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Abstract 

Purpose: Idiosyncratic deals (i-deals) is a concept that describes agreements between an employer or its representative and 
individual employees on personalized arrangements that benefit both the employee and the organization. The aim of this 
study is to determine how many different ways school principals understand the i-deals they make with teachers.  

Method: Data were collected through semi-structured interviews with sixteen school principals who were diversified in 
terms of the sector (public/private), school level, and gender. This study was conceived in the tradition of phenomenography 
within the framework of qualitative methodology. Phenomenography is a research method that aims to reveal how many 
different ways a group of participants experience and understand a particular phenomenon.  

Findings: Results indicate that participants understood these agreements in five different ways: (A1) An acceptable practice 
to motivate teachers if it does not lead to certain problems. (A2) A practice I would not prefer to the systems I use for 
problematic issues in my school. (A3) In some cases, it is a practice that teachers deserve. (A4) Although it carries some 
risks, it is still a necessary practice to increase motivation and remove obstacles to performance, and (A5) A necessary 
practice to benefit from teachers with key skills. Consistent with the logic of phenomenographic design, these 
understandings were ordered hierarchically based on the extent to which one understanding encompasses the other.  
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Introduction 

Teachers sometimes ask their principals for personalized arrangements, such as taking on tasks 
where they can use their skills or being able to work with a program where they can more 
comfortably perform their other responsibilities outside of work. Just like employees in other 
sectors, teachers need these personalized arrangements that are not recognized as standard for 
other teachers. Both they and their schools ultimately benefit from these arrangements. This 
principal-teacher interaction, referred to in the management literature as idiosyncratic deals 
which I discuss in more detail below, is a management phenomenon with which school 
administrators are familiar, even if they do not know the name for it. 
In its well-established definition, the term “i-deals” (idiosyncratic deals) stands for “voluntary, 
personalized agreements of a nonstandard nature negotiated between individual employees and 
their employers regarding terms that benefit each party” (Rousseau et al., 2006, p.978). These 
negotiations are not limited to those between employees and employers; they can be conducted 
between employees and their supervisors or HR managers as well (Hornung et al., 2018). 
Rousseau et al., (2016) attributed the growth of i-deals to several factors such as the decline of 
collective bargaining, the value that highly talented and motivated employees bring to their 
employers, the increasing responsibility placed on individuals to manage their employment and 
their increased effort in seeking personally favorable work arrangements. From these authors 
perspective, coupled with the vital importance of retaining star performers, idiosyncratic deals 
become the ideal way of using organizational resources for human resource management.  
Rousseau et al., (2006) described the four key characteristics of I-deals as follows: (1) They are 
individually negotiated, that is, drawing on their perceived market values, individual employees 
bargain for their own arrangements distinct from those of their coworkers. (2) They are 
heterogeneous which means that at least some of the terms of an i-deal are tailored specifically 
to the dealmaker resulting in intragroup heterogeneity over some aspects of working conditions. 
This nonstandard nature of i-deals can cause the dealmaker's coworkers to view their 
organizations as unfair (Greenberg et al, 2004). (3) They benefit both employer and employee, 
such that for employees, i-deals address the need for personalized work arrangements, while 
also benefiting employers by attracting, retaining, and motivating valued employees. As a 
result, i-deals vary from the unfavorable person-specific arrangements such as favoritism or 
cronyism in that these arrangements are founded on the legitimacy of shared values (Bal and 
Rousseau, 2016). (4) They vary in scope in such a way that some employment packages can 
include only one or two idiosyncratic elements, while some others can be designed fully 
idiosyncratic. An employee may need only flexible work hours while another one needs every 
component, from work hours to pay or title as tailored to his or her needs.  
The relevant literature suggests that depending on their timing and content, i-deals can take on 
a variety of types. Different timing and content of i-deals may have significantly different 
consequences for the i-dealer, the employer, and third parties, most importantly the i- dealer's 
coworkers (Rousseau et al., 2016).  In terms of timing, earlier research (Rousseau et al., 2006, 
2009; Rousseau and Kim, 2004) had classified i-deals as ex ante (i.e., during the recruitment 
process) and ex post (i.e., after working some time). However, in a recent study (Rousseau et 
al., 2016), a third dimension called “in responses to a threat to leave” appeared (p.186). 
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One of the conceptualizations of the content of i-deals can be seen in the scale developed by 
Rosen et al., (2013) which featured four dimensions: schedule flexibility (about being granted 
a work schedule that is suitable to off-the-job demands), location flexibility (about being able 
to work remotely from the main office), financial incentives (about being able to negotiate 
compensation arrangements), and task and work responsibilities (about being given tasks that 
are suitable to develop new or existing skills). The content dimensions can be categorized in 
other ways as well. In a more recent study, Rousseau et al., (2016) categorized the types of i-
deals as “development,” “task,” “flexibility” (including schedule and location issues), “reduced 
workload,” and “financial” i-deals. From this perspective, task i-deals differ from development 
i-deals (“career i-deals” in Hornung et al., 2014) in that the former is about making the job 
content more enjoyable while the latter is about making it more conducive to personal 
development.  
Based on my review of the literature, I grouped the factors affecting i-deals into the following 
three categories: (1) organizational characteristics, including organizations’ structural 
conditions (Hornung et al., 2008, 2009), human resource practices (Tuan, 2017; Villajos et al., 
2019); and quality of the exchange relationship between i-dealers and supervisors (Hornung et 
al., 2010; Hornung et al., 2014; Rosen et al., 2013); (2) supervisor characteristics, including 
supervisors’ employee-oriented consideration (Hornung et al., 2011), perspective taking (i.e., 
cognitive empathy; Rao & Kunja, 2019), experience of being caregiver for elders (Las Heras et 
al., 2017), exchange ideologies, justice sensitivities and their experiences of having been 
granted i-deals in the past (Laulié et al., 2019), their perceptions of the extent to which i-deals 
are of benefit to both the employee and organization (Davis & Van der Heijden, 2018), and 
unfulfilled organizational responsibilities to employees (Hornung et al., 2009); (3) employee 
characteristics, including employees’ initiative (Hornung et al., 2008; 2009; Tang & Hornung, 
2015), political skill (Rosen et al., 2013), networking skill (Guerrero & Jeanblanc, 2017), 
perception that they are overqualified for their current job (Huang and Hu, 2021), pursuing 
status striving goals and witnessing coworkers receiving i-deals (Ng & Lucianetti, 2016), job 
level (i.e., employee socioeconomic position; Jonsson et al., 2021).  
I prefer to present the outcomes of i-deals under two headings: Employee and supervisor 
perceptions of the positive and negative outcomes. The positive outcomes include  work 
engagement (Hornung et al., 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011; Zhang & Wu, 2019), commitment (Bal 
& Boehm, 2019; Hattori et al., 2021; Ho & Tekleab, 2016; Hornung et al., 2008; Rosen et al., 
2013), job performance (Hornung et al., 2014), administrative error control (Tuan, 2017), client 
satisfaction (Bal & Boehm, 2019), OCB (Anand et al., 2010), employee initiative (Hornung et 
al., 2010), constructive voice behavior (Ng & Feldman, 2015), innovative work behavior 
(Kimwolo & Cheruiyot, 2020), psychological empowerment and taking charge (Wang & Long, 
2018), perceived organizational support (Zhang & Wu, 2019), job satisfaction (Rosen et al., 
2013; Ho & Tekleab, 2016), creativity (Wang et al., 2018), skill acquisition, job autonomy, 
reduced work overload, occupational self-efficacy and lesser work strain, (Hornung et al., 
2014), job complexity, job control, and lesser job stressors (Hornung et al., 2010), psychological 
employment relationship (Rousseau et al., 2009), employability of older workers (Oostrom et 
al., 2016), and lastly, work-family enrichment (Tang & Hornung, 2015). While flexibility i-
deals were found to relate negatively to work-family conflict (Hornung et al., 2008, 2011), 
developmental i-deals related positively to that problem (Hornung et al., 2008). 
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Purpose of the Study 

I decided to do this research because I noticed some deficiencies in the literature on i-deals. The 
first was that the topic of i-deals in the context of educational organizations has not yet been 
thoroughly researched. It is not possible to know the exact number of teachers working 
worldwide, but in my home country alone, 1,112,305 teachers work at the K-12 level (Aktaş 
Salman et al., 2021), so we can assume that this phenomenon is very common in schools. 
However, we, the researchers in the field of educational administration, had not yet seen this 
phenomenon as a research topic. I conducted the first study on this topic (Özaslan, 2023) as a 
multiple case study on the factors that facilitate making ideals between principals and teachers 
in public and private schools. In this study, I identified 6 factors for professional development, 
7 factors for task flexibility, fourteen factors for schedule flexibility, 8 factors for location 
flexibility, 7 factors for reduced workload, and 2 factors for pay-related i-deals. In addition, in 
this study, I also identified 8 factors that reduce the frequency of these idiosyncratic deals.  As 
a researcher in educational administration, I believe that each principal has his or her own 
understanding of these personalized, nonstandard arrangements for teachers, and that it is of 
great importance to know the variety of these understandings, as knowledge of this variety can 
shed light on the circumstances under which idiosyncratic deals are made in schools. The 
second reason I started these studies is that the literature on i-deals, which has been very well 
developed over the last two decades, has focused almost exclusively on subordinates' 
perceptions and has not yet adequately considered managers' perceptions of these personalized 
arrangements (Bal and Rousseau, 2016). Two studies involving managers (Hornung et al., 2009; 
Lai et al., 2009) have focused on other issues and not on managers' understanding of these 
arrangements.  
The purpose of this phenomenographic study, which I designed based on these two deficits I 
saw in the relevant literature, is to determine how many different ways school principals 
understand the i-deals they make with teachers. In this study, I have presented the different ways 
school principals understand i-deals, which could be stimulating for management researchers 
studying other industries. Furthermore, through the implications for practice, I believe I have 
contributed to the accumulation of knowledge needed for effective school management, and 
through the implications for research, I have provided a direction for future research on this 
topic. Finally, I have provided an accurate and easily understood example of phenomenographic 
research, of which there are very few examples in the field of educational administration.  

Methodology 

Marton and Pong (2005, p. 335) define traditional phenomenography as research that “aims to 
investigate the qualitatively different ways in which people understand a particular 
phenomenon or an aspect of the world around them.” Since this work began with the intention 
of identifying the various ways in which a group of principals understood the idiosyncratic deals 
made with teachers, I felt that phenomenography was the most appropriate research design.  
In Marton's (1988) explanation of the research tradition, this design is based on a second-order 
perspective that describes "one aspect of the world as it appears to the individual" (p. 145) rather 
than a first-order perspective that describes an aspect of the world as it is. I chose 
phenomenography as the research method because in this study I did not want to find out what 
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a nonstandard, personalized arrangement is or means to everyone (only a first-order perspective 
can do that), but rather how principals understand these arrangements (second-order 
perspective). In phenomenography, knowledge is assumed to both depend on reality outside of 
individuals and to be based on individuals' thoughts; therefore, knowledge of reality may vary 
from individual to individual (Svensson, 1997). This neither exclusively positivist nor 
exclusively constructivist perspective is the second reason why phenomenography appeals to 
me as a non-positivist researcher oriented toward commonsense realism (as defined by Mark et 
al., 2000). 
In phenomenography, the unit of description is the conception (Marton and Pong, 2005). 
Conceptions are represented in the form of categories of description (Barnard et al., 1999) and 
are used to explain how research participants understand a particular phenomenon in different 
ways (Larsson & Holmström, 2007). Research participants may express more than one 
understanding (Barnard et al., 1999; Marton & Pong, 2005). In phenomenography, conceptions 
cannot be attributed to specific participants (Barnard et al., 1999), as this research tradition 
focuses on the diversity of conceptions rather than the commonality of a particular conception 
(Orgill, 2012). For this reason, phenomenographic research does not report frequencies or 
discuss the degree of agreement in conceptions. There is a debate in the literature as to whether 
the terms category of description and conception are the same thing (Bowden, 2000). In my 
study, instead of using the terms of category of description or conception, I have preferred to 
use the term "understanding," which is frequently used in the literature and which, I think, is 
more comprehensible to readers. 

Informants 

Trigwell (2000) specifically pointed out that phenomenographic research should involve a 
minimum of fifteen participants (because a smaller number would not be able to capture the 
diversity of experiences) and a maximum of twenty participants (because the amount of data 
would be an overwhelming psychological burden). In my participant matrix, which I created 
with this caveat in mind, I decided that sixteen participants were best suited to cover the 
dimensions of variation that I felt were necessary. Another common practice to elicit variation 
in understanding of focused phenomena is to diversify the study group. In this regard, I found 
it appropriate to differentiate the participants in my study by sector, school level, and gender, 
and I ensured that my participants were distributed so that they did not overlap in any of these 
dimensions of variation. To illustrate, I have one male and one female participant in my study 
group who are principals in private elementary schools, and the same is true for my two 
participants in public elementary schools. So, of the 16 participants in my study group, eight 
work in private schools and eight work in public schools. At the school level, four are in 
preschool, four are in elementary school, and four are in high school. In terms of the gender 
dimension, eight of my participants are female and eight are male. The participants in the 
present study were the same principals as the participants in my previous study (Özaslan, 2023) 
on principals' views on the factors that facilitate idiosyncratic deals with teachers. Although the 
questions and methods of the two studies were completely different, I knew my participants 
more intimately because I had spoken to them as part of another study, which gave me a 
considerable advantage in interpreting their statements.  
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Data Collection and Analysis 

After obtaining the necessary permissions for the research, I conducted my interviews with 
audio recordings in 2022. Prior to the interviews, I gave each participant a wet-signed 
commitment form informing them of their rights as participants. My previous research 
experiences have led me to believe that giving participants the opportunity to clarify their 
thoughts on the research topic by sending them research questions prior to each interview has 
a positive impact on the quality of the data. For this reason, after inviting participants to the 
research interview by phone, I sent them the interview questions and a one-paragraph 
explanation of the concept of i-deals to emphasize that the phenomenon I am studying is not 
nepotism but an ethical practice in schools. My interview questions were as follows: 

1. Do you recall a clear example where a teacher asked you for a personalized 
arrangement (just for him/her)? 

2. What are your feelings and thoughts about this example? How do you feel about this 
arrangement? 

3. Do you remember any other examples? 
4. Thinking of all these examples, how would you describe or imagine a personalized, 

nonstandard arrangement for teachers in general? 

I conducted my phenomenographic analysis in the following steps: 

1. I completed the transcription by using MacOS speech recognition software. 
2. I read each transcribed text twice from beginning to end to familiarize myself with 

what the participants were saying. 
3. Using MaxQDA 2022 software, I did my first-level coding on the transcripts to 

identify the structural dimension of what the participants were talking about. 
4. I undertook first-level coding to identify the referential dimension in which 

participants spoke about how they understood this phenomenon. 
5. I analyzed the expressions in the referential and structural dimensions together. In this 

phase, I created and named understandings. 
6. I read all the understandings comparatively and checked their relevance. In this phase, 

I often returned to the raw data to reread and review all the participants' interview 
statements from beginning to end to understand them (iteration), and I tried to see if 
there was a hierarchical relationship between them. This approach allowed me to better 
understand the participants' understandings on a holistic level. 

7. I created the outcome space and presented the hierarchical arrangement of 
understandings as a shape drawing in this space. 

8. I sent the outcome space to the participants and gave them time to see if they had any 
objections or further contributions. 

As a limitation, I would like to point out that I took the validity measures I mentioned above, 
but instead of the data being analyzed by only one researcher, the analysis of all data by two 
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researchers independently could have resulted in different perspectives on the participants' 
understandings. 

Findings 

Some of the participants from the private sector considered the personalized agreement with 
the teacher as an indispensable condition for success, while another from the same sector stated 
that he aligned his management practices with the principles of the institution rather than with 
the demands of the teacher. On the other hand, some participants working in public schools 
were concerned that i-deals with a teacher negatively affects the other teachers' perception of 
organizational justice by disrupting equity in the school and expressed their tendency to set up 
systems in the school to prevent this, while some other participants from the same sector 
expressed that they risk violating the written rules to some extent to create the conditions that 
allow teachers to work effectively. I am of the opinion that the determining factor in making i-
deals with a teacher is not the sector, but the manager's attitude in this regard. I found no 
relationship between any of the variables (sector, gender, branch, school level) that I adopted 
as dimensions of variation in this research and participants' understanding of i-deals with a 
teacher. On the other hand, as seen in Figure 1, I would say that there is a hierarchical 
relationship between participants' understandings in terms of scope. 

Figure 1 
Hierarchical Structuring of the Participants' Understandings of i-deals with a Teacher 

 

In this hierarchy, all participants viewed i-deals as "an acceptable practice to motivate teachers 
if it does not lead to certain problems," but a step later, they differed in their overall attitudes 
toward these arrangements. For example, in this hierarchical classification, participants with 
the A5 understanding also had the A4 and A1 understandings. In contrast, participants with A2 
understanding had no understanding other than the A1. 
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(A1) An acceptable practice to motivate teachers if it does not lead to certain problems. In 
this understanding, which all participants have, i-deals with a teacher is an acceptable practice 
to increase the teacher's motivation and thus make her more useful to the students, as long as it 
does not lead to some problems that the participants care about. The extent to which participants 
are willing to make such arrangements also varies. To illustrate this with an example, the 
difference in the degree of willingness is visible among the two participants whose direct 
excerpts I have quoted below: 

The teacher will have a request, and you will not make that request! ... The teacher must enter the lesson 
willingly. This is how success increases. I have never sent a teacher to the classroom with heartbreak. Why? 
It's easy to break hearts. It's easy. If I went up to the hallway and hung up my face, I would break the hearts 
of twenty teachers. But they go into class, and I'm the one who is responsible for their poor performance in 
that class. That's what I think. (Private middle school, Male) 

The absence of a teacher in school is a big problem. Imagine that for seven hours, there is no teacher in the 
class. Sometimes the teacher on duty takes care of those students. But when that coincides with the time 
when the teacher on duty and the administrators are busy, the school is in chaos. So, we can't imagine that 
the administrators would cheerfully say, 'Okay, my teacher is going to improve himself.' But sometimes 
there's nothing to do, and we just have to accept that.' That makes us uncomfortable. I think everybody who 
sits in the principal's chair feels that because, as I said, a lot of work in the school is going to be interrupted. 
They don't want that disruption, that chaos. It's not because we don't want our teachers to improve. (Public 
middle school, Female) 

The participants who have this understanding described the problems that the i-deal should not 
cause can be summarized under three headings. These are (1) a violation of laws and regulations 
for some participants working in public schools, (2) a violation of policies established by school 
founders for some participants working in private schools, and (3) an interference with teachers' 
perceptions of organizational justice for some participants from both sectors. This last factor is 
evident in the following excerpt:  

It is very important to create equal conditions for teachers, because if you give even one teacher advantages 
that you don't give to others, the inner peace in the school is disturbed. I have to balance that inner peace. 
If I meet teacher A's demand, teacher B will hear it. If he demands the same thing tomorrow and I cannot 
fulfill that demand, then the peace in the school is disturbed. (Private primary school, Male) 

The fact that a teacher is helpless in any matter seems to increase the likelihood that i-deals will 
be granted. This is evident in the following excerpt: 

The teacher may have experienced an unexpected event, lost a child, or lost her spouse. How efficient can 
this teacher be? If we force this teacher to do certain things, she will be tormented. Her mind would be 
somewhere else. … We must help that teacher. (Public middle school, Male) 

In such a case, the question might arise whether the deal for a personalized arrangement can 
fall under the concept of i-deals, which by definition should also benefit the institution. 
Considering the benefits of the teacher's increased commitment to his or her school after 
overcoming that difficult period, I believe that deals such as the one described above meet the 
mutual benefit criterion of the concept of i-deals. 
(A2) A practice I would not prefer to the systems I use for problematic issues in my school. 
The statements of some participants suggest that they are concerned that the i-deals they grant 
to individual teachers may undermine other teachers' perceptions of organizational justice, and 
therefore choose to create rule systems that apply to all teachers and cannot be stretched, 
especially on issues that may cause conflict between teachers. Two of the participants who have 
this understanding explained that teachers who knew they could not bend the systems 
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established in the school accepted over time not to make conflicting demands regarding those 
established systems. 

When teachers come to me, they know I will give them permission if they have a valid excuse. At the 
teachers' board meeting earlier this year, I said, “Don't come to me asking for permission if you would say, 
‘I am going to my relative's wedding’ or ‘I am going sightseeing,’” My red lines are clear. Teachers don't 
come to me with requests like that. I like to speak openly. Everything is transparent. My red lines are clear; 
no one comes and makes such demands. ... My rules are clear. I am known here as a strict person. I don't 
go beyond my rules, and I don't have headaches. My rules are unchangeable. (Public middle school, Male) 

Participants who have the A2 understanding, as mentioned earlier, also have the A1 
understanding. Thus, they are aware of the advantages that the i-deals granted to teachers can 
offer and do not reject these agreements completely if these agreements do not cause problems 
in the subjects that concern them.  
(A3) In some cases, it is a practice that teachers deserve. Some participants made a clear 
distinction between equality and fairness, making it clear that they were more inclined toward 
fairness than equality. In this understanding, an i-deal granted to a teacher serves as a means of 
ensuring fairness in school, as the following direct quote shows: 

Are equality and justice the same thing? Is not that very important? There is no equality in these 
personalized arrangements, is there? I think there should be no negative discrimination between civil 
servants, but there should certainly be a positive discrimination. Did you understand my sentence? Instead 
of demoting the low-performing teacher, you should elevate the high-performing teacher. Here you can't 
take away from the teacher something that the state gives, but you can give him something that the state 
doesn't. ... His salary will be the same, his duties will be the same, his weekly schedule will be the same, 
but if I give a certificate of achievement, I am not going to give it to every teacher. If there's no positive 
discrimination, the motivation of the high-performing teacher goes down. The guy says, 'I work harder, but 
I have the same conditions as the others. Then why am I working?' (Public high school, Male) 

(A4) Although it carries some risks, it is still a necessary practice to increase motivation and 
remove obstacles to performance. I-deals with a teacher may carry the risk of stretching written 
rules too far or angering other teachers. On the other hand, some participants reported taking 
risks in stretching written rules to ensure that teachers work efficiently: 

The teacher was from another school, but she volunteered to participate in the preparatory courses for eighth 
graders that were held on weekends at our school. This teacher was doing her doctorate. She asked me, 'Can 
we move the class time up an hour?' ... If the inspectors had come and asked, 'Is there a class at that hour?' 
I might have gotten in trouble, but this teacher was hardworking and successful. As I said, she helped us a 
lot. Since she came to help us, I said, 'OK, I'll move the class an hour early.' It was a risk, but I said yes 
without hesitation. (Public primary school, Female) 

In this understanding, making i-deals with teachers is a necessary practice to remove obstacles 
that stand in the way of teachers doing their jobs and to create the conditions for effective work. 
This practice enables teachers to reach their potential, as the following quote shows: 

For example, I have an English teacher who loves to teach elementary students through play. She said, 'I 
don't want to teach for exams; send me to elementary school. I'm happy there.' We said, 'Okay.' … Next 
year, I'll try to get this teacher to work full time at the elementary school. I will advise the school 
administration to do that, because this teacher teaches English much better there and the students learn it 
much better. The parents are happy, the teacher is happy, and the students are happy. (Private middle school, 
Female) 

(A5) A necessary practice to benefit from teachers with key skills. In this understanding, in 
order to benefit from a teacher who has a skill that other teachers in the school do not have, it 



 
 

 

Qualitative Inquiry in Education: Theory & Practice / QIETP 
December 2024, Volume 2, Issue 2, 97-113 

Do7: https://doi.org/10.59455/q7etp.31 
 

 
 

 
 

106 

is necessary to accept the arrangement that that teacher requires. On the other hand, I must 
remind you that participants with this understanding also have the A1 understanding, so their 
teachers' demands should also be within acceptable limits. Participants with this understanding 
work in schools from which there is a tangible expectation of success -at a much higher level 
than from the other participants' schools- and the professional skills of some teachers are of 
great importance in meeting this expectation. The following excerpt illustrates how this 
situation shapes participants' attitudes toward i-deals. 

If two math teachers leave my school now, can I find teachers of the same quality to replace them? That is 
the first question. If I find the teachers, can I hire them at the same salary? That's the second question mark. 
So, if you say I have red lines here, you will have to padlock the door of the school and walk away. (Private 
high school, Male) 

Another final point I would like to make about the results is that some participants gave as 
examples some practices to which teachers are legally entitled or the requirements that must be 
met in order to do their job (which almost any administrator will accept without much thought). 
On a cursory analysis, these examples might lead to the misleading conclusion that all 
participants are in favor of granting i-deals to teachers. However, when all texts are subjected 
to a participant-centered, holistic analysis rather than a code-centered one, it becomes clear that 
the participants who have the A2 understanding are not ready to make i-deals with teachers. Of 
course, these participants also have the A1 understanding (“An acceptable practice to motivate 
teachers if it does not lead to certain problems”). However, this does not mean that the 
participants in question are eager to grant i-deals to teachers. The A1 understanding stems from 
the fact that -for some participants- the teachers’ personalized arrangement demands that do not 
seem to cause problems can be taken care of through routine management decisions. 
Participants with the A4 understanding (“Although it carries some risks, it is still a necessary 
practice to increase motivation and remove obstacles to performance”) also have the A1 
understanding. This finding suggests that there is a limit to the risk a participant can take (e.g., 
i-deals granted to teachers at a private school should not conflict with school policies 
established by the school’s founders). 

Discussion 

If you look at the results, you can see that the A1 understanding, which I call "An acceptable 
practice to motivate teachers if it does not lead to certain problems," and the A4, which I call 
"Although it carries some risks, it is still a necessary practice to increase motivation and remove 
obstacles to performance," have a common denominator, which is to increase teachers' 
motivation and thus increase their performance. Given that professional freedom and peer 
support have a positive influence on teachers' intentions to remain in the teaching profession 
(Webb et al., 2004), it is not surprising that the teacher motivation function has been one of the 
defining characteristics since the development of i-deals (Rousseau et al., 2006). In the literature 
on i-deals, there is research suggesting that employee-centered leadership behaviors lead to 
positive managerial attitudes toward i-deals (Hornung et al., 2011) and that not only the benefits 
to employees but also the benefits to the organization may be important to the manager in 
accepting i-deals (Davis and Van der Heijden, 2018). Parallel to these findings, the A1 and A4 
understandings suggest that both teacher well-being and benefits to the school (in terms of 
benefits to students) may be important to principals in accepting the granting of i-deals to 
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teachers. As can be seen in a previous study, the participating principals’ perception that the 
personalized arrangements requested by a teacher will not cause serious problems is crucial in 
granting professional development, schedule, location and reduced workload i-deals to that 
teacher (Özaslan, 2023). A review of i-deals research shows that these arrangements are 
positively associated with work engagement (Hornung et al., 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011; Zhang & 
Wu, 2019), commitment (Bal & Boehm, 2019; Hattori et al., 2021; Ho & Tekleab, 2016; 
Hornung et al., 2008; Rosen et al., 2013), job performance (Hornung et al., 2014), client 
satisfaction (Bal & Boehm, 2019), organizational citizenship behavior (Anand et al., 2010), 
employee initiative (Hornung et al., 2010), and employees' taking charge (Wang & Long, 2018). 
Although these studies did not involve teachers, it is reasonable to assume that the school is 
very likely to benefit from teacher satisfaction with i-deals. 
The A4 understanding, which I refer to as "Although it carries some risks, it is still a necessary 
practice to increase motivation and remove obstacles to performance," and the A2 
understanding, which I refer to as " A practice I would not prefer to the systems I use for 
problematic issues in my school, are at the two extremes of possible attitudes toward i-deals. 
When a teacher is granted an i-deal, other teachers naturally feel certain emotions, and it is 
possible that these are negative emotions. Participants with the A2 understanding are able to 
grant teachers i-deals on topics that do not cause problems because they also have the A1 
understanding and see i-deals as useful for motivating teachers. However, they indicated that 
they do not bend the systems they develop on issues that could cause conflict between teachers 
(such as determining which grade levels teachers teach or where they are on duty) because this 
could lead to new demands from other teachers, and these demands would eventually cause 
conflict between teachers. In support of participants' concerns, Ng and Lucianetti's (2016) study 
showed that employees who witness a coworker receiving an i-deal are more likely to seek i-
deals as well. This finding is consistent with the perception expressed by some participants in 
this study that when one teacher is granted an i-deal, other teachers begin to request i-deals. Ng 
(2017) has shown that receiving development i-deals is related to being envied while observing 
that other employees can make such agreements is related to feelings of envy, a more 
competitive work climate and the resulting feelings of perceived ostracism leading employees 
to leave their jobs voluntarily. A recent field study (Kong et al., 2020) found a positive 
relationship between an employee's ability to make an i-deal about the content of work and the 
emotional exhaustion of other employees. Lee and Chung's (2019) study points to the 
possibility that participants' concerns with A2 understanding about undermining teachers' 
perceptions of organizational justice are far from unfounded. In that study, it was shown that 
there was a negative relationship between an employee's observation that his or her colleagues 
can receive flexibility (in terms of work location, work hours, and work content) i-deals and 
that employee's perception of justice. A study conducted in Turkey also shows that teachers' 
perceptions of distributive justice (along with task visibility) may even influence their 
perceptions of their colleagues' social loafing levels (Himmetoğlu et al, 2022). Consequently, it 
is not unwarranted for school administrators to be concerned about their teachers' perceptions 
of organizational justice. On the other side of the attitudinal continuum, according to 
participants with the A4 understanding, making i-deals with teachers involves risks, but they 
are willing to take those risks. To increase motivation and remove barriers to teacher motivation, 
principals may tend to grant task flexibility, schedule flexibility, and location flexibility i-deals 
to teachers (Özaslan, 2023). The i-deal literature shows that employees’ ability to make i-deals 



 
 

 

Qualitative Inquiry in Education: Theory & Practice / QIETP 
December 2024, Volume 2, Issue 2, 97-113 

Do7: https://doi.org/10.59455/q7etp.31 
 

 
 

 
 

108 

has positive effects on psychological empowerment and taking charge behaviors (Wang & 
Long, 2018) and that i-deals, especially about professional development, are positively 
associated with perceived organizational support and work engagement (Zhang & Wu, 2019). 
These findings suggest that participants with A4 understanding may have made the right choice 
by taking the risks of i-deals. Regarding the risks, Rousseau et al., (2016) emphasized the 
importance of considering the potential reactions of the i-deal maker's coworkers so that i-deals 
do not lead to problems between coworkers. 
I would like to begin the discussion of "In some cases, it is a practice teachers deserve" (A3) by 
mentioning some field studies that I can relate to this understanding. These studies show (1) 
that managers' consideration of employees is positively related to the extent to which employees 
negotiate development and flexibility ideals (Hornung et al., 2011), (2) that managers' emphatic 
concern is positively related to their tendency to approve developmental, schedule, flexibility, 
and location flexibility (Rao & Kunja, 2019), (3) that managers' perceptions that the 
organization is not meeting its obligations to employees lead them to grant workload reduction 
i-deals to employees (Hornung et al., 2009), and (4) that the quality of leader-employee 
relationship (LMX) influences i-deals between managers and employees (Hornung et al., 2010; 
Hornung et al., 2014; Rosen et al., 2013). Therefore, it is not surprising that principals who have 
reason to believe that a teacher has the right to request a personalized arrangement can grant 
that teacher a flexible schedule, a reduced workload, and even pay-related i-deals (Özaslan, 
2023). When the positive impact of principals' tendency to care about teachers' rights and well-
being on their acceptance of granting i-deals to teachers, as reflected in the A3 understanding, 
is evaluated along with the above research findings, it becomes clear that in the school 
environment, just as in the work environment outside of school, there is a relationship between 
administrators' appreciation for their subordinates and openness to i-deals.  
Field studies showing that organizational conditions, including factors such as employment 
conditions (Hornung et al., 2008), type of job (Hornung et al., 2009), HR practices (Tuan, 2017; 
Villajos et al., 2019), and managers’ expectations that an i-deal will benefit both the 
organization and the employee (Davis & Van der Heijden, 2018), influence i-deals suggest that 
some conditions of the organization can be effective in achieving personalized arrangements 
with employees. The present study makes the following contribution to the knowledge of 
organizational conditions referred to in the i-deals literature: I observed the A5 understanding 
("A necessary practice to benefit from teachers with key skills") among principals of two high 
schools that were expected to be remarkably successful. The success of these schools was only 
possible if some teachers were willing to use skills that other teachers did not have. The 
willingness of teachers with skills that other teachers do not have is of great importance at these 
two schools, at least to their principals. The findings from the i-deals literature that the ability 
to make i-deals is negatively related to turnover intentions (Ho & Tekleab, 2016) and positively 
related to intentions to continue working after retirement (Bal et al., 2012) suggest that the two 
participants whose schools must demonstrate clear success are making the right choices to 
approach i-deals positively. Taken together with the findings of these two studies, it is no 
surprise to see that to retain qualified teachers in their schools and benefit from their unique 
skills, principals tended to accept teachers' demands for i-deals on task flexibility, pay-related, 
and reduced workload (Özaslan, 2023). 
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Implications for Research and Practice 

The numerous field studies on i-deals clearly show the benefits that the organization derives 
from the impact of these arrangements on employee motivation. Given the totality of the 
statements made by the participants in this study, it is reasonable to assume that these 
experienced school leaders also believe in the benefits that i-deals will bring to the school. 
However, the results of this study also suggest that certain factors make some participants 
hesitant to initiate i-deals. Informing all stakeholders of i-deals -particularly the founders who 
set employment policies in their private schools and all teachers who are sometimes opponents 
of i-deals granted to their colleagues- about the importance and function of i-deals and the 
benefits they can provide to school effectiveness will help school principals in their efforts to 
implement these personalized arrangements. 
There are some recommendations in the literature on how managers should conduct i-deals. For 
example, early in the development of the concept, Rousseau (2001) pointed out that i-deals that 
cannot be disclosed to other employees should not be made. However, it is also apparent that 
the i-deals literature does not adequately address how these agreements should be executed. 
The problem is that there are few works on how i-deals should be handled by administrators, 
and these works do not address the unique characteristics of the field of school administration. 
I believe that there is a need to train school administrators on how to implement these 
personalized arrangements without interfering with other teachers' perceptions of 
organizational justice, but this will first require the results of field research to create the content 
of this training. To be more specific, the results of this study show how much some participants 
feared that i-deals granted to one teacher might draw the reaction of other teachers. Therefore, 
researchers should focus on how i-deals granted to one teacher is perceived by the teacher's 
colleagues and what factors lead those colleagues to consider i-deals appropriate or 
unacceptable. Educational administration researchers interested in the concept of i-deals can 
make an important contribution to efforts to increase school effectiveness by focusing on this 
practical dimension. 

Funding Statement  

This study was supported by TÜBİTAK (project #122K175) 

Statement of Interest 

The author declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship, 
and/ or publication of this article. 

Research and Publication Ethics Statement 

Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Ethics Committee of Necmettin Erbakan 
University on 11/02/2022, number 36.  
Gatekeeper approval for this study was granted by the Konya Provincial Directorate of National 
Education on 03/03/2022, number 44926675. 

 
  



 
 

 

Qualitative Inquiry in Education: Theory & Practice / QIETP 
December 2024, Volume 2, Issue 2, 97-113 

Do7: https://doi.org/10.59455/q7etp.31 
 

 
 

 
 

110 

References  

Aktaş Salman, U., Düşkün, Y., & Arık, B.M. (2021). Education monitoring report 2021: 
Teachers. Education Reform Initiative. https://www.egitimreformugirisimi.org/egitim-
izleme-raporu-2021-ogretmenler/ 

Anand, S., Vidyarthi, P.R., Liden, R.C., & Rousseau, D.M. (2010). Good citizens in poor-
quality relationships: Idiosyncratic deals as a substitute for relationship quality. Academy 
of Management Journal, 53, 970-988. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010 .54533176 

Bal, M., & Rousseau, D.M. (2016). Introduction to idiosyncratic deals between employees and 
organizations: Conceptual issues, applications, and the role of co-workers. In M. Bal and 
D. M. Rousseau (Eds.)., Idiosyncratic deals between employees and organizations: 
Conceptual issues, applications, and the role of co-workers (pp. 1-8). Routledge. 

Bal, P.M., & Boehm, S.A. (2019). How do i-deals influence client satisfaction? The role of 
exhaustion, collective commitment, and age diversity, Journal of Management, 45(4), 
1461-1487. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206317710722 

Bal, P.M., de Jong, S.B., Jansen, P.G., & Bakker, A.B. (2012). Motivating employees to work 
beyond retirement: A multi‐level study of the role of i‐deals and unit climate. Journal of 
Management Studies, 49(2), 306-331. https://doi.org/ 10.1111/j.1467-6486.2011.01026.x 

Barnard, A., McCosker, H. & Gerber, R. (1999). Phenomenography: A qualitative research 
approach for exploring understanding in health care. Qualitative Health Research, 9(2), 
212-226. https://doi.org/10.1177/10497329912912179 

Bowden, J.A. (2000). The nature of phenomenographic research. In J. A Bowden, and E. Walsh 
(Eds.)., Phenomenography (pp. 1-18). RMIT University Press.  

Davis, A.S., & Van der Heijden, B.I. (2018). Reciprocity matters: Idiosyncratic deals to shape 
the psychological contract and foster employee engagement in times of austerity. Human 
Resource Development Quarterly, 29(4), 1-27. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002 /hrdq.21327 

Greenberg, J., Roberge, M., Ho, V.T., & Rousseau, D.M. (2004). Fairness in idiosyncratic work 
arrangements: Justice as an i-deal. Research in Personnel and Human Resources 
Management. 23. 1-34. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0742-7301(04)23001-8 

Guerrero, S., & Jeanblanc, H. (2017). Networking and development idiosyncratic deals. Career 
Development International, 22(7), 816-828. https://doi.org/10.1108/cdi-01-2017-0017 

Hattori, Y., Hoang, M.H., & Bich, H.T. (2021). Investigating the effect of idiosyncratic deals 
in Asian countries: A cross cultural analysis in Singapore, Thailand and Japan. 
International Journal of Cross Cultural Management, 21(2), 373-393. https://doi.org 
/10.1177/1470595821102427 

Heras, M.L., Heijden, B.V., Jong, J.P., & Rofcanin, Y. (2017). Handle with care: The mediating 
role of schedule i-deals in the relationship between supervisors' own caregiving 
responsibilities and employee outcomes. Human Resource Management Journal, 27(3), 
335-349. https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12160 

Himmetoğlu, B., Ayduğ, D., & Bayrak, C. (2022). Relationships among teachers' perceptions 
on coworker social loafing, organizational justice and task visibility. International Journal 
of Educational Management, 36(3), 247-260. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-04-2021-0158 

Ho, V.T., & Tekleab, A. (2016). A model of idiosyncratic deal-making and attitudinal 
outcomes. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 31(3), 642-656. https://doi.org/ 
10.1108/JMP-12-2014-0369 



 
 

 

Qualitative Inquiry in Education: Theory & Practice / QIETP 
December 2024, Volume 2, Issue 2, 97-113 

Do7: https://doi.org/10.59455/q7etp.31 
 

 
 

 
 

111 

Hornung, S., Glaser, J., & Rouseau, D.M., (2018). Idiosyncratic deals at work: A research 
summary. Psychology of Everyday Activity, Vol. 11 No. 1, pp. 36-46. 

Hornung, S., Rouseau, D.M., Glaser, J., Angerer, P., & Weigl, M. (2011). Employee-oriented 
leadership and quality of working life: Mediating roles of idiosyncratic deals. 
Psychological Reports, 108, 59-74. https://doi.org/10.2466/07.13.14.21.PR0.108.1.59-74 

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D.M., & Glaser, J. (2008). Creating flexible work arrangements through 
idiosyncratic deals. The Journal of applied psychology, 93(3), 655-64. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.655 

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D.M., & Glaser, J. (2009). Why supervisors make idiosyncratic deals: 
antecedents and outcomes of i‐deals from a managerial perspective. Journal of Managerial 
Psychology, 24(8), 738-764. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940910996770 

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D.M., Glaser, J., Angerer, P., & Weigl, M. (2010). Beyond top‐down 
and bottom‐up work redesign: Customizing job content through idiosyncratic deals. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31(2), 187-215. https://doi.org/10.1108/dlo.2010 
.08124fad.001 

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D.M., Weigl, M., Müller, A., & Glaser, J. (2014). Redesigning work 
through idiosyncratic deals. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 
23(4), 608-626. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.740171 

Huang, Y., & Hu, Y. (2021). A moderated mediating model of perceived overqualification and 
task i-deals - roles of prove goal orientation and climate for inclusion. Chinese 
Management Studies. 16(2), 382-396. https://doi.org/10.1108/CMS-10-2020-0453 

Jonsson, R., Hasselgren, C., Dellve, L., Seldén, D., Larsson, D., & Stattin, M. (2021). Matching 
the pieces: The presence of idiosyncratic deals and their impact on retirement preferences 
among older workers. Work, Aging and Retirement, 7(3), 240-255. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/workar/waab003 

Kimwolo, A., & Cheruiyot, T.K. (2020). Intrinsically motivating idiosyncratic deals and 
innovative work behaviour. International Journal of Innovation Science. 11(1), 31-47. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJIS-05-2017-0038 

Kong, D.T., Ho, V.T., & Garg, S. (2018). Employee and coworker idiosyncratic deals: 
Implications for emotional exhaustion and deviant behaviors. Journal of Business Ethics, 
164, 593-609. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-018-4033-9 

Lai, L., Rousseau, D.M., & Chang, K.T. (2009). Idiosyncratic deals: coworkers as interested 
third parties”, The Journal of applied psychology, 94(2), 547-56. https://doi.org/10 
.1037/a0013506 

Laulié, L., Tekleab, A., & Lee, J. (2019). Why grant i-deals? Supervisors’ prior i-deals, 
exchange ideology, and justice sensitivity. Journal of Business and Psychology, 36, 17-31. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09670-7 

Lee, J.Y., & Chung, H. (2019). Peer perspectives on employee idiosyncratic deals. Seoul 
Journal of Business, 25(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.35152/snusjb.2019.25.1.001 

Mark, M.M., Henry, G.T., & Julnes, G. (2000). Evaluation: An integrated framework for 
understanding, guiding, and improving policies and programs. Jossey-Bass. 

Marton, F. (1988). Phenomenography: A research approach to investigating different 
understanding of reality. In Sherman, R.R. & Webb, R.B. (Eds.)., Qualitative research in 
education: Focus and methods (pp. 140-160) Routledge. 



 
 

 

Qualitative Inquiry in Education: Theory & Practice / QIETP 
December 2024, Volume 2, Issue 2, 97-113 

Do7: https://doi.org/10.59455/q7etp.31 
 

 
 

 
 

112 

Marton, F. & Pong, W.Y. (2005). On the unit of description in phenomenography. Higher 
Education Research & Development, 24(4), 335-348. https://doi.org/10.1080 
/07294360500284706 

Ng, T.W. (2017). Can idiosyncratic deals promote perceptions of competitive climate, felt 
ostracism, and turnover? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 99, 118-131. https://doi.org 
/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.01.004 

Ng, T.W., & Feldman, D.C. (2015). Idiosyncratic deals and voice behavior. Journal of 
Management, 41(3), 893-928. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312457824 

Ng, T.W., & Lucianetti, L. (2016). Goal striving, idiosyncratic deals, and job behavior. Journal 
of Organizational Behavior, 37(1), 4-60. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2023 

Oostrom, J.K., Pennings, M., & Bal, P.M. (2016). How do idiosyncratic deals contribute to the 
employability of older workers. Career Development International, 21(2), 176-192. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/CDI-08-2015-0112 

Orgill, M. (2012). Phenomenography. In Seed, N.M. (Ed.), Encyclopedia of the sciences of 
learning (pp. 2608-2611). Springer. 

Özaslan, G. (2023). Principals’ views on the factors facilitating idiosyncratic deals they make 
with teachers. The Journal of Buca Faculty of Education, (58), 2345-2364. 

Rao, B., & Kunja, S.R. (2019). Relationship between leader’s empathic disposition and 
authorization of idiosyncratic deals. Journal of Indian Business Research, 11(4), 370-387. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIBR-09-2018-0253 

Rosen, C.C., Slater, D., & Chang, C.H. (2013). Let’s make a deal: Development and validation 
of the ex-post ideals scale. Journal of Management, 39(3), 709-742 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394865 

Rousseau, D. M., & Kim, T. (2004). Idiosyncratic deals: How negotiating their own 
employment conditions affects workers’ relationships with an employer. Unpublished 
manuscript, Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA. 
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.201.2822&rep 
=rep1&type=pdf  

Rousseau, D.M. (2001). The idiosyncratic deal: Flexibility versus fairness? Organizational 
Dynamics, 29(4), 260-273. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0090-2616(01)00032-8 

Rousseau, D.M., Ho, V.T., & Greenberg, J. (2006). I-Deals: Idiosyncratic terms in employment 
relationships. Academy of Management Review, 31(4), 977-994. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2006.22527470 

Rousseau, D.M., Hornung, S., & Kim, T.G. (2009). Idiosyncratic deals: Testing propositions 
on timing, content, and the employment relationship. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 
74(3), 338-348. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.02.004 

Rousseau, D.M., Tomprou, M., & Simosi, M. (2016). Negotiating flexible and fair idiosyncratic 
deals (i-deals). Organizational Dynamics, 45(3), 185-196. https://doi.org 
/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2016.07.004 

Svensson, L. (1997). Theoretical foundations of phenomenography. Higher Education 
Research and Development, 16(2), 159-171. https://doi.org/10.1080 /0729436970160204. 

Tang, Y., & Hornung, S. (2015). Work-family enrichment through I-Deals: Evidence from 
Chinese employees. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 30(8), 940-954. https://doi 
.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2013-0064. 

Trigwell, K. (2000). A phenomenographic interview on phenomenography. In J.E. Bowden and 
E. Walsh (Eds.), Phenomenography (pp. 62-82). RMIT Publishing. 



 
 

 

Qualitative Inquiry in Education: Theory & Practice / QIETP 
December 2024, Volume 2, Issue 2, 97-113 

Do7: https://doi.org/10.59455/q7etp.31 
 

 
 

 
 

113 

Tuan, L.T. (2017). Administrative error control: The role of value-based HR practices, i-deals, 
and organizational politics. International Public Management Journal, 20(4), 648-674, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10967494.2016.1269858 

Villajos, E., Tordera, N., & Peiró, J.M. (2019). Human resource practices, eudaimonic well-
being, and creative performance: The mediating role of idiosyncratic deals for sustainable 
human resource management. Sustainability, 11(24), 6933, 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11246933 

Wang, L., & Long, L.R. (2018). Idiosyncratic deals and taking charge: The roles of 
psychological empowerment and organizational tenure. Social Behavior and Personality, 
46(9), 1437-1448. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.7084 

Wang, S., Liu, Yi., & Shalley, C.E. (2018). Idiosyncratic deals and employee creativity: The 
mediating role of creative self‐efficacy. Human Resource Management, 57(6), 1443-1453. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.21917 

Webb, R., Vulliamy, G., Hämäläinen, S., Sarja, A., Kimonen, E., & Nevalainen, R. (2004). 
Pressures, rewards and teacher retention: A comparative study of primary teaching in 
England and Finland. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 48(2), 169-188. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0031383042000198530 

Zhang, X., & Wu, W. (2019). How Do I-Deals Benefit to the Organization? The Role of 
Perceived Organizational Support and Work Engagement. Proceedings of the 5th Annual 
International Conference on Social Science and Contemporary Humanity Development 
(SSCHD 2019). https://doi.org/10.2991/sschd-19.2019.83 

 


