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AEHIZERE, TN, 510632)

% F )b

MERZE A T — TR TR 2HE, DIUEMIEZ T H S AR, AR 200 T AR A2
MG . ST, ARTTEIE TP, PR 1RSI0 b1 T T ARIR AT A A S L LI . 2R B [l
IR 25 2 B TR TARRAE TN, R TR O BRAES7Ed B i S AR ehh, T SRR s rph 22 it

KA ZHIS IR 51 T O HRALETFRYIE [0 50

AR TARRATT N DHERRAET s

RN Z 52458 Pareto Vilfredo ) “ . /\ "
HW, — A2 80% HYFI 7 i 20% Y 51 T A3,
X 20% 1 51 TR A & Rz 0sh Ty, iR
NITGEA T B E A R 3o o T S A ) |
B A X 640 01 T2, Rousseau (2001 ) #2H T4~k
1322y (idiosyncratic deals, i-deals ) AYHER, AL
LA TSR A R IR, BT #R
Pt YA TAEZEHE, A4 0T R 3E 1Y TARRE]
2 Y HRMD & SR AL R g (R TN il 4 . BFE &
B, AL SRL AR REAEHE I ARAR 2 i BRI T i

( Vidyarthi, Chaudhry, Anand, & Liden, 2014 ) . &%
177 (Ng & Feldman, 2015 ) FfI#5BI174 ( Guerrero,
Jeanblanc, & Veilleux, 2016 ) ZFUR IR AT Ry, {H
W25 Rk RARPFATH W B (Ng, 2017 ) F
#94847°8 ( Marescaux, De Winne, & Sels, in press )

HAT, A XA 2R E TR
R LRGP R AR, X AR R AT 1
BRI E A A e — 242540 . RN
LAY — BB X B, AR S22 4R 154
HEARDATE PG T 20 K SR RIG 0 TAEZ
He, 400 TR 2 [ 900 0 W 4 A e 3 2

f, A ] e Sl AN 24T 3 2 B RIS T
[FE, TR T IHBR AN At R AN RO BEARSS
—Fh iR R T TAEIB 417 (work withdrawal
behavior ) Ji /> A XA (ZRHEF, B,
2003 ) . #K1fi Lai, Rousseau I Chang ( 2009 ) A& ¥,
[AMRSIEE N VP ivsaiia N R o i E
PEACSA DTG 25, RS 0 T 58 e 322y
) = G R AP, B TN [ A A R AT
Iz 7 (A € X e LA PR [ e S EAE el [ETB TIB U 7))
FIRFIE A IE B4, 2 51 T 5 HB R AF A
AR, SRS TR R M B R T
SEME? oA E MR B T2 A —Fh LR Y
JRRCR, AT — 2040 50 A R 3 32
25 0T TARRAR T Z AR E -

2

2.1 [FAIFAEARA S TARRG TR
TAEIRGAT A2 iR 417 O e 4 2V BT ) A

RRE, AR TAERNX H BT 548

H AN S5 i ) e 26 B R B TE AR AT i B (March &

Simon, 1958 ) , AeFLRRE AR VE, 5 T 0B

B4 (psychological withdrawal behaviors ) 117 41K
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44 ( physical withdrawal behaviors ) Wik . Horfr,
OHLRE R 57 TS P TR T B He
e e EE, RIS ) |, AT IR
LT A W B A B A2 A TR (L andiis | iR #
%)

FETAPHENE, ABFEHEN, RSy
SO TR TAERR TR, A e ts i, AT
TN RE EEANORIE T A & AP AY 4 -
AL HLER, 852 3 5 S X G TR ) L
B (Adams, 1963 ) , DIAEIFZE &8 Haz T
W R =07 i TR MR 2yE 5, 4N Lai 5%
A (2009) KIRA LV PS5 00 5L TR R 3RS
FAUN AL LGP I, T T RZ e B3 T %) ] 5
AL L2 FEE ; Marescaux 26 A (in press )
IRFFE I IR T ol &M s o (Lban. %
SRAME: . HUA2 ) AR MR B R 1 A BN A
PR, FHILATA, 7E SRS p R i, iR
DU RGN B SRR s T H G, BT Rese™
AT RO BRI R P TEARA T A R B R ik A
NS O8

FEF X —HE, Y50 T2 2 RIS A =K
AT SLLRT, B B TR R F A 59 R0
AAE AR THEZEE,. EAAEE (Guerrero
etal,2016) , #IA ESEFEZON G TRy, B
Z T HEZ LS FEA (Ng & Lucianetti, 2016) .
Xk A7 2ol 51 T AR 1) s v ™ AR T AR ) O AR
5, INHHCZE THLAN TR T P
H O RS 13, BRI IR 2 B A
T T4 5 7= AN TR R BE B9 T A2 1478 ( Beugré,
2005) o AR, AU TR ARFAF R
BCE AL LKA S B, AT 282 28
SRV TR, AU RS T, T HoA] hE
Pem A BB R, RALEZNMAEIMT A
( Liao, Wayne, Liden, & Meuser, 2017 ) . [Fitt, ]
P

B 1. [FEAEAL RS B TR 4T b5
IEFEK R,

22 LHBFAEEEH P AEN

LyPRFLZ (psychological contracts ) J& 51 T 54
UGB I AE SR AT O R T A A5t 55 Il AR ) 2000
PRLYE , HABUERUT WA ASBCCHAR B ST P
TN, WS, 7RI , 2001 ) o 40 FE L7 3
JERF, TSR IR U 2R R LU RF A T

Hro MR, R TR BNH LA B AT R X 55
7 B AR N R, e A oY)
# ( psychological contract violation ) ( FFH#k , XL,
2012)

A TR FFHA LT A S 20T,
HWE G TUCHFFMA T2 R RS, ER
T B T AR ] 22 HE LA S T 22 55400 SR i A8 i bl 2
(Lai et al., 2009 ) , F&22IA ML d AL H
ALY RS, XK G5 R TR
SRR, AN BN 2 B0 O PR 2 i 1 i
IHZZ — (&%, 2014) . i, FATHME
FAEA L AT e | R 5L TR OB

i, ATFEISAEH, 5T &k B E
XFA BT AT R O R (SO R, WRE
2016) o M5 THPLBERAE I KRS, Lk
R TUCHAHLUELT A SRR IR A, 2
HLHZURTRE T A OBk, IS8 TAER3h
TIFRRE TR, A 2 TAERZET T, DIE
WFFEIESE, 246 TSN A IER, 2LAH
W RS BERNA T R e ( ke, Jesroe, JA: 4l
H5,2007) o AR, WG TIAHALBA dE 0%
[N 2 EZ2E S DR (1 BE WIS iEE 243 B ) OO (11 |
TAE = TAER SR TR, SIS )T
PERHRAL, 2 1, AREFIEB:

B 2: TR FA AL IR 2 Lo it $2 m 51 T R0
PEBAZGTETTIER, TR N 5 T TAER R4 TR, I
OHBAL BT AR RSS2 5 T TARR 61T
R Z AR P AAER
2.3 thasci s

FEAACHRE B T 54121 B] —Fh LAY () 24 R
S E 51 T 5B (B E FUE A 25 FIZE R R,
e ARG AR . SRE . W | R a5 o 3k
Rl ST R A 23S R (Colquitt et al., 2013),

I FAE SR R Y R T HA & A 2UE
£, AN A ORISR IZ S, XEAT
SRR R HmiIE R it 2s—15 o7
( Shore, Tetrick, Lynch, & Barksdale, 2006 ) . [ifff57¢
KB, B AT 5 B T A AR 5 A
X ( Colquitt, Scott, Judge, & Shaw, 2006 ) , 235 T.
DL R ATCAL . SR (IR Y R 2H 4L i A e
LG, BEAk, Lai %A (2009 ) &3, fEAtEsci
BRI RS, mENALUEEAME R TG
HELH %, ACREET LRSI A i 32
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2y, T, AT Y 0 T S A2 a5 i
JERGEY, 51T T RS L 3225 R RO 3 3
AR, MR, AR T S AL
PRFERERAG, MRS D T XU RS AR AN
. UUET, BT IR ER 5 A 2l KRR iR
RISCER, B T i S R A R R N2 T A
%5 (Colquitt et al., 2013 ) o F, 7EEAIEN L
1 S 1 I 157 o 7 O W S5 O e P € Ny o O
&, WAE A ARSI RFEARE, FItb
TS 5y PR R[] S AL B2 2010 7 A O B2 2 6
o ik, AL RIE:

fbeise 3. 51 T 5 20 2R Al Y ph2x SS e i 3 1 [
FHAAR 5 R T OB AETR R R, it
SR LRI, AL S L% R T3
23T O ) A5 B 55 o

BA VL E =AM, FATiE— 4R

ik 4: 51 T 5L LR #H 2 S e B i 1A
7 R FA A 225 PR R 2 X B T T AR
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AEAC T 238 2o O BB i R TARR 41T R A IE
BRIvESGIEER

Zr b, AT — AT R rh AR,
K1 R

e

[EIE- R

LIPETEE TIEREETH

1

3

3.1 FEA RAHRIE

AW TR A A XS A B TR R B L
MBA 51, ARSI 220k T, 43—
ANBF ]S AR, SRR IR B & AR5 4
PARIEA 5 S BRI, B SRS A [ s % A
PRt ECERFET, BFITE AR T IR PR MBA
SRS, DX T4 UL

TERFE) S 1 b, HR R 394 1y, &
FE T AR OG- efA . sihlAs R B
2§ R FAEAC L LU Tt S5 Hre i, Bk A
[ AR 58— g I, ARkl 317 143,
AR Ny 80.46%. SRJG, FERHALL 2 (WifE)E )
A 5 3 (PUREJG ) #3525 T Hi— ]S R

B2 D143 A% H B0 BB E T T AEIR 461 1o it
TPV, WY A B IR S EICh 352 43 F 321 17,
I 6% TC 8] 4 LA B 55 i — B[] ASOR DR E A [R) 45
AR AN 74.71% 1 62.61%. R, =ik
PRI A 2 DI VE TE 1) [a) 5 3K 201 £, S TS oy
51.01%, o, 531k di 40%, FrA pstoE 4RI K
2586 % (SD=5.63%) , VFRZHFHRN 15.73
E(SD=251%), RAFAERI N 3.44 4E(SD = 4.15
%), AR AFEWIEE N 4.18 (SD=1.40)
32 ETH

AT BRAT 28 S5, HAb R SR 2R
e S Sitar. 454 Cronbach o R 1,

B[R A ML 2 2o gw A Ng Al
Lucianetti ( 2016 ) il 4[] PR 322 B 7] 45
o MH.

L2147, 2K Robinson Fl Morrison( 2000 )
FEEMAES 4 D2 HOIFRAE TG

TAFE4a17 4. R H Lehman Fl Simpson ( 1992 )
TR 12 N H B TARRZET T MM

FhosscHie: R Lai %8 A (2009) 4 il #2358
e, L7 A%E, RHZRR 4 50150

BHlA R 2% LIAEMS (Guerrero et al., 2016;
Ng & Feldman, 2015 ) , ABFFORE 53 TRIPER] . 4R
ZHEFR . AR LA NS E H BEAE

e
4

4.1 S ARG T B4 R
FGRERY, FFEAEARA S5 T.0M
BAHETS (r= .30, p< .001) 6T TAER41T
H (r=.27,p<.001) HREIEME, 0 TH.OH
T 5 TR T MR EME (r= 47,
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4.2 BAFPERZE a5 IR kw2 A 5
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TOHERRLAETY | 4 A TARRZET T R i X
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1
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
LS .60 49 —
pRGS 25.86 5.63 19" —
3RZHBETR 15.73 2.51 -.05 207 —
4. AT 3.44 4.15 -27 67 -10 —
SNHHE D] 4.18 1.40 -.06 15 -.04 08 —
6. IR FHA AL 32y 3.16 79 .00 147 -.08 11 01 (.89)
T AL e 2.60 .60 .02 .08 11 .02 27 .03 (.89)
QLR 2.29 98 -11 -.01 -.07 .10 -11 307" -41 (.94)
9. LAEBRSIAT A 2.53 67 .00 -.02 -.03 -.02 -11 27 -19" 47 (.91)

s N=201. p< .05; " p< .01; " p< .001;

XL S NET RS o 28

2
A 7 df 2/ df RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR
1.JY PR F#i%: ID;PCV;SE;WWB 269.31 146 1.85 07 95 94 .04
2. =P ID+PCV:SE;WWB 953.59 149 6.40 .16 64 .59 .16
3. R T ID+PCV+SE;WWB 1295.93 151 8.58 .19 49 43 .19
4. R FHEE: ID+PCV+WWB;SE 881.91 151 5.84 .16 68 63 .15
5. R T8 ID+PCV+SE+WWB 1387 29. 152 9.13 20 45 38 20

" N=201ID UK R RYY, POV ARE G TLOHRAE,

TSR T A R ZE , AORTEAEEI  A h
HEAT T, RISk ]SSR S A R A ]
IR AN, AW HE— LR R RN
T AL R A w2 A TR, AR AL, RE
BEFAFRI RS — AN TRRE T 28.78% S5, Rik
BB SRR (65.05%) Fy—2F. Al hL, FE[EJr s
IRZEAEADITE R IFAH
43 Rk

KHZ RIS BT st A e (S52R %

WWB o THERGHTY, SE ¥k 2ach

3) o HREA 3 AL, RSP RLNT R T TARR
AitT A BEIERM SN (B = .23,p<.001) , A
I, B 1 ARRISERE, B L e, RS
TN G T OB RLE T B B E R m (B
=37,p<.001) ; AL 4 AT, B TR EERR Y
A TAER AR A E R S/ER (B = .30,
p<.001) , ULAF, [R5 T TAERYE
TR IE RN ARIR 3 (B =.12,p<.05) , &
U B3 T RO BB 2455 1 ) ) AL 3229 F B T T

3
R DERLETY LAEBSEAT A
M, M, M; M,
AR 2.16 2.29 2.15 1.51
EHER
PEA =22 -18 -.03 04
g -.02 -.03 .00 .00
ZHEHT M -.01 01 .00 .00
AT 03 04 -01 -01
NS5 W i -.07 01 -.05 -.03
BER
] A 3224 377 39" 23" 127
TR
PR 307
WhERE
PR =71
R HI
] A PR 322 4 22 e =317
R’ 13 32 .09 25
AR — 19 — .16
F 469" 11.41™ 3.00” 9.17""
T N =201 FHHAERELAY IE R . p<.05; "p< .01; " p< 001
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VEIRGAT N Z B R F A ER . (R ARk

BE= 11, 5ROV 48%, 2287 IE CI95%= [.05,
J%),ﬁuzr%ﬂ§$n

f A 2 Al AL, [ AR Y S5 AR
128 B IE [a] 520 0 TR 3R 37 (B =-31,
p<.01) o &2 KA R L) 51k 258 i
T BB A BRI I o R BRI &
P, 40 T 5L S BT, R4
YA AL 5] % B T HOHRAET (B = .58, p<
001) , XA IE ) ¢ R TE R T 5 H L2580
PR RS 2551k (B =.20,p<.05)

45 —~— E 2R
—m- & AR

K 3% Edwards 1 Lamber (2007 ) f{) 2% J 4320 s
TR TR RO, SR AN 4 R, 45
THHL M SR RARAT, RIS MR %
BB R S E TR TARE 41T (B
=.17,p < .001, 95%Bootstrap CI =[.08, 27] ) , {H4#t2>
AR R, IR RN 15 21551k (B = .06,
p<.05,95%Bootstrap CI=[.01,.13]) . AN fEFESs
iﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁZ@ﬁﬁﬁ%iﬁ(Aﬁ-wLp<m,
95%Bootstrap CI=[.04,.19]) , B35 T1EI% 4.

5
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B 251 5.1 Hig vk
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P 04 [.04, .19]

s N =201, HSZe ol AR 4RI T /AR THIE M2z p<.05; "p< 015 p< 001

T A% 0 51 T AP TS SR LAIK B SURA b 32
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BIEREmEN, A58 S LRI 25185
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Exploring the Effect of Coworkers' Idiosyncratic Deals on
Employees' Work Withdrawal Behavior:
Based on the Perspective of Equity Theory

Xiong Jing, Ye Maolin, Chen Yushuai
(School of Management, Jinan University, Guangzhou, 510632)

Abstract With the intensification of the global labor market competition and the individuality of the employees in contemporary organizations,
idiosyncratic deals, i-deals, have gradually attracted the attention of western scholars. As a non-standardized work arrangement with attractive and
incentive nature, i-deals can cater to the needs, preferences and expectations of employees, also it provides a practical way to retain the core talent.
Empirical studies have showed that i-deals can not only improve i-dealers’ positive affect like organizational commitment and career satisfaction, but
also elicit their extra-role behaviors (e.g. voice behavior and helping behavior). However, the existing research relatively ignores the negative impact
of i-deals on third-party employees. In order to bridge this gap, this paper explores the influence of coworkers' i-deals on employees' work withdrawal
behavior and its associated underlying mechanisms from the perspective of equity theory.

Samples of our study were collected from part-time graduate students of a university located in Guangzhou. To avoid the common method bias,
we took three time points to collect data. At Time 1, there were 394 questionnaires issued in total, participants were asked to report their demographic
information, perceived the coworkers’ i-deal, and social exchange. Then we continued to ask those participants to evaluate their own psychological
contract violation and work withdrawal behavior in Time 2 (two weeks later) and Time 3 ( four weeks later). We finally got 201 valid questionnaires.
Through a series of regression analysis and bootstrapping method, we got three conclusions: (1) Coworkers' i-deals were positively related to
employees' work withdrawal behavior; (2) Such relationship was partially mediated by employee psychological contract violation; (3) The degree of
social exchange between employee and organization moderated the relationship between coworkers' i-deals and employees’ psychological contract
violation such that this relationship was weakened when social exchange was low.

The results of this study provide several important theoretical and practical implications. First of all, by exploring the impact of coworkers' i-deals
on employees' work withdrawal behavior, this study extends the research on the negative effect of i-deals on the third-party employees, and deepens
our understanding of the influence of i-deals. Secondly, by examining the mediating role of psychological contract violation, this study promotes the
understanding of the potential mechanism of coworkers' i-deals to predict the effect of employees' work withdrawal behavior. Thirdly, we further
examine the moderating effect of the relationship between employees and organizational social exchange, revealing the unique boundary conditions
of the differences in the psychological contracts. Beyond the theoretical implications highlighted above, there are also some practical strategies that
organizations can use to minimize negative feedback from their employees. On the one hand, organizations should pay attention to the development of
social relations between employees and organizations, so that employees are more loyal, and trusty. On the other hand, i-dealers should appropriately
increase their citizenship behavior in order to reciprocate the sense of imbalance on "pay-return" for third-party employees. Finally, the limitations of
this study and the direction of future research are discussed.

Key words coworkers' i-deals, work withdrawal behavior, psychological contract violation, social exchange



