Heinrich Heine
Universitat
Dusseldorf .

Employees’ Individual Needs and their Relationship to Idiosyncratic Deals: A Latent Profile
Analysis

Annika Pestotnik, Sarah Altmann

Article - Version of Record

Suggested Citation:

Pestotnik, A., & Altmann, S. (2023). Employees’ Individual Needs and their Relationship to Idiosyncratic
Deals: A Latent Profile Analysis. Scandinavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 8(1),
Article 14. https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.220

UNIVERSITATS- UND

Wissen, wo das Wissen ist. LANDESBIBLIOTHEK
DUSSELDORF

This version is available at:

URN: https://nbn-resolving.org/urn:nbn:de:hbz:061-20241031-112327-1

Terms of Use:
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

For more information see: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0



Employees’ Individual

Needs and their
Relationship to Idiosyncratic
Deals: A Latent Profile
Analysis

ANNIKA PESTOTNIK
SARAH ALTMANN

*Author affiliations can be found in the back matter of this article

ABSTRACT

Idiosyncratic deals (i-deals) are personalized arrangements negotiated between
individual employees and their employers. Whereas research has shown that i-deals
positively relate to a wide array of employee attitudes and behaviors, comparatively
little is known about the individual-level antecedents of i-deals. Building on the concept
of needs-supplies fit, this study addresses this research gap by investigating the role of
individual needs, as conceptualized by McClelland (1987), in the negotiation of i-deals.
We adopt a person-centered approach that considers the interplay of the individual
needs for achievement, power, affiliation, and autonomy. Using latent profile analysis
in a sample of 164 employees (study 1), we explore qualitatively and quantitatively
distinct profiles of individual needs. In another sample of 553 employees from various
organizations (study 2), we test the replicability of the profiles and analyze differences
in successful i-deal negotiation among the profiles. Our results show that four of the
profiles from study 1 could be replicated in study 2. While in study 1, one profile is
identified that is characterized by an extremely high need for autonomy, study 2
identifies two profiles that are characterized by a high need for autonomy. The results
also reveal that employees’ membership in profiles of individual needs predicts the
successful negotiation of various types of i-deals. This study provides a nuanced
understanding of the relationship between individual needs and i-deals.
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INTRODUCTION

As societies become more individualized, employees
increasingly seek to adapt their working conditions to
their individual needs and take more proactive roles in the
design of their work (Bal & Lub, 2015; Oldham & Hackman,
2010). This is in line with the Theory of Work Adjustment
suggesting that employees adjust their work to achieve a
correspondence between individual and environmental
requirements (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984). The concept of
needs-supplies fit, which is largely built on the Theory of
Work Adjustment, refers to the fit between individuals’
needs, preferences, and abilities, and the resources
and opportunities provided by an organization (Kristof-
Brown et al., 2005). The concept posits that individuals
are more likely to feel fulfilled and satisfied in their jobs
when their needs are met by an organization (Edwards,
1991; Kristof, 1996; Van Vianen, 2018). One way for
employees to customize their working conditions and thus
achieve needs-supplies fit is to negotiate personalized
arrangements—that is, idiosyncratic deals (i-deals)—with
their employers (Rousseau, 2005). Employers grant such
i-deals to attract, motivate, and retain employees who are
valuable to the organization (Guerrero et al., 2014).

Extensive research has shown that i-deals positively
relate to a wide array of employee attitudes and behaviors,
including affective commitment (e.g., Guerrero et al., 2014,
Rofcanin et al,, 2016), work engagement (e.g., Hornung
et al, 2011; Tang & Hornung, 2015), organizational
citizenship behavior (e.g., Rofcanin et al., 2016; Singh &
Vidyarthi, 2018), and voice behavior (e.g., Ng & Feldman,
2015; Ng & Lucianetti, 2016). In contrast, individual-
level antecedents of i-deals have received comparatively
little attention in research, including how dispositional
factors such as individual needs relate to i-deals (Liao et
al,, 2016). Therefore, the question concerning what drives
employees to adapt their work environment by seeking
i-deals remains largely unclear. Although i-deals are
typically conceptualized as satisfying employees’ needs,
research on the relationship between individual needs
and i-deals is “underspecified and underproblematized”
(Conway & Coyle-Shapiro, 2016, p. 57). This research gap
is problematic because it remains unclear why some
employees are more inclined to negotiate i-deals than
others, and how employees’ experiences of i-deals, such
as the value they attach to certain types of i-deals, differ
depending on their individual needs (Bal, 2017; Bal &
Vossaert, 2019). Since i-deals are understood as a way
for employees to adapt their working conditions to their
individual needs (Simosi et al., 2023), it is important to
gain more accurate insights into employees’ needs as
dispositional sources driving their behavior.

So far, individual needs, as conceptualized by McClelland
(1987), have been investigated in isolation using variable-
centered approaches (e.g., Barrick et al.,, 2002; Engeser
& Langens, 2010; Halbesleben & Bowler, 2007; Ng &

Lucianetti, 2016). These approaches “break down the
complex reality into separate variables” (Van den Broeck et
al.,, 2013, p. 70), testing the relationships of each individual
need with other variables. Hence, variable-centered
approaches do not sufficiently take into consideration
that individuals are not driven only by a single need but
by the simultaneous occurrence of multiple needs (Chen
et al,, 2017; Moran et al,, 2012; Toth-Kiraly et al.,, 2021).
To gain more accurate insights, an investigation that uses
a person-centered approach is needed, as it considers
distinct combinations of individual needs existing among
employees, that is, profiles, and analyzes how these
profiles are differentially related to outcomes, such as the
successful negotiation of i-deals (Hofmans et al.,, 2020;
Morin et al., 2017). Prior studies adopting person-centered
approaches to the study of employees’ motivation have
provided differentiated insights into how muotivational
profiles relate to employee outcomes (e.g., Chen et al,
2017; Moran et al, 2012; Van den Broeck et al., 2013).
Accordingly, a person-centered approach to the study of
individual needs, as conceptualized by McClelland (1987),
can help to gain a deeper understanding of the relationship
between employees’ individual needs and i-deals.

Against this background, our study seeks to determine
how combinations of individual needs form different
profiles and how these profiles relate to the successful
negotiation of different types of i-deals. We proceed
as follows: First, we outline the theoretical background
and develop two research questions. The first research
question addresses the extent to which McClelland’s
(1987) taxonomy of needs (need for achievement, need
for power, need for dffiliation, and need for autonomy) can
be explored using a profile approach. The second research
question explores how the membership in different profiles
of individual needs relates to the successful negotiation of
different types of i-deals. Then, in the first of two studies,
we examine the first research question empirically using
latent profile analysis to explore profiles of individual needs.
In the second study, we again use latent profile analysis
to identify profiles of individual needs in a larger sample
of employees from various industries and occupational
groups and examine the second research question by
testing differences in the successful negotiation of i-deals
across the profiles. Finally, we discuss the implications of
our overall findings and point out the study’s limitations,
as well as opportunities for future research.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND
DEVELOPMENT OF RESEARCH
QUESTIONS

A NEEDS-SUPPLIES FIT PERSPECTIVE ON
I-DEALS

I-deals are defined as “personalized agreements of
a nonstandard nature negotiated between individual
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employees and their employers regarding terms that
benefit each party” (Rousseau et al., 2006, p. 978).
Employees negotiate i-deals to adapt their working
conditions to their individual needs and preferences, and
employers grant those requests to attract, motivate, and
retain valuable employees (Rousseau, 2005). Researchers
have emphasized a link between i-deals and the person-
environment literature (e.g., Van Vianen, 2018; Vleugels
et al, 2022), as they are considered an important tool
to meet the specific needs of individual employees, thus
achieving needs-supplies fit (Bakker & Ererdi, 2022).

Broadly defined, person-environment fit is “the
compatibility between an individual and a work
environment that occurs when their characteristics
are well matched” (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005, p. 281).
In this regard, different types of fit, such as person-
organization fit, person-vocation fit, person-group fit,
person-supervisor fit, and person-job fit have emerged
that emphasize different person and environment
attributes. Whereas person-vocation fit and person-job
fit represent complementary types of fit (degree to which
an individual’s attributes align with and complement the
demands and requirements of the environment), the
other types of fit are conceived as supplementary fits
(degree to which individual and organizational attributes
are similar) (Muchinsky & Monahan, 1987).

Person-job fit has been identified as a particularly
strong predictor of employees’ job-related attitudes such
as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job
strain (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Van Vianen, 2018). In
his conceptualization of person-job fit, Edwards (1991)
differentiates between two forms, namely demands-
abilities fit, referring to the fit between an individual’s
knowledge and skills and the job’s requirements, and
needs-supplies fit, which is defined as the compatibility
between an employee’s needs, desires, or preferences
and the resources and rewards provided by the job
(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

As suggested by Bakker and Ererdi (2022), person-
job fit, and especially the needs-supplies fit perspective,
can help to explain and understand the motivation for
negotiating and grantingi-deals. Having access to tailored
benefits, such as i-deals, can enhance the fit between an
individual and the job. When employees receive benefits
that match their individual needs and preferences, they
are more likely to feel satisfied and engaged in their work,
which can improve their job performance and increase
their commitment to the organization (Bakker & Ererdi,
2022; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005).

PROFILES OF INDIVIDUAL NEEDS

For decades, organizational psychology researchers
have sought to explain what drives employees to show
certain attitudes and behaviors. Various streams in
this research area have developed, including content-
based approaches, context-based approaches, and

process-based approaches (Kanfer et al.,, 2017; Steers
et al, 2004). A prominent focus has been on content-
based approaches studying individual needs, referred
to as internal tensions that influence individuals’
cognitive processes (Kanfer, 1990). These content-
based approaches conceptualize individual needs as
personality dispositions, that is, stable characteristics
that drive human behavior (Kanfer et al., 2017).

Murray’s (1938) pioneering work on needs and
McClelland’s (1987) conceptualization of need theory
have spurred research on differences between
individuals’ needs. Need theory suggests that individuals’
needs at work can be classified into the basic needs for
achievement (mastering challenging tasks to grow
at work), power (influencing and dominating others
at the workplace), affiliation (obtaining acceptance
in the workgroup and having close and harmonious
relationships with others), and autonomy (being self-
directed, rather than being directed by others) (Heckert
et al., 2000; Kanfer et al, 2017; Steers et al., 2004).
Although, at first glance, it appears that need theory
neglects the need for autonomy, a closer examination
reveals that autonomy is considered as a basic need in
early conceptualizations of need theory: Murray (1938)
defines the need for autonomy as a desire “to resist
influence or coercion. To defy an authority or seek
freedom in a new place. To strive for independence” (p.
82). Building on this, McClelland (1987) distinguishes
“power over oneself” (a drive to control one’s own actions)
from “power over others” (a drive to compel others). The
classification of the individual needs for achievement,
power, affiliation, and autonomy provides valuable
insights into the complexities of human motivation and
has been supported by empirical studies across various
contexts, such as work environments, educational
settings, or social interactions (e.g., Fagenson, 1992;
Friedman & Mandel, 2011; Taormina, 2009).

The four needs can be either implicit (subconsciously
aroused) or explicit (consciously aroused) (McClelland
et al, 1989), where the former lead to affective
preferences and behavioral impulses, and the latter
determine cognitive choices and are closely related to
the development of individual goals (Kehr, 2004). Needs
are not mutually exclusive, but instead individuals are
driven by the simultaneous occurrence of multiple
needs (Chen et al., 2017; Moran et al., 2012). In addition,
the importance of a particular need varies between
individuals (McClelland, 1987).

Although the conceptualization of individual needs
suggests that the combination of individuals’ needs drives
their behavior, prior studies have mainly investigated
individual needs in isolation using variable-centered
approaches. These studies have examined the relationship
between certain needs and other variables, either focusing
on a single need or analyzing it in the presence of other
needs (e.g.,, Barrick et al., 2002; Halbesleben & Bowler,
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2007; Ng & Lucianetti, 2016). As a result, little is known
about the co-occurrence of the needs for achievement,
power, dffiliation, and autonomy and the role of their
interplay in employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Therefore,
we introduce a person-centered approach to analyze
combinations of individual needs. According to Gabriel
et al. (2015, p. 865), “person-centered approaches allow
researchers tounderstand how variables operate conjointly
and within people.” These approaches suggest that
individuals in a population are members of homogeneous
subgroups that can be represented by profiles (Morin et al.,
2017). By shifting the attention from a focus on variables
to a focus on individuals, person-centered approaches pay
more attention to how combinations of variables occur
in subgroups and how these variables conjointly shape
behavior (Hofmans et al., 2020).

Based on prior research, we expect individuals to differ
in the degree to which they are driven by needs, resulting
in weak, moderate, and strong profiles of individual needs.
In other words, we anticipate quantitative differences
among the profiles. This can be expected because previous
studies that have analyzed motivational profiles revealed
that individuals differ in their overall levels of motivation
(e.g,, Moran et al,, 2012; Toth-Kirdly et al., 2021; Van
den Broeck et al,, 2013). In addition, we anticipate to
identify profiles that differ qualitatively by reflecting
individuals who are driven primarily by a certain need or
a combination of certain needs that are in contrast to
other profiles. This is in line with previous studies dealing
with combinations of individual needs, as conceptualized
by McClelland (1987). For example, studies conducted
among Swedish managers revealed that the majority
was primarily driven by a certain need that was more
dominant than the other needs (Andersen, 2010, 2018).
Another study focusing on accountants yielded that the
need for achievement was the dominant need among
this occupational group (Street & Bishop, 1991). Above
that, in several studies, the needs for achievement and
power are highly correlated with each other, indicating
that they often tend to co-occur (e.g., Barrick et al,
2002; Duffy & Lilly, 2013; Taormina, 2009). Against this
background, the first research question (RQ1) is:

RQ1: Do distinct profiles of individual needs (i.e.,
achievement, power, affiliation, and autonomy)
exist that vary quantitatively and qualitatively?

I-DEALS AS OUTCOMES OF PROFILES OF
INDIVIDUAL NEEDS

As i-deals differ in terms of their content (Rousseau et
al., 2006), studies have identified five major types of
i-deals: development i-deals (personalized development
opportunities), task i-deals (individually desirable
tasks), scheduling flexibility i-deals (customized work
schedules), location flexibility i-deals (locally flexible

work arrangements), and financial i-deals (personalized
financial arrangements) (Hornung et al., 2014; Rosen et
al.,, 2013). Whereas research on outcomes of i-deals on
the individual level flourished during the last decade,
individual-level antecedents of i-deals have received
little attention. However, some studies have identified
characteristics and behaviors of employees that
influence the extent to which they seek and obtain
i-deals (Liao et al., 2016). For instance, Hornung et al.
(2008) and Tang and Hornung (2015) found a positive
relationship between employees’ personal initiative and
the successful negotiation of development i-deals, and
Rosen et al. (2013) found that employees’ political skills
positively relate to the successful negotiation of location
flexibility i-deals.

With regard to personality dispositions, Ng and
Lucianetti (2016) investigated the extent to which
individual needs relate to i-deals using a variable-
centered approach. They found positive relationships
between the needs for achievement and power and
employees’ perceptions of their own i-deals. Given those
results, we contend that employees’ combinations of
individual needs influence the extent to which they
negotiate and obtain certain types of i-deals. For
example, employees showing a combination of high
levels of the needs for achievement and power might
seek development and task i-deals to enhance certain
skills and grow in the organization (Bal & Vossaert, 2019;
Ng & Lucianetti, 2016) or financial i-deals because they
feel entitled to special financial arrangements (Bal,
2017). In contrast, employees who have high levels of
the need for affiliation in combination with low levels of
the needs for autonomy and power might refrain from
negotiating any type of i-deal because they worry that
individual treatment will upset their colleagues (Ng &
Lucianetti, 2016). In addition, employees showing a
combination of high levels of the needs for autonomy
and achievement might seek flexibility-related i-deals, as
they want to be free to work anytime and anywhere to
enhance their work-life balance and/or productivity (Bal,
2017; Bal & Vossaert, 2019). Accordingly, the second
research question (RQ2) is:

RQ2: How does the membership in profiles of
individual needs relate to different types of i-deals
successfully negotiated by employees?

STUDY 1: IDENTIFYING PROFILES OF
INDIVIDUAL NEEDS

SAMPLE

Data were collected using an online survey that was
flelded between August and September 2020. The survey
targeted employees with any length of work experience,
and in any industry. Participants were recruited via
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snowball sampling by distributing the survey among
professionals on German professional networking
platforms (e.g., LinkedIn, Xing). In line with the Helsinki
Declaration, the voluntary nature of participation and
the anonymity of the data was assured. Completing
the questionnaire took the participants an average of
8.26 minutes. A total of 171 employees completed the
survey, among whom one participant was excluded
for failing attention checks. Beyond that, we measured
social desirability using a scale developed and validated
by Satow (2012). This scale consists of two items that
measure the potential influence of social-desirability bias
with values between 2 and 10. Following Satow’s (2012)
recommendation, we excluded six participants with
values higher than 8, as these values indicate responses
influenced by social-desirability bias. The final sample
consisted of 164 employees. Of this final sample, 61.00
percent were women, and the average age was 33.71
years. The participants’ organizational tenure ranged
from less than a year to 45 years, with an average of
6.34 years. 25.60 percent of the sample had leadership
responsibility.

MEASURES

We measured individual needs using Heckert et al.’s
(2000) Needs Assessment Questionnaire. The Needs
Assessment Questionnaire has demonstrated better
internal consistency than Steers and Braunstein’s (1976)
Manifest Needs Questionnaire (Heckert et al., 2000;
Lawrence & Jordan, 2009). As there is no validated
German version of this scale yet, it was translated from
English to German using a translation/back-translation
procedure (Brislin, 1986). The measure consisted of 20
items covering four basic individual needs: the needs for
achievement (e.g., “I try to perform my best at work”),
power (e.g., “I seek an active role in the leadership of a
group”), dffiliation (e.g., “When I have a choice, I try to
work in a group instead of by myself”), and autonomy
(e.g,, “In my work projects, I try to be my own boss”).

Participants indicated for each item the extent to which
the statements apply to themselves on a five-point scale.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and content-related
considerations resulted in the exclusion of five items (see
the section including the analyses and results). Therefore,
the final construct consisted of five items that measured
the need for achievement (a = .83), four that measured
the need for power (a =.81), two that measured the need
for affiliation (p = .76), and four that measured the need
for autonomy (a =.71) (the included and excluded items
are given in full in the supplementary material).

We also collected data on four other variables providing
important information about the sample: gender (0
= male, 1 = female), age, organizational tenure, and
leadership responsibility (0 = no leadership responsibility,
1 = leadership responsibility). These variables were
included because prior research suggests their potential
relevance to employees’ individual needs and their
negotiation of i-deals. For instance, research indicates
that the need for affiliation tends to be more pronounced
among women compared to men (Duncan & Peterson,
2010) and that the need for power is more dominant
among leaders as opposed to individuals without
leadership responsibility (Andersen, 2018). Furthermore,
research on i-deals suggests, for example, that men
are more likely than women to successfully negotiate
financial i-deals (Ho & Tekleab, 2016) and that i-deals, in
general, are more prevalent among younger employees
compared to older employees (Liao et al., 2016). Another
study has demonstrated a positive relationship between
organizational tenure and the negotiation of i-deals, as
employees with higher tenure typically possess greater
negotiation power due to their specific human capital
(Lee et al.,, 2015). Table 1 presents study 1’s descriptive
statistics and correlations.

ANALYSES AND RESULTS
Before conducting latent profile analysis, we tested the
factorial structure of the measure used (Spurk et al.,

VARIABLE M SD 1 3 4 5 6 7
1 achievement  4.09 .58
2 power 3.36 T4 39
3 affiliation 315 91 .05 .18*
4 autonomy 3.79 .63 31 407 -16%
5  gender .61 .52 .06 -.18* -.05 .03
6 age 33.71 1060 -.18* -12 -.06 -.05 -.08
7 tenure 6.34 9.04  -27%* -20"* -01 -17 -.05 T4
8  leadership .26 Lk 17 L1709 14 -.10 .19* .08

Table 1 Descriptive statistics and correlations (study 1).

Note: n = 164. Gender was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. Leadership was coded as 0 = no leadership responsibility, 1 = leadership

responsibility. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.
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2020). We assessed model fit using the comparative fit
index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Values near
and above .95 for CFI and TLI and below .08 for RMSEA
indicate good model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). CFA of the
first model tested indicated poor fit (x? (164) = 317.219,
p <.001, CFI =.85, TLI =.83, RMSEA = .08). Five items had
factor loadings that were below the accepted threshold
of .5 (Hairetal., 2010), resulting in low reliability and a lack
of construct validity. These items were also problematic
with regard to their content. For example, while some of
the items that measure the need for affiliation addressed
an individual’s need for affiliation at work (e.g., “I spend
a lot of time at work talking to other people”) or with
respect to working in groups (e.g., “When I have a choice,
I try to work in a group instead of by myself”), another
item addressed an individual’s need for affiliation
in general (e.g, “I am a ‘people’ person”). Similar
problems with the measure were found in a validation
study (Lawrence & Jordan, 2009) that respecified the
measurement model by deleting five items. Following
this procedure, we, too, deleted the problematic items.
CFA of the respecified model yielded acceptable to good
model fit (y? (84) =135.063, p < .001, CFI = .93, TLI =
.92, RMSEA = .06) and each individual-need item loaded
significantly on its specified factor. To investigate the
distinctiveness of the four needs, we compared the four-
factor model to several two- and three-factor models
as well as a one-factor model. Compared to the four-
factor model, all other models were statistically inferior
(detailed results of this comparison can be found in the
supplementary material). Therefore, we could use the
four-factor structure for further analysis as it accurately
represents the distinct nature of the four needs.

To examine RQ1, we conducted latent profile
analysis using the robust maximum likelihood (MLR)
estimator in Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015). To
identify homogeneous subgroups among employees
in terms of their combinations of individual needs,
we estimated one to nine profiles for the needs for
achievement, power, affiliation, and autonomy. We
considered various fit indices to identify the best-
fitting model solution: the Akaike Information Criterion
(AIC), the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), the
sample-size adjusted BIC (SABIC), the Approximate
Weight of Evidence Criterion (AWE), the Vuong-Lo-
Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood ratio test (VLMR-
LRT), the bootstrapped likelihood ratio test (BLRT),
entropy, and average posterior probabilities. Low levels
of AIC, BIC, SABIC, and AWE suggest good model fit,
and high entropy suggests good class separations
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). The VLMR-LRT and the
BLRT provide p-values indicating whether an additional
profile improves model fit (Nylund-Gibson & Choi,
2018). Hence, comparing a profile solution against
the solution with one less profile should result in a
p-value smaller than .05 (Jung & Wickrama, 2008).
The average posterior probabilities reflect the accuracy
of classification in each profile. Values higher than .70
indicate well-separated profiles (Nagin, 2005; Nylund-
Gibson & Choi, 2018). Table 2 displays the statistical
results from the latent profile analysis. AIC and SABIC
suggest that the five-profile solution is ideal, and BIC
and AWE have the lowest values on the two-profile
solution. The VLMR-LRT-statistic also suggests that the
two-profile solution is the best-fitting model. Because
the two-profile solution has a low entropy value and
has only two quantitatively distinct profiles, thus

MODEL LL #FP  AIC BIC SABIC AWE VLMR BLRT ENTROPY
LI
1 profile -699.887 8 1415.78 1440.57  1415.25 1435.04 NA NA NA
2 profiles  -674.577 13 1375.15 141545 137430  1406.46 .03 .00 .55
3 profiles  -666.166 18 1368.33 142413  1367.14 141168 .38 .06 .70
4 profiles  -660.542 23 1367.09 143838  1365.57 142248 .46 1.00 .79
5profiles  -650.071 28 1356.14 144294  1354.29 1423.58 .26 .01 .76
6 profiles  -645.301 33 1356.60 145890  1354.42  1436.08 .34 .67 .79
7 profiles  -640.623 38 1357.25  1475.04  1354.74 144877 .69 1.00 77
8 profiles  -634.261 43 1354.52  1487.82  1351.68 1458.09 .49 1.00 .81
9 profiles  -629.202 48 135440  1503.20 1351.23  1470.01 .40 1.00 .83

Table 2 Statistical results from the latent profile analysis (study 1).

Note: LL: model log-likelihood. #fp: number of free parameters. AIC: Akaike Information Criterion. BIC: Bayesian Information Criterion.
SABIC: sample-size adjusted BIC. AWE: Approximate Weight of Evidence Criterion. VLMR: Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood

ratio test. BLRT: bootstrapped likelihood ratio test.
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lacking theoretical plausibility, the two-profile solution
is not considered the best-fitting model solution. In
contrast, the five-profile solution yields quantitatively
and qualitatively distinct profiles of high theoretical
interest and an adequate entropy value (Wang et al.,
2017). The significant BLRT-statistic also suggests that
the five-profile solution improves model fit compared
to the four-profile solution. Moreover, all profiles in
this solution have sufficient size, containing at least
five percent of the total sample, and the posterior
probabilities indicate a high likelihood of accurate
assignment to the correct profiles (the posterior
probabilities can be found in the supplementary
material) (Nagin, 2005; Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018;
Spurk et al., 2020). Therefore, considering the fit indices
and theoretical plausibility, the five latent profiles yield
the best-fitting model solution.

The results of the five-profile solution are shown
graphically in Figure 1. Profile 1 (5% of the sample), the
smallest profile, is characterized by extremely low levels
of the needs for achievement, power, and affiliation
and low levels of the need for autonomy, so the profile
is termed undriven. Profile 2 (52% of the sample), the
largest profile and labeled moderately driven, consists
of employees who have average levels of all four needs.
Profile 3 (21% of the sample), labeled dffiliation-driven,
has high levels of the need for affiliation, extremely low
levels of the need for autonomy, and low levels of the
needs for achievement and power. Profile 4 (8% of the
sample), labeled autonomy-driven, is characterized by
extremely high levels of the need for autonomy, high
levels of the needs for achievement and power, and
extremely low levels of the need for affiliation. Finally,

those in profile 5 (14% of the sample) show extremely
high levels of the needs for power and affiliation and high
levels of the needs for achievement and autonomy, so
this profile is termed highly driven.

Descriptive differences of the five-profile solution
can be found in the supplementary material. Additional
multinomial logistic regression analysis using the R3STEP
command in Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015)
revealed significant differences among the profiles with
respect to leadership responsibility. Employees who
have leadership responsibility are significantly more
likely to belong to profile 5 (highly driven) than they are
to the profiles 1 (undriven), 2 (moderately driven), and
3 (dffiliation-driven). In addition, employees who have
leadership responsibility are also significantly less likely
to belong to profile 1 (undriven) than they are to any
other profile.

RegardingRQ1, theresults of study 1 provide evidence
of the existence of distinct profiles of individual needs
that vary quantitatively and qualitatively. Whereas
profiles 1 (undriven), 2 (moderately driven), and 5
(highly driven) differ in the levels of individual needs in
general, profiles 3 (affiliation-driven) and 4 (autonomy-
driven) differ in the quality of individual needs. However,
these findings are based on a relatively small sample of
rather young employees. Against this background, it is
essential to investigate the replicability of the profiles
of individual needs in a larger and more representative
sample (Spurk et al., 2020). Hence, study 2 again
addresses RQ1 by investigating the profiles’ replicability
in a sample exceeding the recommended minimum
sample size of 500 (Ferguson et al., 2020; Nylund et
al., 2007). In addition, RQ2 is addressed in study 2 by

undriven moderately affiliation- autonomy- highly
driven driven driven driven
5% 52% 21% 8% 14%
1.50
1.00
- I I I I
0.00 I — ey . I
-0.50
-1.00
-1.50 z %
Machievement Mpower ® affiliation M autonomy

Figure 1 Five-profile solution for employees’ combinations of individual needs (study 1).
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analyzing how the membership in profiles of individual
needs is related to the successful negotiation of i-deals.

STUDY 2: PROFILE REPLICATION AND
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROFILE
MEMBERSHIP AND I-DEALS

SAMPLE

We collected data using an online survey that was
fielded in December 2020. The survey was distributed
via an online panel that was operated by respondi AG,
which recruits participants for academic survey projects.
As in study 1, the survey targeted employees with any
length of work experience and in any industry, and the
voluntary nature of participation and the anonymity of
the data was assured. Participants received .40 euro in
compensation per completed questionnaire. On average,
it took 7.35 minutes to answer the questionnaire. A total
of 601 employees completed the survey, among whom
five participants were excluded for failing attention
checks and 43 participants were excluded due to high
values in the scale detecting socially desirable answer
tendencies (Satow, 2012). The final sample consisted of
553 employees. 59.90 percent of the participants were
women. The participants averaged 45.08 years, and their
organizational tenure ranged from less than a year to 45
years, with an average of 11.86 years. 28.90 percent of
the sample had leadership responsibility.

MEASURES

We measured individual needs using Heckert et al.’s
(2000) Needs Assessment Questionnaire, which we
adapted based on the results of the CFA conducted in
study 1. Accordingly, the measure consisted of the same
items used in study 1: five items that measured the need
for achievement (a = .83), four that measured the need
for power (a=.83), two that measured the need for
affiliation (p = .82), and four that measured the need for
autonomy (a = .60).

Since, to date, thereis no single comprehensive measure
that captures the various types of i-deals identified in the
literature, we integrated scales from prior studies. For this
measure, respondents indicated the extent to which they
had successfully negotiated individual arrangements in
the areas of development opportunities (five items from
Tang & Hornung, 2015; e.g., “customized learning and
qualification opportunities”; a = .92), special tasks (three
items from Hornung et al,, 2014; e.g., “work tasks that suit
my personal interest”; a = .86), temporally flexible working
conditions (three items from Hornung et al,, 2014; e.g.,
“extra flexibility in starting and ending my workday”; a =
.86), locally flexible working conditions (two items from
Tang & Hornung, 2015; e.g., “special arrangements on
my location of work”; p = .81), and customized financial
arrangements (four items from Rosen et al.,, 2013; e.g.,

“a compensation arrangement that is tailored to fit me”;
a=.93). Respondents rated the extent to which they had
obtained these i-deals on a five-point scale (the items are
given in full in the supplementary material).

As in study 1, we collected other variables: gender
(0 = male, 1 = female), age, organizational tenure, and
leadership responsibility (0 = no leadership responsibility,
1 = leadership responsibility). Table 3 presents study 2’s
descriptive statistics and correlations.

ANALYSES AND RESULTS

Before conducting latent profile analysis, we tested
the factorial structure of the measure used to capture
individual needs, applying the same fit indices as in
study 1. CFA indicated acceptable to good model fit (y?
(84) = 294.478, p < .001, CFI = .93, TLI = .91, RMSEA =
.07), and each individual-need item loaded significantly
on its specified factor. As in study 1, we investigated the
distinctiveness of the four needs by comparing the four-
factor model to several two- and three-factor models as
well as a one-factor model. Again, the four-factor model
yielded the best model fit, so it was used for further
analysis (detailed results of this comparison can be found
in the supplementary material).

In addition, we also conducted CFA to test the factorial
structure of the measure used to capture the different
types of i-deals. The results indicated good model fit of
the five-factor model (x? (109) = 261.98, p < .001, CFI
= 98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .05) and each item loaded
significantly on its specified factor. The distinctiveness of
the five types of i-deals was investigated by comparing the
five-factor model to two-, three- and four-factor models
as well as a one-factor model. The five-factor model
yielded the best model-fit, so this factorial structure
accurately represents the different types of i-deals under
investigation (detailed results of this comparison can be
found in the supplementary material).

To address RQ1, we tested the replicability of the
profiles of individual needs that were identified in study
1. Conducting latent profile analysis using the robust
maximum likelihood (MLR) estimator in Mplus 7.4
(Muthén & Muthén, 2015), we again estimated one to
nine profiles. Table 4 provides information on the profile
solutions’ fit indices. The results show that the indices are
not particularly clear with regard to the best-fitting model
solution: Whereas AIC and SABIC continue to decrease
with the addition of latent profiles, BIC has the lowest
value on the four-profile solution, and AWE has the first
lowest value on the six-profile solution. Accordingly,
we examined the four-to-six-profile solutions for their
theoretical plausibility and found that adding a fifth
and sixth profile resulted in another well-defined and
qualitatively distinct profile. In addition, the entropy value
and the posterior probabilities of the six-profile solution
show that subjects can be allocated to the correct profile
with reasonable certainty, and the significant VLMR-LRT-
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VARIABLE M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 achievement 3.87 .62
2 power 3.02 .87 27
3 affiliation 2.88 .98 12+ 23+
4 autonomy 3.68 .64 23% 4 16T
5 development i-deals 2.56 1.10 21F 37 14 13
6 task i-deals 2.90 1.11 220 307 10* 13 T3
7 scheduling flexibility i-deals ~ 2.77 1.23 13 167 -02 der 49 BT
8 location flexibility i-deals 2.46 1.25 A5 200 -04 22%% 55k BEE
9 financial i-deals 2.34 1.17 A9+ 24% 05 .08 647 B
10  gender .60 49 .09* -.20"*  -.05 -11* -16% - 12%
11 age 45.08 10.67 -.04 .08 -17* A1 =11 -.04
12 tenure 11.86 1043 -.04 .10* -11% A4 04 .03
13 leadership .29 45 A5 4t 13 264 27 21
VARIABLE 7 8 9 10 11 12
7 scheduling flexibility i-deals
8 location flexibility i-deals .62%x*
9 financial i-deals S5 B
10  gender -.02 -.06 -11*
11 age .00 .01 -.03 -11%
12 tenure .02 .08 -.04 -18% 4T
13 leadership .05 12+ 19+ =237 06 12+

Table 3 Descriptive statistics and correlations (study 2).

Note: n = 553. Gender was coded as 0 = male, 1 = female. Leadership was coded as 0 = no leadership responsibility, 1 = leadership

responsibility. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.

statistic and BLRT-statistic suggest that the six-profile
solution has an improved model fit compared to the five-
profile solution (the posterior probabilities can be found
in the supplementary material) (Nagin, 2005; Nylund-
Gibson & Choi, 2018). All profiles in this solution have
sufficient size, containing at least five percent of the total
sample (Spurk et al., 2020). For these reasons, the six-
profile solution is deemed the best-fitting model solution.

The results of the six-profile solution are shown
graphically in Figure 2. Profile 1 (9% of the sample) is
characterized by extremely low levels of the needs for
power and affiliation and low levels of the needs for
achievement and autonomy. Because of its similarity to
profile 1 in study 1, this profile is also labeled undriven.
Profile 2 (50% of the sample), the largest profile, consists
of employees with average levels of all four individual
needs, so this profile is termed moderately driven, like
profile 2 in study 1. Profile 3 (9% of the sample) indicates
high levels of the need for affiliation, extremely low levels
of the needs for power and autonomy, and average levels
of the need for achievement. Because of its similarity to
profile 3 in study 1, this profile is also labeled dffiliation-

driven. Profile 4 (5% of the sample) is characterized by
high levels of the needs for autonomy and achievement,
extremely low levels of the need for cffiliation, and low
levels of the need for power, so the profile is termed
autonomy- and achievement-driven. Profile 5 (17% of
the sample) is characterized by extremely high levels
of the needs for power and autonomy, high levels of
the need for achievement, and low levels of the need
for affiliation, so the profile is termed autonomy- and
power-driven. Finally, employees in profile 6 (10% of the
sample) show extremely high levels of the needs for
power and affiliation as well as high levels of the needs
for achievement and autonomy, so this profile is labeled
highly driven, like profile 5 in study 1.

The descriptive differences of the six-profile solution
can be found in the supplementary material. Additional
multinomial logistic regression analysis using the R3STEP
command in Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2015)
revealed significant differences among the profiles
with respect to organizational tenure and leadership
responsibility. Employees with a high organizational
tenure are significantly more likely to belong to profile 5
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MODEL LL #FP  AIC BIC SABIC AWE VLMR  BLRT  ENTROPY
(P) (P)
1profile  -253222 8 5080.44 511496  5089.57 5099.71 NA NA NA
2 profiles  -2456.78 13 4939.56  4995.66  4954.39  4970.87 .00 .00 .58
3 profiles  -2433.57 18 4903.14  4980.82  4923.68  4946.49 .20 .00 .62
4 profiles  -2415.61 23 487721  4976.47  4903.45  4932.61 .23 .00 .68
5 profiles  -2402.57 28 4861.15  4981.98  4893.09 492858 .26 .00 .66
6 profiles -2387.80 33 4841.59  4984.00  4879.24  4921.07 .01 .00 .69
7 profiles  -2378.79 38 4833.57  4995.56  4876.93 492510 .58 .00 71
8 profiles  -2365.84 43 4817.68  5003.24  4866.74  4921.25 .37 .00 .80
9 profiles -2353.53 48 4791.04  5019.75  4851.51  4918.67 .53 .00 .81

Table & Statistical results from the latent profile analysis (study 2).

Note: LL: model log-likelihood. #fp: number of free parameters. AIC: Akaike Information Criterion. BIC: Bayesian Information Criterion.
SABIC: sample-size adjusted BIC. AWE: Approximate Weight of Evidence Criterion. VLMR: Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted likelihood

ratio test. BLRT: bootstrapped likelihood ratio test.

(autonomy- and power-driven) than they are to profile 6
(highly driven). Moreover, employees who have leadership
responsibility are significantly more likely to belong to
profile 5 (autonomy- and power-driven) than they are
to the profiles 1 (undriven) and 2 (moderately driven). In
addition, employees who have leadership responsibility
are also significantly more likely to belong to profile 6
(highly driven) than they are to the profiles 1 (undriven)
and 2 (moderately driven).

With regard to RQ1, the results of study 2 also
provide evidence of the existence of distinct profiles
of individual needs that vary quantitatively and
qualitatively. Whereas profiles 1 (undriven), 2
(moderately driven), and 6 (highly driven) differ in
their levels of individual needs in general, profiles 3
(affiliation-driven), 4 (autonomy- and achievement-

undriven moderately affiliation-
driven driven
9% 50% 9%

1.50

1.00

0.50

0.00 I I = -
-0.50

-1.00

-1.50

machievement ® power

driven), and 5 (autonomy- and power-driven) differ in
the quality of individual needs.

To gather evidence regarding RQ2 and compare the
profiles’ differences in terms of i-deal negotiation, we
ran the BCH procedure in Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén,
2015), which is based on Wald’s chi-square tests (Spurk
et al,, 2020). Table 5 reports the results regarding the
differences in the profiles.

The overall Wald’s chi-square tests show that there
were significant differences in all types of i-deals
investigated. The results regarding development i-deals
and task i-deals demonstrate that profile 6 (highly
driven) has the highest levels of these types of i-deals
(with significant differences from all other profiles),
followed by the profiles 5 (autonomy- and power-
driven) and 2 (moderately driven). In contrast, profile

autonomy- and autonomy- highly
achievement- and power- driven
driven driven
5% 17% 10%

affiliation  ®autonomy

Figure 2 Six-profile solution for employees’ combinations of individual needs (study 2).
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OUTCOME PROFILE1 PROFILE 2 PROFILE 3 PROFILE &4 PROFILE 5 PROFILE6 WALD’S PROFILE
VARIABLE x2 DIFFERENCES

UNDRIVEN MODERATELY AFFILIATION- AUTONOMY-  AUTONOMY- HIGHLY
DRIVEN DRIVEN AND ACHIEVE AND DRIVEN
MENT- POWER-
DRIVEN DRIVEN
development 1.57 (.17) 2.55(.08) 2.22(.22) 2.29 (.30) 2.88 (.15) 3.45 (.20) 74,027 1< 2% 3%
i-deals 5F o
2 < 6***
3< 5% grer
4<o™
5<6*
taski-deals  2.21(.21) 2.92 (.08) 2.32(.23) 2.69 (.33) 3.10(.16) 3.75(.18) 47.51%% 1 < 5E gERH
2 < G
3< Z*v 5**’ [
4<o™
5<6*
scheduling 2.17 (.24) 2.86 (.10) 2.03 (.24) 3.12 (.34) 2.92 (.17) 3.12 (.22) 21.43% 1< 2% 4* 5
flexibility 6**
i-deals 3<% 4
5**, 6+
location 1.82(.23) 2.51(.10) 1.54 (.19) 3.00 (.36) 2.83(.18) 2.69 (.22) 413471 <Q2FF 4% 5
flexibility 6™*
i-deals 3 <4 5EEE
Gre
financial 1.61 (.20) 2.42 (.10) 1.79 (.20) 2.22 (.30) 2.55(.17) 2.93(.22) 33.19%* 1< 2%, 5%
i-deals 6+
2<6*

3< 2**, S**, B***

Table 5 Differences in the negotiation of i-deals across profiles.

Note: Estimated M (SD) are indicated. All scales were 5-point scales. Comparisons were conducted with the BCH-procedure in Mplus

7.4.*p<.05.*p < .01.**p < .001.

1 (undriven) has the lowest levels of development and
task i-deals, followed by the profiles 3 (dffiliation-driven)
and 4 (autonomy- and achievement-driven). With regard
to flexibility-related i-deals, profile 4 (autonomy- and
achievement-driven) has the highest levels of these types
of i-deals, whereas profile 5 (autonomy- and power-
driven) has the second-highest levels of location flexibility
i-deals, and profile 6 (highly driven) has the second-
highest levels of scheduling flexibility i-deals. The profiles
1 (undriven) and 3 (affiliation-driven) have significantly
lower levels of scheduling flexibility i-deals and location
flexibility i-deals than any other profile. Profile 6 (highly
driven) has the highest levels of financial i-deals, followed
by the profiles 5 (autonomy- and power-driven) and 2
(moderately driven). Similar to the case of flexibility-
related i-deals, the profiles 1 (undriven) and 3 (dffiliation-
driven) have significantly lower levels of financial i-deals
than any other profile except profile 4 (autonomy- and
achievement-driven). Clearly, with respect to RQ2, the
results show that profiles of individual needs relate to the
successful negotiation of certain types of i-deals.

DISCUSSION

Building on the Theory of Work Adjustment and the
concept on needs-supplies fit, this study aimed to

identify profiles of individual needs and analyze how
these profiles relate to the successful negotiation of
different types of i-deals. To examine RQ1 empirically
and identify profiles of individual needs, we conducted
latent profile analysis using two samples. Study 1, which
was performed with a relatively small and young sample,
identified five latent profiles (i.e., undriven, moderately
driven, dffiliation-driven, autonomy-driven, and highly
driven). Study 2, which was conducted with a larger
and more representative sample, identified six latent
profiles (i.e., undriven, moderately driven, dffiliation-
driven, autonomy- and achievement-driven, autonomy-
and power-driven, and highly driven), most of which are
remarkably similar to the five-profile solution identified in
study 1. The findings of both studies indicate that some
employees are consistently driven by relatively high,
moderately high, or relatively low levels of individual
needs (profiles 1 (undriven), 2 (moderately driven), and
5 (highly driven) in study 1 and profiles 1 (undriven), 2
(moderately driven), and 6 (highly driven) in study 2)
and that some employees are primarily driven by only
one or two needs (profiles 3 (dffiliation-driven) and 4
(autonomy-driven) in study 1 and profiles 3 (affiliation-
driven), 4 (autonomy- and achievement-driven), and 5
(autonomy- and power-driven) in study 2). Thus, both
studies provide evidence of profiles of individual needs
that differ both quantitatively and qualitatively.
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However, there are also some differences between
the profiles identified in the two samples. While study 1’s
profile 4 is characterized by extremely high levels of
need for autonomy and so is named autonomy-driven,
study 2 identified two profiles that are characterized by
high levels of need for autonomy—the autonomy- and
achievement-driven and autonomy- and power-driven
profiles—these profiles differ in terms of other needs.
Above that, some of the profiles also differ with respect
to their sizes. Whereas profile 3 (dffiliation-driven) makes
up 21 percent of the sample in study 1, it makes up only
9 percent of the sample in study 2. In contrast, profile 4
(autonomy-driven) makes up 8 percent of the sample in
study 1, while the profiles that carry high levels of the
need for autonomy in study 2 make up 5 percent (profile
4 (autonomy- and achievement-driven)) and 17 percent
(profile 5 (autonomy- and power-driven)) of that sample.

The differences in the profiles identified in the two
samples are likely to be at least in part due to the
different sample sizes (N = 164 in study 1 vs. 553 in study
2). Meyer et al. (2019) also observed that studies with
larger sample sizes tend to identify more profiles than
studies with smaller sample sizes do. For their part, Klotz
et al. (2018) found differences in the profiles identified in
asmaller and alarger sample and argued that contextual
factors that influence the samples’ composition
play a role in shaping the profiles. In our studies, the
considerable difference in the average age between the
two samples (M=33.71 and SD = 10.60 in study 1 vs.
M = 45.08 and SD =10.67 in study 2) may have led to
differences in the profiles. Although individual needs have
been conceptualized as stable personality characteristics
(Kanfer et al., 2017), during the last decades, research
has revealed the role of the environment in changes in
personality characteristics (Denzinger & Brandstdtter,
2018). While individual needs usually emerge during
childhood, changing circumstances and new experiences
(e.g., parenthood, job changes) can lead to changes in
the importance of particular needs during adulthood
(e.g., Roberts et al,, 2006; Specht et al.,, 2011). These
changes may have led to differences between the two
samples we studied, which show more individuals driven
by the need for doffiliation in the younger sample and
more individuals driven by the need for autonomy in the
older sample.

The results of study 2 also address RQ2 by revealing
how profiles of individual needs relate to i-deals.
More specifically, our results suggest that employees’
membership in profiles relates to their successful
negotiation of certain types of i-deals. For example,
employees who belong to profile 6 (highly driven) seek
the most development, task, and financial i-deals. As
these employees have high levels of all four individual
needs, they are particularly motivated to enhance their
skills and grow in their organizations and feel entitled
to receive special treatment (Bal, 2017; Bal & Vossaert,

2019). Another finding is that employees who belong
to profile 4 (autonomy- and achievement-driven) seek
the most scheduling flexibility and location flexibility
i-deals. Since these employees are primarily driven by
the needs for autonomy and achievement, they look
for ways to achieve more flexibility at work to enhance
their work-life balance and/or their productivity (Bal,
2017; Bal & Vossaert, 2019; Las Heras et al., 2017). We
also identified groups of employees who largely refrain
from negotiating any type of i-deal. In the case of
profile 3 (affiliation-driven), their restraint may be due to
worrying that the individual treatment will upset their
colleagues. For individuals who are primarily driven by
the need for dffiliation, it might be more important to fit
into the group and not upset anyone than it is to receive
individual treatment (Ng & Lucianetti, 2016).

Overall, then, our findings provide a nuanced
understanding of the relationship between employees’
individual needs and their successful negotiation of
i-deals. This contribution is due not only to the profile-
based approach, but also to the integration of various
types of i-deals. Since our findings indicate that the types
of i-deals that employees seek based on their profile
membership differ to a great extent, they emphasize the
need to distinguish among types of i-deals, instead of
treating i-deals as a single dimension (Lico et al., 2016).
By doing so, more accurate insights into the antecedents
of i-deals can be achieved.

THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND
PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

This study contributes to different streams of literature.
First, the person-centered approach to the study of
individual needs extends research on personality
dispositions as an important variable in organizational
psychology research. The approach pays attention to how
combinations of individual needs occur in subgroups and
how they interact to shape behavior. Thereby, our findings
contribute to a more nuanced and detailed understanding
of employees’ individual needs and emphasize that
individuals are not driven by a single need but by the
simultaneous occurrence of multiple needs.

Second, the study contributes to the i-deals literature
by determining how profiles of individual needs relate to
i-deals and revealing why some employees are more likely
to seek certain types of i-deals than others. Although calls
for more research on the role of employees’ personality
dispositions in the negotiation of i-deals have been made
(e.g., Liao et al,, 2016; Ng & Lucianetti, 2016), the topic
has received little attention. We fill this critical gap in the
literature by gathering empirical evidence regarding the
relationship between individual needs and the successful
negotiation of i-deals. By adopting a needs-supplies fit
perspective (Edwards, 1991; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005)
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on i-deals, our findings demonstrate that i-deals can be
understood as resources provided by organizations to
fulfil individual needs and thus help to improve person-
job fit (Bakker & Ererdi, 2022).

Third, our findings also highlight the need to
differentiate among types of i-deals because employees
show considerable differences in the types of i-deals they
seek depending on their membership in certain profiles
of individual needs. The differentiation is important
because studies have revealed that obtaining a certain
type of i-deal results in different attitudes and behaviors
among employees (e.g., Hornung et al., 2014; Rosen et
al., 2013; Rousseau et al., 2009).

From a practical perspective, the results of our study
highlight that employees differ considerably in their
combinations of individual needs. Accordingly, instead
of using a one-size-fits-all approach, managers should
support employees in adapting their working conditions
to their individual needs and preferences. The results of
our study suggest that some employees are more likely
to seek and obtain certain types of i-deals than others.
For example, employees who are highly driven by the
needs for achievement and power are more likely to seek
development, task, and financial i-deals, while employees
who are primarily driven by the need for autonomy are
more likely to seek flexibility-related i-deals. To maximize
the utility of i-deals, managers should consider employees’
individual needs and grant i-deals to employees who
attach high importance to them (Ng & Lucianetti, 2016).

Managers can grant i-deals as a resource in order to
improve the compatibility between their employees and
the job, which in turn can lead to positive outcomes
for employees and employers, such as increased job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, reduced
turnover intentions (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) as well as
increased perceptions of organizational justice and well-
being (Roczniewska et al., 2018). However, managers
should also keep in mind the potential downsides of
i-deals. The results of our study show that, depending on
their combinations of individual needs, some employees
are likely to seek and obtain i-deals, while others are
likely to refrain from negotiating them at all. Hence, our
results support the concern Bal and Lub (2015) raised
that i-deals could trigger a “Matthew effect” (Rigney,
2010), widening the gap between employees who receive
individual treatment and employees who do not. To
avoid negative social consequences of i-deals, managers
should carefully consider justice-related concerns before
granting i-deals (Lee et al., 2022).

LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH

In addition to its contributions, our study has limitations
that future research should address. First, the cross-

sectional design used in this study does not allow us to
draw causal conclusions from our results. Hence, future
longitudinal studies could contribute to the validation of
the findings of this study.

Second, ourresultsmaybe subject tocommon-method
bias because all variables were collected from self-
reported measures. Given the latent character of most
of our constructs, drawing on self-reported measures is
almost unavoidable and CFA provides evidence of the
discriminant validity of the measures used. However,
future studies should collect the measures of i-deals
from multiple sources (i.e., employees, supervisors, and
co-workers) to verify that perceptions of i-deals are
consistent.

Third, we cannot rule out social-desirability bias in the
responses of some participants. We took methodological
steps to mitigate this bias. For instance, we assured
the participants that they could respond honestly.
Nevertheless, future studies could consider additional
steps to alleviate social-desirability bias like measuring
variables at different points in time (Podsakoff et al.,
2003).

Fourth, the scales used to assess employees’ needs
for affiliation and autonomy, which are part of the
Needs Assessment Questionnaire (Heckert et al., 2000),
demonstrated low reliability and construct validity in our
study. Consequently, some items from these scales had
to be excluded to achieve a satisfactory model fit in the
CFAs. While the Needs Assessment Questionnaire has
shown better internal consistency compared to Steers
and Braunstein’s (1976) Manifest Needs Questionnaire
in previous validation studies (Heckert et al., 2000;
Lawrence & Jordan, 2009), it does have limitations in
adequately measuring the complex needs for affiliation
and autonomy within the German-speaking context
and contemporary times. Therefore, future research is
encouraged to develop more reliable and valid scales to
measure individual needs.

Another limitation of our study is related to the
operationalization of i-deals. Building on existing measures,
we captured i-deals that employees had successfully
negotiated but did not differentiate between i-deals that
had been requested and those that had been obtained, so
we neglected the possibility that employees had requested
but not received i-deals. Since research has demonstrated
that the denial of i-deals is not rare (e.g., Bayazit & Bayazit,
2019), future research should differentiate requests from
receipt to provide a more nuanced understanding of the
negotiation process of i-deals.

Furthermore, unmeasured cultural variables may have
influenced our results. For example, employees in highly
individualistic cultures may be more likely to seek i-deals
in order to pursue their own interests than employees
in highly collectivistic cultures are (Liao et al., 2016). In
addition, in cultures with high power distance, employees
may be less likely to seek i-deals than in cultures with
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low power distance (Laulié et al.,, 2021). Future studies
could also investigate whether the structure of profiles
of individual needs is consistent across cultures, as
individual needs can also be influenced by culture (Van
Emmerik et al., 2010).

Finally, it is important to note that our data collection
took place at the end of 2020, coinciding with the
lockdown period in Germany due to the COVID-19
pandemic. Given that individual needs are regarded as
stable personality characteristics (Kanfer et al., 2017), it
seems unlikely that the lockdown had a strong impact
on employees’ individual needs. However, it has to be
acknowledged that extraordinary circumstances like the
COVID-19 pandemic may sometimes exert an influence
on individuals’ psychological requirements (Denzinger
& Brandstdtter, 2018). For example, while our study did
not specifically address the perceived social isolation
experienced by the survey participants, it is conceivable
that social isolation during the lockdown may have
led to alterations in the prominence of certain needs,
particularly the need for affiliation. In addition, research
indicates that lockdowns during the COVID-19 pandemic
have promoted the prevalence of i-deals, which may
have led to particularly high levels of i-deals captured in
our study (Anand & Rofcanin, 2022).

ADDITIONAL FILE

The additional file for this article can be found as
follows:

* Supplementary File 1. CFA results, average posterior
pobabilities, descriptive differences of the profile-
solutions, items for the measurement of individual
needs and idiosyncratic deals. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.16993/sjwop.220.s1

COMPETING INTERESTS

The authors have no competing interests to declare.

AUTHOR AFFILIATIONS

Annika Pestotnik " orcid.org/0000-0001-6802-0559
Heinrich-Heine-University, DE

Sarah Altmann " orcid.org/0000-0002-0782-776X
Niederrhein University of Applied Sciences, DE

REFERENCES

Anand, S., & Rofcanin, Y. (2022). I-deals and the future of
work: A research agenda for the post-pandemic age.
In S. Anand &Y. Rofcanin (Eds.), Idiosyncratic deals at

work: Exploring individual, organizational, and societal
perspectives (pp. 309-333). Palgrave Macmillan. DOL:
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-88516-8_13

Andersen, J. A. (2010). Public versus private managers: How
public and private managers differ in leadership behavior.
Public Administration Review, 70(1), 131-141. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2009.02117 x

Andersen, J. A. (2018). Managers’ motivation profiles:
Measurement and application. Sage Open, 8(2), 1-9. DOL:
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018771732

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén B. (2014). Auxiliary variables in
mixture modeling: Three-step approaches using Mplus.
Structural Equation Modeling, 21(3), 329-341. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181

Bakker, A. S., & Ererdi, C. (2022). I-deals and employee

well-being: Examining i-deals from JD-R perspective.
In S. Anand & Y. Rofcanin (Eds.), Idiosyncratic deals at
work: Exploring individual, organizational, and societal
perspectives (pp. 237-256). Palgrave Macmillan. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-88516-8_11

Bal, M., & Lub, X. D. (2015). Individualization of work
arrangements: A contextualized perspective on the
rise and use of i-deals. In M. Bal & D. M. Rousseau
(Eds.), Idiosyncratic deals between employees and
organizations: Conceptual issues, applications, and the
role of co-workers (pp. 9-23). Routledge. DOL: https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315771496-2

Bal, P. M. (2017). Why do employees negotiate idiosyncratic
deals? An exploration of the process of i-deal negotiation.
New Zealand Journal of Employment Relations, 42(1),
2-18

Bal, P. M,, & Vossaert, L. (2019). Development of an i-deals
motivation and management measure. Journal of
Personnel Psychology, 18(4), 201-215. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1027/1866-5888/a000236

Barrick, M. R., Stewart, G. L., & Piotrowski, M. (2002).
Personality and job performance: Test of the mediating
effects of motivation among sales representatives. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 43-51. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.43

Bayazit, E. Z., & Bayazit, M. (2019). How do flexible work
arrangements alleviate work-family-conflict? The roles
of flexibility i-deals and family-supportive cultures. The
International Journal of Human Resource Management,
30(3), 405-435. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2
017.1278615

Brislin, R. W. (1986). The wording and translation of research
instruments. In W. J. Lonner & J. W. Berry (Eds.), Field
methods in cross-cultural research (pp. 137-164). Sage
Publications.

Chen, Y., Wen, Z., & Ye, M. (2017). Exploring profiles of work
regulatory focus: A person-centered approach. Personality
and Individual Differences, 116, 16-21. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.paid.2017.04.019

Conway, N., & Coyle-Shapiro, J. (2016). Not so i-deal: A critical
review of idiosyncratic deals theory and research. In C.


https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.220.s1
https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.220.s1
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6802-0559
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6802-0559
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0782-776X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0782-776X
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-88516-8_13
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2009.02117.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2009.02117.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244018771732
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-88516-8_11
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315771496-2
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315771496-2
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000236
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000236
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.1.43
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1278615
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1278615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.04.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.04.019

Pestotnik and Altmann Scandinavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology DOI: 10.16993/sjwop.220 15

Cooper (Ed.), Current issues in work and organizational
psychology (pp.165-188). Routledge. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.4324/9780429468339-10

Dawis, R. V., & Lofquist, L. H. (1984). A psychological theory
of work adjustment. Minneapolis, University of Minnesota
Press.

Denzinger, F., & Brandstdtter, V. (2018). Stability of and
changes in implicit motives. A narrative review of empirical
studies. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, Article 777. DOL: https://
doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00777

Duffy, J. A, & Lilly, J. (2013). Do individual needs moderate the
relationships between organizational citizenship behavior,
organizational trust and perceived organizational support?
Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management, 14(3),
185-197. DOLI: https://doi.org/10.21818/001¢.17930

Duncan, L. E., & Peterson, B. E. (2010). Gender and motivation
for achievement, affiliation-intimacy, and power. In J.

C. Chrisler & D. R. McCreary (Eds.), Handbook of gender
research in psychology (pp. 41-62). Springer. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1467-5_3

Edwards, J. R. (1991). Person-job fit: A conceptual integration,
literature review, and methodological critique. John Wiley
& Sons.

Engeser, S., & Langens, T. (2010). Mapping explicit social
motives of achievement, power, and affiliation onto the
five-factor model of personality. Scandinavian Journal of
Psychology, 51(4), 309-318. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-9450.2009.00773.x

Fagenson, E. (1992). Mentoring—Who needs it? A comparison
of protégés’ and nonprotégés’ needs for power,
achievement, affiliation, and autonomy. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 41(1), 48-60. DOL: https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/0001-8791(92)90038-2

Ferguson, S. L., G. Moore, E. W., & Hull, D. M. (2020). Finding
latent groups in observed data: A primer on latent profile
analysis in Mplus for applied researchers. International
Journal of Behavioral Development, 44(5), 458-468. DOLI:
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025419881721

Friedman, B. A., & Mandel, R. G. (2011). Motivation predictors
of college student academic performance and retention.
Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory
& Practice, 13(1), 1-15. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2190/
CS.13.1.a

Gabriel, A. S., Daniels, M. A,, Diefendorff, J. M., & Greguras,
G. J. (2015). Emotional labor actors: A latent profile
analysis of emotional labor strategies. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 100(3), 863-879. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0037408

Guerrero, S., Bentein, K., & Lapalme, M. E. (2014). Idiosyncratic
deals and high performers’ organizational commitment.
Journal of Business and Psychology, 29(2), 323-334. DOL:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9316-7

Hair, J. F.,, Black, W. C., Balin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2010).
Multivariate data analysis. Prentice Hall.

Halbesleben, J. R. B., & Bowler, W. M. (2007). Emotional
exhaustion and job performance: The mediating role of

motivation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 93-106.
DOTI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.9

Heckert, T. M., Cuneio, G., Hannah, A. P., Adams, P. J,,

Droste, H. E., Mueller, M. A, Wallis, H. A., Griffin, C. M., &
Roberts, L. L. (2000). Creation of a new needs assessment
questionnaire. Journal of Social Behavior and Personality,
15(1), 121-136. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/e413782005-
409

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

Hofmans, J., Wille, B., & Schreurs, B. (2020). Person-
centered methods in vocational research. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 118, Article 103398. DOL: https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103398.

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D. M., & Glaser, J. (2008). Creating
flexible work arrangements through idiosyncratic deals.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(3), 655-664. DOL: https://
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.655

Hornung, S., Rousseau, 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(1), 59-74. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.2466/07.13.14.21.PR0O.108.1.59-74

Hornung, S., Rousseau, D. M., Weigl, M., Mueller, A., & Glaser,
J. (2014). Redesigning work through idiosyncratic deals.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,
23(4), 608-626. DOTI: https://doi.org/10.1080/135943
2X.2012.740171

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in
covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus
new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.
DOL: https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Jung, T., & Wickrama, K. A. (2008). An introduction to latent
class growth analysis and growth mixture modeling. Social
and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(1), 302-317. DOL:
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00054.x

Kanfer, R. (1990). Motivation theory and industrial and
organizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnett & L. M.

Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and organizational
psychology (pp. 75-130). Consulting Psychologists Press.

Kanfer, R., Frese, M., & Johnson, R. E. (2017). Motivation
related to work: A century of progress. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 102(3), 338-355. DOLI: https://doi.org/10.1037/
apl0000133

Kehr, H. M. (2004). Integrating implicit motives, explicit
motives, and perceived abilities: The compensatory
model of work motivation and volition. Academy of
Management Review, 29(3), 479-499. DOLI: https://doi.
0rg/10.2307/20159055

Klotz, A. C., Bolino, M. C,, Song, H., & Stornelli, J. (2018).
Examining the nature, causes, and consequences of
profiles of organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 39(5), 629-647. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1002/job.2259


https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429468339-10
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429468339-10
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00777
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00777
https://doi.org/10.21818/001c.17930
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1467-5_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1467-5_3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2009.00773.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2009.00773.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(92)90038-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(92)90038-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025419881721
https://doi.org/10.2190/CS.13.1.a
https://doi.org/10.2190/CS.13.1.a
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037408
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037408
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-013-9316-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.9
https://doi.org/10.1037/e413782005-409
https://doi.org/10.1037/e413782005-409
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2014-0369
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2014-0369
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103398
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103398
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.655
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.3.655
https://doi.org/10.2466/07.13.14.21.PR0.108.1.59-74
https://doi.org/10.2466/07.13.14.21.PR0.108.1.59-74
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.740171
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.740171
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00054.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000133
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000133
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159055
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159055
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2259
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2259

Pestotnik and Altmann Scandinavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology DOI: 10.16993/sjwop.220 16

Kristof, A. L. (1996). Person-organization fit: An integrative
review of its conceptualizations, measurement, and
implications. Personnel Psychology, 49(1), 1-49. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1996.tb01790.x

Kristof-Brown, A. L., Zimmerman, R. D., & Johnson, E.

C. (2005). Consequences of individuals fit at work: A
meta-analysis of person-job, person-organization,
person-group, and person-supervisor fit. Personnel
Psychology, 58(2), 281-342. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1744-6570.2005.00672.x

Las Heras, M., Rofcanin, Y., Matthijs Bal, P., & Stollberger,

J. (2017). How do flexibility i-deals relate to work
performance? Exploring the roles of family performance
and organizational context. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 38(8), 1280-1294. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/
job.2203

Laulié, L., Tekleab, A. G, & Lee, J. J. (2021). Why grant i-deals?
Supervisors’ prior i-deals, exchange ideology, and justice
sensitivity. Journal of Business and Psychology, 36(1),
17-31. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09670-7

Lawrence, S., & Jordan, P. (2009). Testing an explicit and
implicit measure of motivation. International Journal of
Organizational Analysis, 17(2), 103-120. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1108/19348830910948959

Lee, E. K., Hong, W., & Rupp, D. E. (2022). Employee
idiosyncratic deals (i-deals) and organizational justice: the
role of individual job performance and coworkers’ i-deals.
Personnel Review, 52(9), 2322-2341. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1108/PR-05-2021-0335

Lee, J. Y., Bachrach, D. G., & Rousseau, D. M. (2015).

Internal labor markets, firm-specific human capital, and
heterogeneity antecedents of employee idiosyncratic
deal requests. Organization Science, 26(3), 794-810. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0955

Liao, C., Wayne, S. J., & Rousseau, D. M. (2016). Idiosyncratic
deals in contemporary organizations: A qualitative and
meta-analytical review. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
37(1), 9-29. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1959

McClelland, D. C. (1987). Human motivation. Cambridge
University Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/
CB0O9781139878289

McClelland, D. C., Koestner, R., & Weinberger, J. (1989).

How do self-attributed and implicit motives differ?
Psychological Review, 96(4), 690-702. DOL: https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0033-295X.96.4.690.

Meyer, J. P, Morin, A. J., Stanley, L. J., & Maltin, E. R. (2019).
Teachers’ dual commitment to the organization and
occupation: A person-centered investigation. Teaching
and Teacher Education, 77, 100-111. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.tate.2018.09.009.

Moran, C. M,, Diefendorff, J. M, Kim, T. Y., & Liu, Z. Q. (2012). A
profile approach to self-determination theory motivations
at work. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 81(3), 354-363.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.09.002

Morin, A. J., Boudrias, J. S., Marsh, H. W., McInerney, D. M.,
Dagenais-Desmarais, V., Madore, I., & Litalien, D. (2017).

Complementary variable-and person-centered approaches
to the dimensionality of psychometric constructs:
Application to psychological wellbeing at work. Journal of
Business and Psychology, 32(4), 395-419. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/s10869-016-9448-7

Muchinsky, P. M., & Monahan, C. J. (1987). What is
person-environment congruence? Supplementary
versus complementary models of fit. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 31(3), 268-277. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90043-1

Murray, H. A. (1938). Explorations in personality: A clinical and
experimental study of fifty men of college age. Oxford
University Press.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2015). Mplus user’s guide (7th
ed.). Muthén & Muthén.

Nagin, D. (2005). Group-based modeling of development.
Cambridge, London, Harvard University Press. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.4159/9780674041318

Ng, T. W., & Feldman, D. C. (2015). Idiosyncratic deals and
voice behavior. Journal of Management, 41(3), 893-928.
DOLI: 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), 41-60. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2023

Nylund, K. L., Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2007).
Deciding on the number of classes in latent class
analysis and growth mixture modeling: A Monte Carlo
simulation study. Structural Equation Modeling: A
Muiltidisciplinary Journal, 14(4), 535-569. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/10705510701575396

Nylund-Gibson, K., & Choi, A. Y. (2018). Ten frequently asked
questions about latent class analysis. Translational Issues
in Psychological Science, 4(4), 440-461. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/tps0000176

Oldham, G. R., & Hackman, J. R. (2010). Not what it was and
not what it will be: The future of job design research.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 31, 463-479. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.678

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J., & Podsakoff, N.

P. (2003). Common method bias in behavioral research:
A critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879-903.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Rigney, D. (2010). The Matthew effect: How advantage begets
further advantage. Columbia University Press.

Roberts, B. W., Walton, K. E., & Viechtbauer, W. (2006).
Patterns of mean-level change in personality traits across
the life course: a meta-analysis of longitudinal studies.
Psychological Bulletin, 132(1), 1-25. DOIL: https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1

Roczniewska, M., Retowski, S., & Higgins, E. T. (2018). How
person-organization fit impacts employees’ perceptions
of justice and well-being. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article
2318. DOL: https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02318

Rofcanin, Y., Berber, A., Koch, S., & Sevinc, L. (2016). Job
crafting and i-deals: A study testing the nomological


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1996.tb01790.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00672.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2005.00672.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2203
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2203
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-019-09670-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/19348830910948959
https://doi.org/10.1108/19348830910948959
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2021-0335
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-05-2021-0335
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2014.0955
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1959
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139878289
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139878289
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.4.690
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.96.4.690
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2018.09.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9448-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9448-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90043-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(87)90043-1
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674041318
https://doi.org/10.4159/9780674041318
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312457824
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2023
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510701575396
https://doi.org/10.1037/tps0000176
https://doi.org/10.1037/tps0000176
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.678
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02318

Pestotnik and Altmann Scandinavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology DOI: 10.16993/sjwop.220 17

network of proactive behaviors. The International Journal
of Human Resource Management, 27(22), 2695-2726. DOL:
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1091370

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

Rousseau, D. M. (2005). I-deals: Idiosyncratic deals employees
bargain for themselves. Routledge.

Rousseau, D. M., Ho, V. T., & Greenberg, J. (2006). I-deals:
Idiosyncratic terms in employment relationships. Academy
of Management Review, 31(4), 977-994. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.2307/20159261

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. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jvb.2009.02.004

Satow, L. (2012). Skala zur Erfassung von Testverfélschung
durch positive Selbstdarstellung und sozial erwiinschte
Antworttendenzen (SEA). https://www.psycharchives.org/
bitstream/20.500.12034/430/1/PT_9006446_SEA_Satow_
Beschreibung_und_Fragebogen.pdf.

Simosi, M., Aldossari, M., Chaudhry, S., & Rousseau,

D. M. (2023). Uncovering missing voices: Invisible
aspects of idiosyncratic deals (i-deals). Group &
Organization Management, 48(1), 3-30. DOI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/10596011221120377

Singh, S., & Vidyarthi, P. R. (2018). Idiosyncratic deals
to employee outcomes: Mediating role of social
exchange relationships. Journal of Leadership &
Organizational Studies, 25(4), 443-455. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1177/1548051818762338

Specht, J., Egloff, B., & Schmukle, S. C. (2011). Stability and
change of personality across the life course: The impact of
age and major life events on mean-level and rank-order
stability of the Big Five. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 101(4), 862-882. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0024950

Spurk, D., Hirschi, A., Wang, M., Valero, D., & Kauffeld,

S. (2020). Latent profile analysis: A review and “how

to” guide of its application within vocational behavior
research. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 120, Article
103445. DOL: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445

Steers, R. M., & Braunstein, D. N. (1976). A behaviorally-based
measure of manifest needs in work settings. Journal
of Vocational Behavior, 9(2), 251-266. DOTI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1016/0001-8791(76)90083-X

Steers, R. M., Mowday, R. T., & Shapiro, D. L. (2004).

The future of work motivation theory. Academy of
Management Review, 29(3), 379-387. DOL: https://doi.
0rg/10.2307/20159049

Street, D. L., & Bishop, A. C. (1991). An empirical examination
of the need profiles of professional accountants.
Behavioral Research in Accounting, 3, 97-116.

Tang, Y., & Hornung, S. (2015). Work-family enrichment
through i-deals: Evidence from Chinese employees. Journal
of Managerial Psychology, 30(8), 940-954. DOTI: https://doi.
0rg/10.1108/JMP-02-2013-0064

Taormina, R. J. (2009). Organizational socialization: The missing
link between employee needs and organizational culture.
Journal of Managerial Psychology, 24(7), 650-676. DOL:
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940910989039

Toth-Kirdly, I., Morin, A. J., Béthe, B., Rigo, A., & Orosz, G.
(2021). Toward an improved understanding of work
motivation profiles. Applied Psychology, 70(3), 986-1017.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12256

Van den Broeck, A., Lens, W., De Witte, H., & Van Coillie,

H. (2013). Unraveling the importance of the quantity

and the quality of workers’ motivation for well-being:
A person-centered perspective. Journal of Vocational

Behavior, 82(1), 69-78. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jvb.2012.11.005

Van Emmerik, H., Gardner, W. L., Wendt, H., & Fischer,

D. (2010). Associations of culture and personality
with McClelland’s motives: A cross-cultural study
of managers in 24 countries. Group & Organization
Management, 35(3), 329-367. DOL: https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/1059601110370782

Van Vianen, A. E. M. (2018). Person-environment fit:

A review of its basic tenets. Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior,
5(1), 75-101. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
orgpsych-032117-104702

Vleugels, W., Verbruggen, M., De Cooman, R., Billsberry,

J. (2022). A systematic review of temporal person-
environment fit research: Trends, developments,
obstacles, and opportunities for future research. Journal of
Organizational Behavior. Advance online publication. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2607

Wang, M.-C., Deng, Q., Bi, X., Ye, H., & Yang, W.

(2017). Performance of the entropy as an index of
classification accuracy in latent profile analysis: A
Monte Carlo simulation study. Acta Psychologica Sinica,
49(11), 1473-1482. DOL: https://doi.org/10.3724/
SP.J.1041.2017.01473


https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2015.1091370
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206310394865
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159261
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159261
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2009.02.004
https://www.psycharchives.org/bitstream/20.500.12034/430/1/PT_9006446_SEA_Satow_Beschreibung_und_Fragebogen.pdf
https://www.psycharchives.org/bitstream/20.500.12034/430/1/PT_9006446_SEA_Satow_Beschreibung_und_Fragebogen.pdf
https://www.psycharchives.org/bitstream/20.500.12034/430/1/PT_9006446_SEA_Satow_Beschreibung_und_Fragebogen.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221120377
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221120377
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818762338
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818762338
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024950
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024950
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(76)90083-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(76)90083-X
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159049
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159049
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2013-0064
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-02-2013-0064
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940910989039
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601110370782
https://doi.org/10.1177/1059601110370782
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104702
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104702
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2607
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2017.01473
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2017.01473

Pestotnik and Altmann Scandinavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology DOI: 10.16993/sjwop.220 18

TO CITE THIS ARTICLE:
Pestotnik, A., & Altmann, S. (2023). Employees’ Individual Needs and their Relationship to Idiosyncratic Deals: A Latent Profile
Analysis. Scandinavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 8(1): 14, 1-18. DOI: https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.220

Submitted: 17 February 2023  Accepted: 23 November 2023  Published: 27 December 2023

COPYRIGHT:

© 2023 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original
author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

Scandinavian Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology is a peer-reviewed open access journal published by Stockholm University
Press.

il )6


https://doi.org/10.16993/sjwop.220
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Titelblatt_Pestotnik_final
	Pestotnik_Employees

