced
Japanese-style management including HRM (Kosiyanon and Yoshihara, 1985). Despite
the differences in national culture, this similarity in HRM style might have led to the
similarity in the rareness of schedule and location flexibility i-deals. In contrast, many
companies in Singapore have introduced Western-style management (Jetro, 2019), and i-
deals might be more common in this country than in the other two countries. This fact
consequently led to the weaker relationship between i-deals and affective commitment of

Singaporean, compared to that of Japanese and Thai employees.
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Theoretical and managerial contributions and implications

Existing researchers paid ad hoc attention to different dimensions and
operationalized i-deals for each of them, sometimes constituting a single dimension that
integrates the various dimensions (Hornung et al., 2008; Anand et al., 2010; Ng and
Feldman, 2010; Bal et al., 2012; Rosen et al., 2013). The weak relationship between i-
deals and affective commitment in extant research was reported possibly because
researchers treated i-deals as a construct mixed from various dimensions. This might have
accidentally excluded the potentially strong correlations between some dimensions with
the outcome variable. This paper showed that by analyzing the relationship between i-
deals' dimensions and their outcome separately, the effects of those dimensions are
different. Future research therefore should treat i-deals as a set of mutually heterogeneous
dimensions instead of a mass and uncategorized construct. This method of analysis may
help increase the chance of investigating the dynamic role that i-deal practice contributes
to organizational outcomes.

Though cultural variables were not directly included in data analysis, the results
of the study support the notion that i-deals could not be separated from their ideological
origin rooted in the society (Rousseau 2005; Liao et al. 2014; Bal and Lub 2016). As
theoretically (Rousseau 2005; Bal and Lub 2016) and empirically have proven (Hornung
et al. 2008; Hornung et al., 2010; Ng and Feldman 2015; Liao et al. 2014), i-deals did
have a significant impact on employee’s attitudes and behaviors, regardless of their
cultural differences. However, the effect size of i-deals may vary according to the national
culture such as the power distance of each country.

In particular, the current findings provide evidence to prove that the effect size
of i-deals is been larger in countries with smaller power distances. We believe that this is
a very noteworthy contribution to extant literature since there has been virtually no
existing research comparing the effect size of i-deals among cultures. What the study
confirmed goes beyond that previously proven by Liao, et al. (2014) which demonstrated
that the relationships between i-deals and their outcomes vary between Western and
Eastern cultures. In this study, we have further specifically confirmed that the differences
exist even among cultures of the same origin and countries of the same geographic area.

This finding suggests that national culture should be considered a powerful factor to
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investigate how i-deal practice works across cultures and how they should be applied in
different cultural contexts to ensure their best function.

Results of the study led to several implications. First, our empirical evidence
suggested a kind of paradox about i-deals. In this paper, we explained the difference in
the effect size of i-deals among countries in terms of the scarcity of idiosyncratic deals
currently provided in those countries. If this explanation is correct, there is a paradox in
the effect of i-deals. The rarer i-deals are observed, the more they are valued. In other
words, the more commonly i-deals are offered, the less employees would find them
valuable and thus the less can i-deals contribute to organizational outcomes. This paradox
raises managerial concerns about how ingeniously i-deal practice should be implemented

and applied to help organizations achieve their intended goals.

Reported insignificance of correlations between some i-deal's dimensions and
affective commitment indicates that i-deals do not always strengthen employees’
commitment towards the organization as suggested in previous studies (Conway and
Coyle-Shapiro, 2015) . Management thus needs to put efforts into exploring which type
of i-deals when operationalized would bring positive impact to the organization. Based
on what was confirmed by our study, we suggest companies pay attention to the national
culture as well as the current socioeconomic status of the country in which the company
operates. As these factors affect the rareness of how present i-deal practice take place in
a country, they are effective tools for an organization to search for which i-deals are
favored by its labor workforce. Such meticulous scrutinization would increase the
possibility of organizations to provide employees with their desired deals and

consequently boost their chance of success in attracting and retaining talent.

Our findings also have significant contributions and implications to cross-
cultural HRM. Though i-deals have been previously recognized to be a powerful tool to
motivate and retain talented employees, the results of our study showed that the effects
they had on employees’ affective commitment were inconsistent across cultures. This
finding strengthens the fact that HRM practices, in which i-deals are included, could not
be applied without modifications to fit the culture of the country where they are
implemented. As suggested by our research findings, i-deals were highly valued in some

cultures while just moderately appreciated in other cultures. This result triggers the need
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for managers, especially those in multinational companies to reconsider what and how
the company should offer i-deals to its employees in different oversea branches.
Thorough research on the local culture encompassing how employees perceive i-deals,
how i-deals should be given, as well as what preferred conditions to include in the i-deal
menu is imperative in building i-deal practices to be an organization’s efficacious HRM
and development instrument.

As stated above, the results of our study question the naive conclusion that i-
deals are effective. Although resulted in, to some extent, some positive consequences,
this practice does not always guarantee strong and continuous commitment of employees
towards the organization. In cross - cultural HRM research, the traditional notion
proposing that “multinational companies should globally unify their different practices”
is still strong and influential (Collings et al., 2007). Nevertheless, along with the
development of literature on cross-cultural management, it has been increasingly
postulated and confirmed that practice which is quite effective for certain samples from
a certain country (e.g. United States, Great Britain) may not be as effective for samples
from another country (e.g Japan, China) (Schuler, Budhwar, and Florkowski, 2002;
Collings, Scullion and Morley, 2007). Thus, rather than globalization, the localization of
HRM practices is recently gaining support from researchers (Schuler, Budhwar, and
Florkowski, 2002; Collings, Scullion and Morley, 2007). Results of our study contribute
evidence to support this advanced strategy in managing people across cultures. I-deals,
like many other HRM practices, should be arranged in accordance with the culture of the
country in which the multinational company operates. The standardization of i-deals
across all subsidiaries may not bring about the same effects since employees in each
country appreciate each deal in different ways. We thus suggest a value-based approach
when building i-deal practice for multinational companies. A robust and enriched i-deal
menu is undoubtedly attractive, but the one created based on conscientious research on
the needs of employees in each country will be the tool that brings global organizations

closer to their intended goals.

Limitations and suggestions for future research
There are some limitations that the study could not avoid. First, the effects of
corporate characteristics were not taken into account. In this study, instead of directly

measuring the rareness of idiosyncratic deals, we focused on the differences in national
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culture that could theoretically be assumed to affect the rareness. We assumed that the
extent to which idiosyncratic deals are made for each dimension differ across countries.
As social exchange theory argues, the rarer the idiosyncratic deals are, the higher they are
valued by the receiving individuals (Blau, 1964). However, we have not directly
measured the frequency of i-deals in each country. Instead, we focused on the power-
distance score of each country and used it as a proxy variable to assume the frequency of
i-deals. Nevertheless, power distance is just one among several aspects that allow us to
predict the rareness of the offered i-deals in a certain culture. Future research therefore
should attempt to seek other reliable proxies that help scrutinize the frequency of given
i-deals. Obviously, we also encourage researchers to search for different approaches
towards i-deals research instead of our proposed method which analyzed the issue through

the rareness of i-deals.

Second, our study was unable to explore the influences of other organizational
characteristics, such as company management style, company age, and level of diversity
among employees. To understand the broader role of i-deals in shaping employment
relationships, further studies in different contextual settings are needed. Future research
should put efforts into building a robust research design concerning vigorous

organizational features to strengthen the validity of the results.

The third and also the biggest limitation of this study lies on the research design.
Because our survey design was cross-sectional, we measured both dependent variables
and independent variables simultaneously using the same questionnaire. For this reason,
we could not deny the possibility that common method bias might have happened
(Podsakoft et al. 2003). Our data were not enough to determine which of these dependent
variables are important. It is important to verify this by further studies with careful

conditional control.

Finally, due to the difficulty in collecting several sets of data in different
countries, our study only covered those in Japan, Thailand, and Singapore. The
development of reliable data collecting systems in those countries allowed us to carry out
online surveys within the time we were required to finish our project. Although the
contributions of the study are considerable, we acknowledge that our selection of country

samples was limited. Thus, further research with more extensive sample settings is needed
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to gain more sophisticated understanding of how subtle cultural disparity impact the
effects of i-deals on organizational outcomes. Furthermore, the extension of samples to

Western countries could also be a challenging yet interesting trial that we recommend.

Note

D In this paper, we clearly distinguish between (1) whether i-deals have a statistically
significant impact on their outcomes (i.e., a significance level of regression coefficient),
and (2) how is the size of the effect (i.e., the sizes of the regression coefficients).

2 Unlike Liu et al. (2013) who studied cultural variables at the individual level, this paper
focus on national-level culture. The reason is that this paper focuses on the degree to
which people routinely observe differences in treatment between individuals, in other
words, the degree of the rareness of i-deals.

3 Gini coefficient was cited from (1) “Singapore in the Workplace” (Singapore
Department of Statistics and Manpower Research Department), and (2) OECD Income
Distribution Database (OECD).

# Since our data were collected by above mentioned research companies, we do not know
how many people received the questionnaire in total.

5) Therefore, in the following, H3a and H4a, and H3b and H3b will be discussed as

identical.
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