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ANTECEDENTS OF THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACT:
THE IMPACT OF WORK VALUES AND EXCHANGE ORIENTATION ON ORGANIZATIONAL

NEWCOMERS’ PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACTS

ABSTRACT

This paper explores the impact of organizational newcomers’ work values (Autonomy,

Advancement, Group-Orientation and Economic Rewards) and exchange orientation (Exchange

Ideology and Equity Sensitivity) on the promise-based employer and employee obligations being

part of their psychological contract with their new employer. Numerous studies exist indicating

that the psychological contract is an important antecedent of work-related attitudes and behaviors.

This study attempts to extent the psychological contract research field by focusing on two

antecedents (work values and exchange orientation) for which we propose a relationship exists

with the content of new employees’ psychological contracts. Defining the psychological contract

as subjective, promise-based beliefs about employer and employee obligations, we argue that

individual dispositions influence these beliefs. A two-wave longitudinal study was conducted to

test the proposed hypotheses. In four organizations, 207 newly recruited employees filled out two

questionnaires during their first month of employment. Results show that the work values

Advancement and Group Orientation are both a significant predictor of new employees’

promissory beliefs. Participants’ scores on Exchange Ideology and Equity Sensitivity were not

significantly related with the promissory beliefs. Implications for psychological contract theory

and more specifically theory on the antecedents of psychological contract formation are

discussed.

Key words: Psychological contracts; Work values; Exchange orientation
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ANTECEDENTS OF THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACT:
THE IMPACT OF WORK VALUES AND EXCHANGE ORIENTATION ON ORGANIZATIONAL

NEWCOMERS’ PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACTS

Psychological contracts consist of individuals’ beliefs about the terms and conditions of

the exchange agreement between themselves and their organizations (Rousseau, 1989; 1995).

They refer to the way the employment relationship is interpreted, understood and enacted by

employees at the interface between themselves and their employing organization (Millward &

Brewerton, 1999; Nicholson & Johns, 1985). A major feature of the psychological contract is its

idiosyncratic and subjective nature, which arises due to the fact that the psychological contract is

made up of an individual’s personal beliefs of what the agreement with his or her organization

involves (MacNeil, 1985; Rousseau, 1995). Many scholars agree that the psychological contract

is an individual-level phenomenon that could be influenced by individual difference variables

(Ho, 2000). The subjective nature of the psychological contract has received major attention in

studies focusing on employees’ reactions to perceived psychological contract breach or violation

(e.g. Robinson, 1995; Robinson & Morrison, 2000; Turnley & Feldman, 2000). The results of

these studies show that it is an individual’s subjective evaluation of breach or violation, rather

than the objective existence of a breach or a violation, that affects subsequent reactions. In their

theoretical model on the development of psychological contract breach and violation, Morrison &

Robinson (1997) have outlined how individual dispositions together with contextual factors affect

subjects’ perceptions and evaluations of fulfillment or breach of their psychological contract.

Because of the subjective nature of the psychological contract construct, it is important to

investigate the impact of individual difference variables on its content, characteristics and

evaluation. As to date, a few studies exist that have explicitly investigated the impact of

individual dispositions on perceptions of and reactions to psychological contract breach, i.e. the

evaluative facet of the psychological contract (Ho, 2000; Robinson & Morrison, 2000). For

instance, Ho (2000) demonstrated that personality traits influence subjects’ evaluation of

psychological contract fulfillment as well as their subsequent behavioral intentions. These

findings on the relationship between individual characteristics and the perception of

psychological contract fulfillment call for more information on how individual difference

variables affect another important facet of the psychological contract, i.e. the nature of the

promissory beliefs comprising an individuals’ psychological contract. This paper wants to
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contribute to existing psychological contract research by investigating how individual

dispositions relate to the content of employees’ psychological contracts, i.e. their promissory

beliefs about the employer and employee obligations being part of their employment relationship.

Models on the development of psychological contract breach and violation recognize that the

promissory beliefs that are part of an individual’s psychological contract form the frame of

reference against which contract-related experiences are compared and evaluated. Therefore, it is

important to understand how individual characteristics affect these promissory beliefs. In this

paper, we will consider two types of individual dispositions variables for which we propose a

relationship exists with the content of employees’ psychological contracts, i.e. work values and

exchange orientation. We hereby focus on newly recruited employees, since we can expect that

their contract-related perceptions will not be affected yet by actual contract-related experiences.

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACT AS A MENTAL SCHEMA OF THE EMPLOYMENT RELATIONSHIP

The conceptualization of the psychological contract is embedded in theories on social

schemas (Ho, 1999; Morrison & Robinson, 1997; Rousseau, 1995; Shore & Tetrick, 1994). A

schema is defined as “a cognitive structure that represents organized knowledge about a given

stimulus – a person or situation – as well as rules that direct information processing” (Fiske &

Taylor, 1984). Schemas provide individuals with a knowledge base that serves as a guide for the

interpretation of information, actions, and expectations, thereby simplifying the process by which

people make sense of events and situations (Bartlett, 1932; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Gioia & Sims,

1986; Isenberg, 1986; Lord & Foti, 1986). Evidence exists that all individuals use schemas to

some significant degree to cognitively organize their experiences (Gioia & Sims, 1986). Schemas

typically affect the perception of incoming information, the retrieval of stored information, and

inferences based on that information (Lord & Foti, 1986). In this respect, the psychological

contract is conceived as a type of schema that individuals hold regarding their employment

relationship. It can be thought of as an individual’s belief structure of what is expected to occur in

the organization and what is expected of him/her in return. This schema helps an individual to

define what an employment relationship entails, and it guides his or her interpretation and

recollection of the promises that exist within the employment relationship. For example, how an

employee interprets information about employment security within his or her organization will
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depend on whether security is part of his or her schema for employee-organization relationships

in general (Morrison & Robinson, 1997). Schemata are idiosyncratic to the person holding them.

This implies that two individuals party to an employment relationship (e.g. an employee and

his/her supervisor) may possess very different schemata for what their employment relationship

should imply.

Researchers in the area of social perception and cognition stress the importance of an

individual’s goals and motivations in the development and use of schemata (Fiske, 1993).

Depending on their particular goals, individuals will allocate more or less attention to certain

information and only information that is personally relevant will be processed consciously (Fiske

& Neuberg, 1990; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Wyer & Gruenfeld, 1995). As Fiske & Neuberg (1990)

state: “the self is inextricably involved in any motivational theory because the environment

carries desired or feared possibilities only when it impinges on the self” (1990: 36-37). They

conclude that motivation plays a substantial role in impression formation. Individual dispositions

like personal values and goals can facilitate information processing through directing attention to

goal-relevant information. Information that is more relevant compared with and individual’s

goals, will be more salient and therefore be more likely to be noticed and processed (Fiske &

Neuberg, 1990). The impact of personal goals has been demonstrated in areas like impression-

formation (e.g. Catrambone & Markus, 1987) and feedback-seeking behaviors (e.g. Ashford &

Cummings, 1983). These studies show that individual difference variables influence individuals’

schemata. The argument we want to elaborate in this paper is that this also holds for schemata

about the employment relationship, i.e. the psychological contract.

PROMISSORY BELIEFS ENTAILED IN EMPLOYEES ’ PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACTS

In accordance with Rousseau (1995) we define the psychological contract as promise-based

beliefs about the terms and conditions of the exchange agreement between an employee and his

or her organization. This implies that the psychological contract is based on promises, which give

rise to expectations about what the individual is obligated to give to and entitled to receive from

the organization. As we have indicated above, authors in the field of psychological contract

research have paid major attention to the perception of psychological contract fulfillment, breach

or violation and subsequent responses. However, the psychological contract is conceived as a

multi-faceted construct. As Rousseau & Tijoriwala (1998) have described, three major
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perspectives on the construct can be taken, each of them conceptualizing a different facet: (1)

content; (2) features; and (3) fulfillment. In our paper, we focus on the first facet, namely the

content of the psychological contract, defined as the terms being part of an individual’s

perception of his/her employment relationship. These terms refer to the organization’s obligations

towards the individual as well as to the individual’s obligations towards the organization and to

the reciprocal relationship between both. The psychological contract can contain thousands of

items, making a complete description almost impossible. Based on our review of the literature

(e.g. Freese et al., 1999; Freese & Schalk, 1996; 1997; 1999; Herriot et al., 1997; Rousseau,

1990; 1998; Schalk, Freese & Van den Bosch, 1995), we consider six categories of employer

obligations: (1) job content; (2) opportunities for career development; (3) social aspects; (4)

support; (5) rewards; and (6) respect for private life. Although the definition of the psychological

contract places reciprocal obligations at its center, few empirical studies have investigated

employee obligations to the employer. Based on our analysis of existing assessments of employee

obligations (e.g. Dopson & Neumann, 1998; Freese & Schalk 1999; Herriot et al.; Rousseau,

1990; 1998), we discern the following categories of employee obligations: (1) job performance;

(2) flexibility; (3) extra-role behaviors; (4) loyalty; (5) employability; and (6) ethics. In table 1, a

brief description of each of the content areas related to employer and employee obligations is

presented.

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCE VARIABLES AND THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONTRACT

The conceptualization of the psychological contract as an individual’s mental schema

regarding the terms and conditions of his or her employment relationship suggests that individual

characteristics could explain differences between employees’ psychological contracts. In this

paper, we discuss two types individual dispositions for which we propose a relationship exists

with the promissory beliefs entailed in newcomers’ psychological contracts: work values and

exchange orientation. These variables are not personality characteristics and are thus considered

as less stable and more subject to change over time. However for both variables extensive

research exists indicating that both are related to job-related attitudes and behaviors. Based on

these findings, we expect that they may also be predictive of employees’ psychological contracts.
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Work values

The value or meaning of work varies across individuals. Within the career literature,

numerous authors agree that each individual possesses a unique set of personal values relevant to

multiple life areas, with some especially appropriate to the work context (e.g. Roe & Ester, 1999;

Sagie & Kozlowski, 1998; Schein; 1978; 1993; Schwartz, 1999; Super, 1990). Values are

assumed to form a certain organization of an individual’s needs, desires, and goals, hierarchically

structured according to their relative importance for the individual (Dawis, 1991). In accordance

with the Meaning of Work (MOW) International Research Team (Super & Sverko, 1995) we

define work values as “the general and relatively stable goals that people try to reach through

work”. Studies on work values have shown that these values play a significant role not only in

individuals’ vocational choices, but also in their work-related attitudes and behaviors like job

satisfaction and turnover (e.g. Butler, 1983; Judge & Bretz, 1992; Meglino, Ravlin & Adkins,

1991; Roe & Ester, 1999). In the literature on psychological climates, researchers agree that

values serve to create the cognitive schema through which individuals interpret their work

environment (e.g. James & James, 1989; Meyer, Irving & Allen, 1998; Young & Parker, 1999).

In this respect, Ravlin & Meglino (1987) have demonstrated that values influence the selection

and interpretation of stimuli as well as actual decision-making behavior at work. This finding

corresponds with London’s (1983) thesis that individual characteristics associated with career

motivation affect how employees perceive their work situation. This relationship will be stronger

the more the situation initially is ambiguous or uncertain. The latter is more probable at

organizational entry, when individuals have only a restricted image of how their new

employment relationship will be in practice. Related to this, there is considerable evidence that

people tend to be satisfied with jobs in which they have an opportunity to attain their significant

work values. This is a major assumption and focus of research within Person-Environment Fit

theories (Taris & Feij, 2000; Van Vianen, 2000). Extensive research in this field indicates that the

match between individuals’ work values and supplies offered by the organization is important for

individual outcomes like job involvement, work motivation, and turnover intentions (e.g. Taris &

Feij, 2000; Van Vianen, 2000). Based on these findings we can expect that an individual’s work

values will impact which promissory beliefs become salient for an employee, thereby affecting

the type of promissory beliefs prevalent in his or her psychological contract. In accordance with

this, scholars in the field of psychological contract theory have proposed that individuals with
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different work values will have different preferences regarding the kind of psychological contract

they want to develop with their organization. And this will lead individuals to have different

perceptions of the terms of their employment relationship (Ebadan & Winstanley, 1997; Herriot,

1992; Herriot, Pemberton & Hawtin, 1996; Sparrow, 1996). Although no direct empirical

evidence exists that supports this proposition, findings of Herriot et al. (1996) provide some

indirect support for it. These authors found a positive relationship between employees’

managerial ambitions and their expectations of a promotion in the future and a negative

relationship with job security. Sparrow (1996) found that individuals could be clustered in seven

categories depending on their perceptions regarding the type of psychological contract they

believed they had with their organization (e.g. in terms of scope and duration) and that these

clusters correlated with different types career perspectives. Integrating existing theories and

studies on work values, we expect that individuals will vary in the promissory beliefs that are part

of their psychological contract depending on the type of work values they want to attain

throughout their work life.

H1: There will be a relationship between the type of work values an individual attempts to

attain during his/her career and the promissory beliefs entailed in his or her

psychological contract.

This general proposition can be further specified by focusing on the types of work values in

individuals attempt to attain during their careers. Within the literature, several classifications of

work values exist (e.g. Super, 1990; 1995; Coetsier & Claes, 1990; 1995; Dawis & Lofquist,

1984; Ravlin & Meglino, 1987; Roe & Ester, 1999). Super (1957) was one of the first scholars

who tried to classify work values. Based on an adapted version of Super’s Value Scale (1985),

Coetsier & Claes (1990; 1995) developed the “Importance of Values” instrument. Their empirical

findings suggest a stable factor structure distinguishing five basic dimensions: Advancement,

Autonomy, Economic Rewards, Group Orientation, and Physical values. Since the fifth value

(Physical) was found to be less relevant when studying the relationship between work values and

other work-related attitudes and behaviors, we focus on the first four values as a basis for

formulating more specific hypotheses.

Advancement. People who attempt to attain advancement in their work and their career

attach much importance to achievement, making progress, development and power. Elizur et al.

(1991) describe these values as cognitive in nature, rather than affective or instrumental. People
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who value these are more mobile and flexible to move out of the organization compared to their

colleagues who value more the economical security their job offers (Schein, 1985). Ravlin &

Meglino (1987) describe how individuals with a high concern for advancement in their career are

willing to work hard, seek opportunities to learn new skills, take on additional responsibilities at

work and have a tendency to sacrifice personal gratification for work-related objectives.

According to London (1983), individuals with a need for advancement are focused on upward

mobility. For their career motivation, organizational inducements like career development

programs and established career paths are important. They will actively seek for advancement

opportunities by requesting to be considered for promotion, or by volunteering for important

assignments. The latter implies that they have a strong feeling of personal responsibility for their

career development.

H1A: The more an individual attempts to attain advancement in his/her work, the stronger

his/her perception of promise-based employer obligations relating to the provision of

interesting work, personal support, and opportunities for career development.

H1B: The more an individual attempts to attain advancement in his/her work, the stronger

his/her general perception of promise-based employee obligations.

Autonomy. Individuals who value autonomy consider a certain degree of autonomy and the

freedom to organize their life as they want, as important. They often have compromised

themselves less towards the organization and they tend to seek for work situations in which they

can be maximally free of organizational constraints to pursue their professional or technical

competence. They have less conflict about missed opportunities for promotion or income

increases than their colleagues but instead prefer a work situation in which they experience a

sufficient degree of freedom (Schein, 1978; 1993). According to Schein, individuals who value

autonomy can link the results of their work with their own efforts and they have a strong feeling

of responsibility for what they do. As a result, the generally expect less of the organization than

others would to. Often these individuals try to balance their work with their private life, thereby

attaching more importance to the respect that their organization shows for their private life

(Schein, 1993). Autonomy is also described as a more cognitive value (Elizur et al., 1991).

H1C: The more an individual attempts to attain autonomy in his/her work, the stronger

his/her perception of promise-based employer obligations relating to the provision of

interesting work, opportunities for career development, and respect for private life.
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H1D: The more an individual attempts to attain autonomy in his/her work, the lower

his/her global perception of promise-based employer and employee obligations.

Economic Rewards. Economic rewards are material or instrumental, in the sense that their

external nature is concrete and of practical use (Elizur et al., 1991). According to Locke & Taylor

(1990), individuals who value economic rewards base their self-concept strongly on material

outcomes, in particular the amount of money they earn. As a result they often attempt to raise

their expectations of what they are entitled to receive from the organization in terms of economic

security and rewards. London (1983) describes how a financially-driven career motivation affects

employees to search for work situations in which they perceive opportunities for financial

rewards. They will strive for money by requesting pay raises or by changing jobs for a higher

paying position.

H1E: The more an individual attempts to attain economic rewards in his/her work, the

stronger his/her perception of promise-based employer obligations relating to the

provision of financial rewards.

Based on our review of the literature, we do not have a specific hypothesis on the relationship

between Economic Rewards and employee obligations

Group Orientation. This category refers to values that are not of a material nature like

rewards, but which are more centered around relations with people, including peers, supervisors,

and others. These values deal with interpersonal relations, and they are affective rather than

material (Elizur et al., 1991). Individuals who look for social values within their work situation,

often invest more in creating a social network at work (Locke & Taylor, 1990). According to

Ravlin & Meglino (1987), this value is descriptive of caring and might be operationalized by

helping others perform difficult jobs, encouraging someone who is having a bad day, or sharing

information or resources others need to do their jobs. We therefore expect group orientation to be

predictive of employees’ beliefs regarding the social atmosphere at work (employer obligation)

as well as of their employee obligations relation to extra-role behavior at work. Because this

value is strongly directed towards caring for others rather than personal achievement, we also

expect that individuals scoring high on Group orientation perceive more employee obligations in

general than individual scoring low on Group Orientation.
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H1F: The more an individual attempts to attain Group Orientation in his/her work, the

stronger his/her perception of promise-based employer obligations relating to he social

atmosphere at work.

H1G: The more an individual attempts to attain Group Orientation in his/her work, the

stronger his/her perception of promise-based employee obligations relating to extra-role

behavior.

H1H: The more an individual attempts to attain Group Orientation in his/her work, the

stronger his/her higher global perception of promise-based employee obligations.

Exchange Orientation

The conceptualization of the psychological contract is embedded in social exchange

theories. In these theories, reciprocity and balance of contributions and inducements are central

(Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960). According to the reciprocity norm, fulfillment of obligations by

one party is conditional on the fulfillment of obligations by the other party (Blau, 1964;

Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1961). The importance of reciprocity and balance in employment

exchange relationships has been demonstrated in empirical studies on psychological contract

breach (e.g. Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 1998; 2000a; Robinson, 1996; Robinson & Morrison,

1995; Turnley & Feldman, 1998). These studies show that employees react to the organization’s

fulfillment of its side of the bargain (as perceived by the individual) by subsequently reducing or

increasing their own contributions to the organization, in order to restore balance and reciprocity

in the employment relationship. However, research has demonstrated that individuals differ in the

extent to which the norm of reciprocity is central in their perceptions towards exchange

relationships and that people vary in their tolerance for inequity. Two constructs have been

introduced to take into account these individual differences, i.e. Exchange Ideology and Equity

Sensitivity (Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 1998; 2000a; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Witt, 1991a; 1991b;

1992; Witt & Wilson, 1990).

Exchange Ideology. Exchange Ideology is defined as a dispositional orientation

regarding the relationship between what the individual receives from the organization and what

he or she, in return, gives to the organization (Witt, 1992). Exchange ideology is described as a

continuum. On one end are individuals who have a strong exchange ideology and who will

perform congruent with organization reinforcements. On the other end are individuals with a low

exchange ideology and who will put forth effort without regard to what they receive from the
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organization. The latter are proposed to work hard even if they perceive themselves as being

treaded poorly or unfairly (Witt, 1991a; 1992). Empirical work has demonstrated that Exchange

Ideology moderates the relationship between the amount of balance in the exchange of

contributions and inducements and outcome variables (Eisenberger et al., 1986, Witt, 1991a;

1991b; 1992; Witt & Wilson, 1990). These authors found that the relationships between

perceived employer inducements and outcome variables like job satisfaction, commitment,

absenteeism and organizational citizenship behavior were greater for subjects with a strong

exchange ideology than for those with a weak ideology. These findings indicate that exchange

ideology may affect the relationship between contributions received in the employment exchange

relationship on the development of job attitudes and behaviors. More recently, researchers have

investigated the role of exchange ideology in the relationship between contributions made by the

organization and subsequent employee attitudes and behaviors related to the psychological

contract (Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 1998; 2000a). These studies show that in general, exchange

ideology had a negative effect on employee obligations and on employee contract behavior. More

specifically, individuals scoring high on exchange ideology were more likely to hold weaker

obligations to the organization and were less likely to fulfill their obligations in return for what

they received from the organization. In our study, we examine the degree to which reciprocity

exists between employer and employee obligations among recently hired employees who have

little or no contract-related experiences with their new employer based on which they could

change or adapt their perception of employer and employee obligations. Existing studies have

focused on how employees perceive their obligations contingent upon what they experience with

respect to the fulfillment of the employer’s obligations towards them. We expect that Exchange

Ideology may also have a direct effect on the degree to which employees are reciprocal in their

beliefs regarding employer and employee obligations. Based on the premises of social exchange

theories and the exchange ideology construct, we expect that the degree of balance between these

new hires’ perceptions of employer and employee obligations will be related to their exchange

ideology. We will investigate how employees may differ in their approach of the exchange

relationship with their new employer depending on their exchange ideology. As outlined by

Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler (2000a), the psychological contract involves beliefs about reciprocal

obligations. Individuals with a high level of exchange ideology focus on what they receive from

the organization, rather than on what they owe the organization. Consequently, these individuals
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are more likely to think the organization is obligated to provide them with contributions and are

less likely to think that they are obligated to make contributions to the organization in comparison

with individuals with a low level of exchange ideology.

H2A: The higher an individual’s level of Exchange Ideology, the stronger his/her global

perception of promise-based employer obligations.

H2B: The higher an individual’s level of Exchange Ideology, the lower his/her global

perception of promise-based employee obligations.

Equity sensitivity. Closely related to Exchange Ideology is the Equity Sensitivity

construct. Equity Sensitivity is an individual disposition that characterizes individuals’

preferences for equity versus inequity in social exchange relationships and their reactions to

situations perceived as equitable or inequitable (Huseman, Hatfield & Miles, 1987; King &

Miles, 1994; King, Miles & Day, 1993; Miles, Hatfield & Huseman, 1989; 1994; O’Neill &

Mone, 1998). Given these different preferences, individuals with a different type of equity

sensitivity will have a different view as to whether ambiguous job elements are outputs or inputs

and this will directly affect their perception of outcome/input ratios. The equity sensitivity

continuum is divided into three types of equity-sensitive individuals (Huseman et al., 1987):

Benevolents, Entitleds, and Equity Sensitives. Benevolents prefer their outcome/input ratios to be

less than the outcome/input ratios of the comparison other. Research suggests that Benevolents

have more tolerance for under-reward (King et al., 1993) and that being on the receiving end of a

social exchange is extremely aversive, while being at the giving end is highly pleasant. Entitled

persons prefer their outcome/input ratios to exceed the comparison other’s. Researchers assume

that Entitleds’ contentment derives from perceptions that they are “getting a better deal” than

those around them, and that they are not satisfied unless this is the case (O’Neill & Mone, 1998).

Finally, Equity Sensitives are situated in between the previous two extremes. Conforming to the

traditional norm of equity, they prefer their outcome/input ratios to equal those of comparison

others and they seek to avoid both under-reward and over-reward situations.

In their model on the development of psychological contract breach and violation,

Morrison & Robinson (1997) first made the link between Equity Sensitivity and an individual’s

perception of psychological contract breach. They proposed that Equity Sensitivity moderates the

comparison process between perceived unmet promises and perceived breach. However, in a

recent study these authors conducted to test their model (Robinson & Morrison, 2000), they did
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not include Equity Sensitivity as a moderator. Ho (2000) empirically investigated the role of

Equity Sensitivity in individuals’ responses to a perception of breach but she found no influence

of this variable on subjects’ reactions. In order to obtain a better understanding of the role of

Equity Sensitivity as an individual difference variable affecting the psychological contract, we

need to investigate how this variable affects the psychological contract already at the stage of its

formation, i.e. the relationship between Equity Sensitivity and the promissory beliefs entailed in

new employees’ psychological contracts. If Equity Sensitivity affects individuals’ preferences for

equity of inputs and outputs in exchange relationships, we can expect that the balance between

promise-based employer and employee obligations will differ for individuals with a different type

of Equity Sensitivity. In this sense we expect that as for individuals scoring high on Exchange

Ideology, individuals scoring high on Equity Sensitivity will differ with respect to the promissory

beliefs they have when entering the organization, independent of their contract-related

experiences.

H3A: The higher and individual’s level of Equity Sensitivity, the stronger his/her global

perception of promise-based employer obligations.

H3B: The higher an individual’s level of Equity Sensitivity, the lower his/her global

perception of promise-based employee obligations.

A summary of all the hypotheses we tested in our study can be found in Table 2.

METHOD

 Sample and Procedure

The respondent population for this study consisted of 388 newly recruited employees in

four large firms (two telecommunication firms and two consulting firms). In each of these

organizations, all new employees with a permanent employment contract starting in their new job

between August and October 2000 were contacted and invited to participate in the study.

Participating in the study was voluntary. Employees were informed about the study during the

introduction day in two of the firms, whilst in the other two firms (who have no formal

introduction session for newcomers) newcomers were informed by the recruitment specialist

when signing their contract. The final sample was comprised of 207 employees.

Written surveys were used to collect data at two measurement occasions: at organizational

entry (T1) and fours weeks after entry (T2). The data collection procedure for T1 differed
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between both consulting firms (research sites 1 and 3) on the one hand, and both

telecommunication firms on the other hand (research sites 2 and 4). In research sites 1 and 3, the

first author attended the introduction seminar that was organized for all new hires at their first

working day. After a brief presentation of the research project, all new hires were invited to

participate in the study, thereby guaranteeing them complete anonymity. The researcher then

distributed the first questionnaire together with a return envelope. Subjects could fill out the

questionnaire at that moment and give it back to the researcher. Due to practical problems (no

collective introduction seminar at the first working day), new hires in research sites 2 and 4

received the first questionnaire by mail at the firm together with a pre-stamped return envelope

during the first days after entry. The global response rate for the first questionnaire was 72

percent.  In addition to this entry questionnaire, a second questionnaire was mailed to all

participants at T1 four weeks after they had begun to work with their new employer.  For this

questionnaire, usable data were obtained from 207 employees. This represents 53 percent of the

originally solicited sample and 74 percent of those employees who responded at T1. The analyses

conducted were based on a total of 207 employees. Of those, 72% were male and the average age

was 26.3 years (SD = 5.75 years). Fifty-three percent had a university degree, whilst the others

had lower-level degrees. About half the respondents already had professional experience (56%).

A comparison of those individuals who completed both questionnaires and those who did not on

demographic characteristics indicated that there were no significant differences.

Measures

The major dependent variable is the psychological contract. A distinction was made

between promise-based employer obligations and promise-based employee obligations. Work

values, exchange ideology, and equity sensitivity were used as independent variables. In addition,

we included measures of a number of control variables for use in the data analyses.

Psychological Contract – Employer Obligations. At time 2 employees were asked to

indicate the extent to which they believe their employer was obligated to provide them, based on

an implicit or explicit promise, a list of inducements. Participants were presented a 5-point Likert

scale ranging from “not at all” to “to a very great extent”, along with a list of 25 employer

inducements. These obligations were selected based on an extensive study of prior work on

psychological contract obligations (e.g. Herriot et al., 1997; Freese et al., 1999; Rousseau, 1990;

1998). Based on our review of the literature, an extensive list of employer obligations was
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composed which was subsequently discussed with human resource managers (not belonging to

the 4 participating organizations) and which were pre-tested on two samples of graduating MBA-

students who had recently signed an employment contract. Based on the analyses of the pre-tests,

25 items were selected for use in the final study. These items were constructed to tap six content

areas of employer obligations: (1) job content (e.g. opportunities to show what you can, a job in

which you can make decisions by yourself, a job with responsibilities, opportunities to use your

skills and capacities in your job); (2) possibilities for career development (e.g. promotion, career

development within the organization, opportunities to grow); (3) financial rewards (e.g. rewards

for exceptional performance, wage increases, attractive benefits package); (4) social atmosphere

at work (e.g. good communication among colleagues, agreeable relationships between

colleagues, good mutual cooperation); (5) personal support (e.g. regular feedback, managers who

support you); (6) respect for private life (e.g. respect for you personal situation, flexible attitude

in the correspondence between your private and working life).

Psychological Contract – Employee Obligations. At T2 employees were also asked to

indicate the extent to which they believe they were obligated to provide their employer, based on

an implicit or explicit promise, a list of contributions. Participants were presented a 5-point Likert

scale ranging from “not at all” to “to a very great extent” along with a list of 30 employee

obligations. For selecting the items, the same procedure was followed as the one described above.

Items were constructed to tap five content areas of employee obligations: (1) ethics (i.e. protect

confidential information, use the organization’s properties and resources in an honest way, follow

the organization’s policies and norms); (2) extra-role behavior (i.e. get along with your

colleagues, assist your colleagues in their work, share information with colleagues); (3)

employability (i.e. participate in training activities, take personal initiative to keep knowledge and

skills up to date, further develop your skills); (4) loyalty (i.e. accept no job offers from other

organizations, stay with the organization for at least some years, not immediately look for a job

elsewhere); (5) flexibility (i.e. take work home regularly, volunteer to do tasks that are strictly not

part of your job, work during the weekend when needed).

Work values. The items used to measure work values are based on the instrument of the

Work Importance Study (WIS)-group, and more specifically on the adapted Flemish version of

this instrument, developed by Coetsier & Claes (1990; 1995). The WIS instrument was originally

developed by psychologists out of 14 different countries (Super & Sverko, 1995). The final
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instrument has much in common with earlier instruments developed by Super (Super, 1985; The

Salience Inventory, The Values Scale). The Flemish version contains 105 items which are

assumed to load on 21 value scales. For this study, 30 items that loaded on one of the following

four higher-order factors were selected: Advancement, Autonomy, Economic Rewards, and

Group Orientation. Participants were presented a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) ‘not at all

important’ to (5) ‘to a great extent important’. The Advancement scale consisted of 9 items

including to perform better than others, to be a leader at work, to develop your own career, to

make decisions that are implemented by others, to be promoted, to have power over others. Alpha

coefficient for this scale is .81. The scale measuring Autonomy consisted of 9 items including to

live according to you own ideas, to realize your personal objectives, to determine your own

working hours, to have a good balance between your work and private life (Alpha coefficient is

.76). The scale measuring Economic Rewards consisted of 6 items including to have a good

salary, to be well-paid, to know that you will always earn your bread (Alpha coefficient is .78).

The scale measuring Group Orientation consisted of 6 items including to have contacts with other

people at work, to have a job in which you can easily make friends, to have people around you

who have time for a chat, to help other people at work. Alpha coefficient for this scale is .77.

Exchange Orientation. Two scales were used to measure exchange orientation. The first

scale measures Exchange Ideology and has been developed by Eisenberger, Huntington,

Hutchison & Sowa (1986). The scale consists of five items including “An individual’s work

effort should depend partly on how well the organization treats him or her” and “An employee

who is treated badly by the organization should lower his/her work efforts”. Participants were

provided with a 5-point scale ranging from (1) “not at all” to (5) “to a very great extent” along

with the 5 items. After reversed-scoring of 3 items, a composite score for Exchange Ideology was

calculated, a higher score indicating a stronger degree of exchange ideology. Alpha coefficient

for this scale is .72. The second scale measures Equity Sensitivity and is an adaptation of the

Equity Sensitivity Scale initially developed by Huseman et al. (1985). We used 3 items. A 5-

point bipolar scale was used to measure subjects’ preferences for inputs and outputs in a general

work situation. For instance: “An employee’s work efforts should in the first place (1) benefit

himself/herself – (3) benefit himself/herself and the organization equally - (5) benefit the

organization”. A composite score was calculated for the 3 items such that a higher score indicates
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a higher preference for benefiting the organization (= Benevolent response) (Alpha coefficient is

.77).

Control variables. In the data analyses, several additional variables were controlled for

in order to rule out alternative explanations for the findings. Specifically the number of years of

prior work experience was controlled for because this variable might influence both the

independent and the dependent variables. Also, age, gender and highest educational degree

obtained were controlled for since there were demographic differences across samples. Gender

was coded “0” if the respondent was female and “1” if the respondent was male. Finally, in order

to control for mean differences across samples, dummy coded variables representing the data

collection sites were entered into the regression equations as control variables.

Analyses

We first conducted two principal-components analysis (with varimax rotation) of

employer promises and of employee promises measured at time 2 since investigating the major

content areas of the psychological contract (both in terms of employer and employee obligations)

was the major focus of this study. The results of these analyses were used to create composite

measures of psychological contract content areas. Next, hierarchical multiple regression analyses

were conducted to examine the proposed relationships between individual characteristics and the

content areas of the psychological contract. In step 1, all control variables were entered. In step 2,

we entered the four work value and two exchange orientation measures. Scores for these

variables were centered by subtracting the scale midpoint value (3.0) to reduce the effects of

multicollinearity (see Edwards, 1994). To reduce problems associated with the use of self-report

measures (e.g. priming, consistency effects), analyses were conducted only with predictor and

criterion data obtained on different occasions.

RESULTS

As explained earlier, previous research has demonstrated that employees’ psychological

contracts are made up of several content areas. Hence, to allow for meaningful results, we first

analyzed the data for the underlying factor structures of employees’ psychological contracts,

using principal component analysis with varimax rotation. This was done separately for the

employer promises and the employee promises.
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Principal-Components Analyses of Employer Obligations. The analyses revealed that

the variables used for measuring perceived employer promises exhibited a six-factor structure,

explaining 62% of variance. Items were selected to create the composite measures of content

areas of employer obligations on the basis of loading greater than .50 on their primary factor, no

appreciable cross loadings (< .40), and theoretical meaningfulness. We then eliminated those

items that were found to reduce the alpha coefficients of the factors. The final items selected for

inclusion in the composite measures are presented in Table 3. As Table 3 suggests, items

measuring each of the six content areas loaded on separate factors, as intended. These results

suggest that the items measure distinct areas of promise-based employer obligations comprised in

employees’ psychological contract. In general, participants have the strongest promissory beliefs

with respect to the employer obligation to provide possibilities for career development (Mean =

4.06), while respect for private life has the weakest score (Mean = 2.89).

Principal-Components Analyses of Employee Promises. The analyses revealed a six

factor structure explaining 61% of the variance. Analyses of the rotated component matrix

revealed that the sixth factor had little theoretical meaning and showed a low alpha. Therefore,

only the first five factors were retained for composition of composite scales. Items were selected

to create the composite measures of content areas of employee obligations on the basis of loading

greater than .50 on their primary factor, no appreciable cross loadings (< .40), and theoretical

meaningfulness. We then eliminated those items that were found to reduce the alpha coefficients

of the factors. The items selected for inclusion in these composite measures are presented in

Table 4. These final scales do not correspond completely with the proposed six content areas of

employee obligations. Namely the content areas Job Performance and Flexibility came out as one

factor, which we call Flexibility and which will be used in the subsequent analyses. The other

factors corresponded with the content areas that we had expected to find. Subjects have the

highest promissory beliefs about their obligation to ensure their employability (Mean = 3.86).

They perceive the lowest obligations with respect to Loyalty (Mean = 2.10). In general, all scores

on employee obligations are lower than the scores on employer obligations.  The general mean

for employee obligations was 3.18, while the mean for employer obligations was 3.52. The

means, standard deviations, and correlations of the study variables are reported in Table 5.

Relationship between work values and the psychological contract
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In order to investigate the relationship between the antecedent variables and the content of

promise-based employer obligations, hierarchical regression analysis was used. The results are

represented in Table 6 (employer obligations) and Table 7 (employee obligations).

Hypothesis 1 predicted that there would be a relationship between the type of work values

an individual attempts to attain during his or her career and nature of the promissory beliefs

entailed in his or her psychological contract. As shown in Table 5, only significant correlations

were found for the values Advancement and Group Orientation. No significant correlations were

found between Autonomy or Economic Security and one of the psychological contract content

areas. Hypothesis 1A predicted that attempting to attain advancement in ones work would be

positively related to the perception of promise-based employer obligations to provide interesting

work, personal support, and opportunities for career development. As shown in Table 6,

advancement is positively related to Job Content, referring to the employer obligation to provide

interesting work (β   = .18, p < .05). The proposed relationship with the employer obligations

Personal Support and Opportunities for Career Development are not significant. The general

regression equation for Job Content is marginally significant (F = 1.58, p < .01). Together, all

predictors explain only four percent of variance in Job Content (Adj. R² = .04). This means that

Hypothesis 1A was only partially confirmed. Hypothesis 1B predicted a positive relationship

between Advancement and employees’ general perceptions of promise-based employee

obligations. As shown in Table 7, Advancement was significantly and positively related with the

employee obligations Employability (β    = .27, p < .01), Loyalty, (β   = .22, p < .01) and

Flexibility (β   = .19, p < .05). Advancement was also a significant predictor of the mean score on

employee obligations (β   = .26, p < .01). The relationship between Advancement and the

employee obligations Ethics and Extra-role behavior was not significant. However, our

hypothesis regarding the overall relationship between Advancement and employee obligations

was confirmed.

Hypotheses 1C and 1E were not confirmed by the data. The value Autonomy was not

related to any of the employer or employee obligations or to their global means. The same can be

concluded for Hypothesis 1E about the relationship between the value Economic Rewards and

the employer obligations relating to the provision of financial rewards. No significant relation

between these two variables was found.



21

Hypothesis 1F was supported by the data. Group Orientation is positively related to the

employer obligation Social Atmosphere (β   = .32, p < .01) indicating that individuals who

strongly value social relationships at work more strongly believe that their employer has

promised them to create a good social atmosphere. In addition to this, we also found a significant

positive relationship between Group Orientation and the employer obligation Respect for Private

Life (β   = .29, p < .01). This implies that individuals who score high on Group Orientation also

believe their employer owes them more in terms of respect for their personal situation. In general,

both findings indicate that the value Group Orientation is related to beliefs that are not directly

linked to ones job or career or to material rewards but rather to the atmosphere of the work

setting. Finally, this value is also positively related to the general perception of organizational

promises (β   = .17, p < .05). In accordance with Hypothesis H1G, we also found a positive

relationship between Group Orientation and the employee obligation Extra-role behavior (β   =

.19, p < .05). This means that those employees who strongly value social relationships perceive

obligations both for their employer and for themselves that are related to the creation of a positive

atmosphere in the work setting. In addition, Group Orientation was also related to Flexibility (β

= .17, p < .05) and to the general mean of employee obligations (β   = .17, p < .05). The latter

finding confirms Hypothesis H1H.

Hypotheses 2A and 2B predicted that Exchange Ideology would be positively related to

employer obligations and negatively related to employee obligations. As shown in Table 6 and 7,

this was not confirmed by the data. Exchange Ideology was not related to any of the employer

obligations or to any of the employee obligations. Also the relationship between Exchange

Ideology and the difference between the mean score on employer obligations and the mean score

on employee obligations was not significant (see Table 8). The relationships between Equity

Sensitivity and the psychological contract were also non-significant, meaning that no support was

found for hypotheses 3A and 3B. As shown in Table 5, both the mean score on Exchange

Ideology (3.20) and Equity Sensitivity (3.41) center around the midpoint of the scale.

DISCUSSION

This study examined the relationship between two types of individual dispositions (work

values and exchange orientation) on the nature of promissory beliefs entailed in new employees’

psychological contracts. Departing from the conceptualization of the psychological contract as
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subjects’ mental model of the terms of their employment relationship, we proposed that

individual difference variables would influence the prevalence of contract terms in their

promissory beliefs. We considered four work values that have previously been found to be

predictive of important work-related attitudes and behaviors, namely (1) Advancement; (2)

Autonomy; (3) Economic Rewards; and (4) Group Orientation. We proposed that these values

would be related to the type of employer and employee obligations that are prevalent in an

employee’s psychological contract. Besides subjectivity, reciprocity and balance are also central

characteristics of the psychological contract construct, thereby embedding the research field in

theories on social exchange. Previous studies have demonstrated that individuals differ in their

preference for reciprocity and balance inherent in exchange relationships and that these findings

are also applicable to the employment context. As individual difference variables, both Exchange

Ideology and Equity Sensitivity previously have been investigated as predictors of individuals’

perceptions of and reactions to psychological contract fulfillment. In fact, exchange orientation is

almost the only individual difference variable that has received attention in empirical studies on

individual antecedents of psychological contracts. It was our objective to extent these findings

that were done with regard to the evaluative facet of the psychological contract (i.e. its perceived

fulfillment) to the nature of the promissory beliefs inherent in newcomers’ psychological

contracts (i.e. the content facet). Because exchange constructs like reciprocity, mutuality and

balance have received major attention in existing work on psychological contract fulfillment, we

proposed that individual dispositions relating to exchange orientation would also be predictive of

the balance between promissory beliefs about employer and employee obligations inherent in

newcomers’ psychological contracts. We hereby defined reciprocity in the eye of the beholder,

namely the balance between obligations that employees perceive for themselves and the

obligations for which they hold their organization responsible. To test the proposed hypotheses, a

two-wave longitudinal study was conducted.

Content Areas of the Psychological Contract

Consistent with prior research in psychological contracts, this study revealed that

newcomers’ promissory beliefs are made up of several content areas of employer and employee

obligations. Based on our review of psychological contract measurements (e.g. Freese & Schalk,

1999; Herriot et al., 1997; Rousseau, 1998) we tried to capture six different content areas of

employer obligations. Consistent with our expectations, these six content areas were found in the
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data, namely (1) Social Atmosphere; (2) Opportunities for Career Development; (3) Job Content:

(4) Financial Rewards; (5) Personal Support; (6) Respect for Private Life. We also expected to

find six different content areas of employee obligations, but only five interpretable factors came

out of the factor analyses, namely (1) Ethics; (2) Extra-role behavior; (3) Employability; (4)

Loyalty; (5) Flexibility. In general, the results of our study appear to corroborate those in

previous studies measuring the content facet of the psychological contract, thereby indicating that

the proposed content areas are useful for describing and investigating employees’ perceptions of

the terms of their employment relationship.

Work Values and the Psychological Contract

Based on our review of the literature on work values, we considered four basic types of

work values for which we proposed a relationship would exist with the nature of promissory

beliefs inherent in newcomers’ psychological contracts. The results of the present study suggest

that organizational work values relating to Advancement and Group Orientation have an impact

on new employees’ promissory beliefs about their obligations towards their new employer and

the obligations of their new employer towards them. These findings provide evidence for the

assumption that individual dispositions affect employees’ perceptions of their employment

relationship, thereby confirming the thesis about the idiosyncratic and subjective nature of the

psychological contract construct. The weak relationship between the work values Autonomy and

Economic Rewards might be explained by the fact that values, as a central construct, should

predict broad modes of behavior over time (see Ravlin & Meglino, 1987). Consequently, at any

point in time, the relation between values and perceptions (in this case promissory beliefs

regarding the psychological contract) could be somewhat weak. Ravlin & Meglino (1987) also

argue that an important issue in the study of values concerns the number and type of values

investigated. They argue that it should be investigated how a network of values affects

perception. As to date, there is limited consensus on the basic structure of work values (Roe &

Ester, 1999). Although the questionnaire we used in this study was based on Super’s value

instrument, which has received major attention in the international research literature, other

structures of work values have been proposed (i.e. the basic values measured by the Minnesota

Importance Questionnaire by Dawis & Lofquist, 1984 and the Work Aspect Preference Scale by

Pryor, 1979). Using a multitrait-multimethod design, Macnab & Fitzsimmons (1987) investigated

the relatedness of the constructs measured by these two scales as well as the Work Values
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Inventory (Super, 1985) and the Canadian version of the MOW value scale (adapted from

Super’s scale). They found sufficient convergent validity for eight traits that had common labels

or operational definitions across all four instruments: Authority, Co-workers, Creativity,

Independence, Security, Altruism, Work conditions and Prestige. Two of these values were

included in our study (Co-workers and Independence). For Co-workers (which we labeled “group

orientation”) the proposed relationships were confirmed by the data. It might be that other

significant relationships could be found for value factors discerned in other typologies.

Exchange Orientation and the Psychological Contract

Contrary to our expectations, our results did not reveal any relationship between the two

constructs used to measure exchange orientation (i.e. Equity Sensitivity and Exchange Ideology)

and participants’ promissory beliefs. This is surprising given the existing evidence for the impact

of both variables on the perception of psychological contract fulfillment and subsequent reactions

to a perceived breach (e.g. Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 1998; 2000a; Ho, 2000). Apparently,

individual differences with respect to the norm of reciprocity are not apparent yet at

organizational entry, when employees’ promissory beliefs have not been evaluated in the light of

their actual experiences at work. Our results suggest that individual differences with regard to

reciprocity may only become apparent when individuals are being in their new employment for

some time, and have actual contract-related experiences based on which they form an evaluation

of their employer’s fulfillment of his side of the bargain.

Limitations

Although the measures we used in this study were all perceptual, common method

variance was reduced because we created a time lag between the measurement of work values

and exchange orientation (our antecedent variables) and the measurement of the psychological

contract (dependent variable). However, by using a longitudinal research design involving a one-

month time lapse, we ignore the events that may have occurred in this period since we could not

control participants’ experiences during this time-interval. This means that no account was taken

of potential change in employees’ work values and exchange orientation between time 1 and time

2. There might have been an influence of experiences encountered during the first four weeks of

employment that could have changed their work values or exchange orientation, thereby reducing

the correlation between these dispositions and the psychological contract. On the other hand, it is

generally accepted that individuals establish relatively stable values through life experiences and



25

that organizational socialization is unlikely to alter the basic value structure an individual brings

to the organization (Judge & Bretz, 1992). Additional analyses did not reveal any differences in

our findings when we analyzed the data for inexperienced and experienced employees separately

so we can infer that the existence of prior work experience had no impact on our findings. We

also explicitly choose to use different items for the measurement of work values and the

psychological contract terms in order to minimize potential effects of the use of common

methods. On the other hand, by using the same categories of work values as the categories we

used for measuring the content areas of the psychological contract, we would have facilitated a

more direct comparison between both variables. This might have provided more evidence for the

link between values and the psychological contract.

Implications and Directions for Future Research

This study has a number of practical implications. The findings suggest that employers

should attempt to understand what employees value in their work setting and how this affects

their beliefs about what their employer owes them and what they owe their employer. Our

findings also suggest that employees enter the organization with a rather balanced view on

employer and employee obligations, although they do perceive more obligations for their

employer than for themselves. Although our results do not provide evidence for individual

differences relating to exchange orientation, the results from previous studies indicate that the

relative balance that exists at entry can easily change depending on the experiences newcomers

encounter in their work situation (e.g. Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 1998; 2000a; 2000b). From a

practical viewpoint, our results suggest that organizations should pay more attention to

employees’ general work values and to their expectations about their employment relationship

already during the recruiting process. In many organizations recruitment activities are mainly

focused on measuring job-related skills and attitudes and on the exchange of general information

about how the new job will be. Paying more attention to potential new hires’ expectations about

their psychological contract could reduce the risk of unmet expectations and subsequent negative

attitudes or behaviors like dissatisfaction or turnover.

The results of this study suggest many paths for future research. The most important of

these is that the impact of individual dispositions like the ones we included in our study need

further attention and should be extended to other variables in subsequent studies. Further

exploration of individual dispositions that are relevant for making predictions about the
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psychological contract is needed. It would also be interesting to investigate how these individual

dispositions not only relate to the nature of promissory beliefs entailed in employees’

psychological contracts, but also to their evaluation of psychological contract fulfillment over

time. Evidence exists for the relationship between personality and reactions to psychological

contract breach (Ho, 2000) and between exchange ideology and perceived contract fulfillment

(Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 1998; 2000a). Although not all of our hypotheses could be confirmed,

our study suggests that individual dispositions could also influence what individuals believe their

employer had promised them and vice versa at organizational entry. A next step would be to

combine both lines of research and to examine the possible mediating effects of individual

dispositions in the relationship between promissory beliefs, contract-related experiences and

subsequent evaluations of contract fulfillment. Given that the psychological contract is an

individual level construct and given its perceptual and idiosyncratic nature, it is necessary to

more fully explore what factors differentiate how employees view the terms of their

psychological contract.
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TABLE 1
Description of Content Areas of Promise-Based Employer and Employee Obligations being Part

of the Psychological Contract

Employer obligations

1. Job content To provide challenging, varied and interesting work
2. Career development To provide opportunities for promotion and development within

the organization / field of work
3. Social atmosphere To provide a pleasant and cooperative work environment
4. Personal support To provide supportive human resource management procedures
5. Rewards To provide appropriate rewards
6. Respect for private life To show respect and understanding for an employees’ personal

situation
Employee obligations

1. Job performance To provide good work in terms of quality and quantity
2. Flexibility To be flexible in terms of tasks and work hours
3. Extra-role behavior To engage in tasks that are not specified in the formal job

description
4. Loyalty To stay with the organization for a minimum period of time
5. Employability To keep one’s skills and competencies up-to-date
6. Ethics To protect the organization’s image
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TABLE 2
Overview of Research Hypotheses

H1 Relationship between work values and perceived employer and employee obligations

H1A The more an individual attempts to attain advancement in his/her work, the stronger his/her
perception of promise-based employer obligations relating to the provision of interesting work,
personal support, and opportunities for career development.

H1B The more an individual attempts to attain advancement in his/her work, the stronger his/her general
perception of promise-based employee obligations.

H1C The more an individual attempts to attain autonomy in his/her work, the stronger his/her perception of
promise-based employer obligations relating to the provision of interesting work, opportunities for
career development, and respect for private life.

H1D The more an individual attempts to attain autonomy in his/her work, the lower his/her global
perception of promise-based employer and employee obligations.

H1E The more an individual attempts to attain economic rewards in his/her work, the stronger his/her
perception of promise-based employer obligations relating to the provision of financial rewards.

H1F The more an individual attempts to attain Group Orientation in his/her work, the stronger his/her
perception of promise-based employer obligations relating to he social atmosphere at work.

H1G The more an individual attempts to attain Group Orientation in his/her work, the stronger his/her
perception of promise-based employee obligations relating to extra-role behavior.

H1H The more an individual attempts to attain Group Orientation in his/her work, the stronger his/her
higher global perception of promise-based employee obligations.

H2 Relationship between exchange ideology and perceived employer and employee obligations

H2A The higher an individual’s level of Exchange Ideology, the stronger his/her global perception of
promise-based employer obligations.

H2B The higher an individual’s level of Exchange Ideology, the lower his/her global perception of
promise-based employee obligations.

H3 Relationship between equity sensitivity and perceived employer and employee obligations

H3A The higher and individual’s level of Equity Sensitivity, the stronger his/her global perception of
promise-based employer obligations.

H3B The higher an individual’s level of Equity Sensitivity, the lower his/her global perception of promise-
based employee obligations.
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TABLE 3
Items defining the content areas of promise-based employer obligations

Item Factor 1
α = .84

Factor 2
α = .83

Factor 3
α = .79

Factor 4
α = .68

Factor 5
α = .69

Factor 6
.66

To what extent has your employer – explicitly or
implicitly- made the following promises to you?
1. A good atmosphere at work
2. Respect for what you do
3. Agreeable relationships among colleagues
4. A good mutual cooperation
5. Good communication among colleagues
6. Opportunities for promotion
7. Possibilities to develop you career
8. Opportunities to grow
9. A job in which you can make decisions by yourself
10. Opportunities to show what you can
11. A job with responsibilities
12. Opportunities to use your skills and capacities
13. Financial rewards for exceptional performance
14. Wage increases based on your performance
15. An attractive benefits package
16. Regular benefits and extras
17. Regular feedback about your performance
18. Support in you career development
19. Respect for your personal situation
20. Flexible attitude concerning the correspondence

between you work and private life

.86

.50

.87

.68

.77
.81
.87
.83

.75

.73

.74

.65
.84
.66
.51
.56

.73

.74
.67
.72

Note: Factor 1 = Social atmosphere at work; Factor 2 = Opportunities for career development; Factor 3 = Job content; Factor 4 =
Financial rewards; Factor 5 = Support; Factor 6 = Respect for private life
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TABLE 4
Items defining the content areas of promise-based employee obligations

Item Factor 1
α = .81

Factor 2
α = .76

Factor 3
α = .73

Factor 4
α = .72

Factor 5
α = .66

To what extent have you – explicitly or implicitly-
made the following promises to your employer?
1. Protect confidential information about the company
2. Use the organization’s properties honestly
3. Subscribe the organization’s values
4. Use the resources you receive from the organization

honestly
5. Follow the organization’s policies and norms
6. Cooperate well with your colleagues
7. Assist your colleagues in their work
8. Share information with your colleagues
9. Get along with your colleagues
10. Participate in training activities
11. Keep your knowledge and skills up to date
12. Further develop your skills
13. Accept no job offers from other organizations
14. Remain with the organization for at least some years
15. Not immediately look for a job elsewhere
16. Take work home regularly
17. Volunteer to do tasks that are strictly no part of your

job when needed
18. Work during the weekend if necessary

.70

.66

.57

.79

.66
.63
.72
.62
.71

.65

.72

.81
.70
.78
.78

.70

.68

.68

Note: Factor 1 = Ethics; Factor 2 = Extra-role behavior; Factor 3 = Employability; Factor 4 = Loyalty; Factor 5 = Flexibility
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TABLE 5
Means, Standarddeviations and Intercorrelations of Variables Included in the Study

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 14 15 16 17
1. Age
2. Gender
3. Degree
4. Years experience
5. Research site
6. Advancement
7. Autonomy
8. Economic rewards
9. Group Orientation
10. Exchange Ideology
11. Equity Sensitivity
12. OP Social Atmosphere
13. OP Career Development
14. OP Job Content
15. OP Financial Rewards
16. OP Support
17. OP Respect Private Life
18. OP Mean
19. EP Ethics
20. EP Extra-role behavior
21. EP Employability
22. EP Loyalty
23. EP Flexibility
24. EP Mean
25. OP-EP

26.63
n.a.
3.28
3.59
2.77
3.57
3.95
3.76
3.59
3.20
3.41
3.25
4.06
3.75
3.23
3.60
2.89
3.52
3.80
3.65
3.86
2.10
2.46
3.18
.35

5.75
n.a.
.90

5.91
1.06
.51
.48
.63
.60
.69
.77
.78
.84
.68
.83
.95
.92
.49
.82
.78
.85
.99
.80
.59
.57

.00

.03
.95**

-.06
.00
.09
.02

-.16**
.11

.16**
-.23**
-.26**

.00
-.09

-.30**
-.13

-.24**
-.11

-.26**
-.24**

-.09
-.09

-.23**
.03

.01

.03

.03

.08

.06
-.02
.07

-.07
-.10
-.01
-.06
.04
.06
.07

-.06
.00
.08
.04
.00

.15*
.02
.11

-.11

-.12*
.15*
.12*
-.07

-.27**
-.15**

.15*
-.27**

-.03
.19**

.12
.20**
.15**

-.09
.14

-.06
-.13
.00

-.12
-.10
-.12

.24**

-.10
-.01
.11
.07

-.10
-.14*
.19**

-.21**
-.29**

-.02
-.09

-.32**
-.11

-.25**
-.08

-.19**
-.25**

-.08
-.09

-.19**
-.01

.07

.05

.00
-.07
-.01
-.05
-.12
-.03
-.10
.01
.12
.08
.00
.12

-.11
.00

-.07
-.01
-.01
.01

.28**

.16**
.15*

.08
-.17**

.05

.08
.19**

.13

.10
-.02
.14*
.18*

.09
.25**
.21**

.15*
.26**
-.14*

.39**

.31**
.03

-.15*
.01
.01
.03

-.02
-.06
.04
.03
.06
.06
.08
.12

-.05
.08

-.05

.30**
.02

-.03
.02

-.08
-.04
-.03
-.06
.12
.01
.07
.09
.12
.09

-.01
.12

-.11

.04
-.08

.32**
.01

-.02
.08
.05

.28**

.19**
.08

.27**
.12

.18**
.13

.24**
-.09

.06
-.06
.02

-.02
-.06
-.03
.01
.01

-.09
.05

-.04
-.03
-.05
-.05
.06

-.01
-.13
-.07

-.24**
-.11
-.06
-.13
-.05
-.03
-.10
-.02
.04

-.07
-.04

.15*
.34**
.30**
.25**
.50**
.68**
.41**
.56**
.32**
.29**
.21**
.51**

.06

.45**

.41**

.40**

.12

.61**

.10

.05

.22**
-.02
.00
.12
.40**

* = p < .05; ** = p < .01
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TABLE 5 (continued)
Means, Standarddeviations and Intercorrelations of Variables Included in the Study

Variable 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
1. Age
2. Gender
3. Degree
4. Years experience
5. Research site
6. Advancement
7. Autonomy
8. Economic rewards
9. Group Orientation
10. Exchange Ideology
11. Equity Sensitivity
12. OP Social Atmosphere
13. OP Career Development
14. OP Job Content
15. OP Financial Rewards
16. OP Support
17. OP Respect Private Life
18. OP Mean
19. EP Ethics
20. EP Extra-role behavior
21. EP Employability
22. EP Loyalty
23. EP Flexibility
24. EP Mean
25. OP-EP

.33**

.33**

.15*

.66**

.21**

.23**

.19**

.08

.11

.24**

.32**

.46**

.28**

.70**

.19**

.16*

.22*

.21*
10
.27**
.32**

.24**

.61**

.29**

.14*

.30**

.13

.11

.27**

.24*

.58**

.33**

.31**

.33**

.28**

.15*

.38**

.10

.39**

.37**

.41*

.25**

.16**

.44**

.40**

.54**

.50**

.23**

.32**

.75**
-.44**

.46**

.30**

.33**

.75**
-.45**

.30**

.43**

.68**
-.35**

.44**

.60**
-.41**

.69**
-.57** -.65**

* = p < .05; ** = p < .01
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TABLE 6
Hierarchical Regressions predicting the content areas of promise-based employer obligations being part of the psychological

contract

Outcomes: Social
Atmosphere

Career
Development

Job Content Financial
Rewards

Personal
Support

Respect for
private life

Mean OP

Predictors:
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Step 1:
Age
Gender
Degree
Years Experience
Site 1
Site 2
Site 3

Step 2:
Advancement
Autonomy
Economic Rewards
Group Orientation
Exchange Ideology
Equity Sensitivity

F
Change in F
Adj. R-Sq.
R-Sq Change

-.14
.02

-.04
-.05
.05
.11

-.09

2.29*

.04

-.10
.03

-.01
.06
.06
.11

-.04

.03
-.08
-.06

.32**
.02
.06

2.72**
3.06**

.10

.08

-.08
.09
.15

-.15
.08

.18*
-.03

4.64**

.11

-.11
.10
.14

-.14
.08

.16’
-.04

.04

.07
-.06
-.07
-.03
.01

2.58
.28
.09
.01

.11
-.01
.05

-.10
.18*
.17

-.02

1.92’

.03

.04

.00

.06
-.06
.17*
.12

-.05

.18*
.01
.01

-.10
-.04
.02

1.58’
1.17
.04
.03

-.33
.01
.18
.32
.02

.31**
-.03

4.59**

.11

-.29
.02
.18
.30
.01

.27**
-.01

.04
-.06
.03
.08

-.08
-.13’

2.96**
1.05
.12
.03

-.24
-.03
.08

-.03
.24**
.25**

-.01

7.67**

.19

-.26
-.03
.10

-.03
.24**
.23**

-.02

.07
-.02
.01
.02

-.05
.04

4.18**
.32
.17
.01

-.16
.07

-.11
.05

-.01
.14’
.12

1.44

.02

-.06
.08

-.10
.00
.01

.15’
.18*

-.06
-.08
.03

.29**
-.01
-.06

2.04*
2.64*

.06

.08

-.25
-.04
.09
.04
.11

.24**
.05

3.83**

.09

-.23
.05
.10
.03
.12

.21*
.07

.09
-.05
.01

.17*
-.04
-.01

2.64**
1.23
.10
.03

‘ =  p < .10;  * =  p < .05; ** = p < .01
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TABLE 7
Hierarchical Regressions predicting the content areas of promise-based employee obligations being part of the psychological

contract

Outcomes: Ethics Extra-role
Behavior

Employability Loyalty Flexibility Mean EP

Predictors:
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Step 1:
Age
Gender
Degree
Years Experience
Site 1
Site 2
Site 3

Step 2:
Advancement
Autonomy
Economic Rewards
Group Orientation
Exchange Ideology
Equity Sensitivity

F
Change in F
Adj. R-Sq.
R-Sq Change

-.40
-.05
-.07
.33

-.02
.21*
.12

1.96’

.05

-.43
-.03
-.05
.34

-.02
.15

-.11

.17
-.01
.01
.02

-.09
-.01

1.34
.98
.05
.07

-.30
-.04
-.07
.09

-.09
.00

-.18*

3.25**

.07

-.30
-.02
-.06
.11

-.08
-.01

-.14’

.09
-.04
-.02
.19*
.03
.01

2.43**
1.43
.09
.04

-.04
-.01
-.02
-.21
.02

-.02
.00

1.70

.02

-.09
.02
.01

-.19
.02

-.11
-.01

.27**
-.03
.07
.04

-.10
-.04

2.46**
3.19**

.09

.09

.01
-.19
-.13
-.11
.02

-.05
.06

1.67

.02

-.03
-.15
-.12
-.08
.03

-.11
.05

.22**
.02

-.02
.11

-.04
-.00

2.02*
2.32*

.06

.07

.05
-.02
-.15
-.13
.07
.10
.03

.80

-.01

-.01
-.01
-.12
.02
.06
.05
.05

.19*
-.13
-.06
.17*
-.03
.06

1.33
1.93’

.02

.06

-.33
-.10
-.12
-.15
.01

.14’
-.01

3.10**

.07

-.37
-.06
-.09
.17
.02
.07
.01

.26**
-.06
.10

.17*
-.07
-.01

3.47**
3.60**

.09

.14

 ‘ =  p < .10;  * =  p < .05; ** = p < .01
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TABLE 8
Hierarchical Regressions predicting the difference between promise-based employer and employee obligations

Outcomes: Mean OP –
Mean EP

Predictors:
1 2

Step 1:
Age
Gender
Degree
Years Experience
Site 1
Site 2
Site 3

Step 2:
Advancement
Autonomy
Economic Rewards
Group Orientation
Exchange Ideology
Equity Sensitivity

F
Change in F
Adj. R-Sq.
R-Sq Change

.13
.13’
.20*
-.12
.08
.06
.05

2.39*

.05

.18

.11
.18*
-.15
.08
.11
.05

-.19*
.03

-.01
-.03
.03
.01

1.84*
1.19
.05
.03

‘ =  p < .10;  * =  p < .05; ** = p < .01



   FACULTEIT ECONOMIE EN BEDRIJFSKUNDE
   HOVENIERSBERG 24
   9000 GENT Tel. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.34.61

Fax. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.35.92

 WORKING PAPER SERIES       1

94/01 L. GOUBERT, E. OMEY, The long-term labour demand and the role of productivity in manufacturing in eight
OECD-countries, June 1994, 24 p.

94/02 F. HEYLEN, Social, economic and political institutions and taxes on labour, September 1994, 38 p. (published in
Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 1995).

94/03 P. JOOS, H. OOGHE, Comparison between market determined and accounting determined measures of risk : an
empirical assessment for the non-financial firms listed on the Brussels stock exhange, October 1994, 35 p.

94/04 R. VANDER VENNET, Market structure and operational efficiency a determinants of EC bank profitability,
September 1994, 25 p. (published in Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions and Money, 1994).

94/05 S. MANIGART, B. CLARYSSE, K. DEBACKERE, Entry despite the network : exploring the relationship between
network structure and entry patterns in emergent organizational populations, December 1994, 39 p.

95/06 G. VAN HUFFEL, P. JOOS, H. OOGHE, Semi-annual earnings announcements and market reaction : some recent
findings for a small capital market, February 1995, 23 p. (published in European Accounting Review, 1996).

95/07 H. SAPIENZA, S. MANIGART, W. VERMEIR, A comparison of venture capitalist governance and value-added in
the U.S. and Western Europe, February 1995, 31 p. (published in Journal of Business Venturing, 1996).

95/08 F. HEYLEN, L. GOUBERT, E. OMEY, Unemployment in Europe : a problem of relative or aggregate demand
shocks ? , March 1995, 16 p. (published in International Labour Review, 1996).

95/09 R. VANDER VENNET, The effect of mergers and acquisitions on the efficiency and profitability of EC credit
institutions, April 1995, 35 p. (published in Journal of Banking and Finance, 1996).

95/10 P. VAN KENHOVE, A comparison between the "pick any" method of scaling and the semantic differential, April
1995, 14 p.

95/11 K. SCHOORS, Bad loans in transition economies, May 1995, 42 p.

95/12 P. JOOS, H. OOGHE, Problemen bij het opstellen van classificatiemodellen : een toepassing op commerciële
kredietscoring bij financiële instellingen, Juni 1995, 39 p. (gepubliceerd in Tijdschrift voor Economie en
Management,  1998).

95/13 I. DE BEELDE, The evolution of industrial accounting thought in Belgium in the first half of the 20th century. A
textbook approach, July 1995, 29 p.

95/14 D. SCHOCKAERT, Japanse laagconjunctuur en vastgoedmarktontwikkelingen, Oktober 1995, 24 p. (gepubliceerd
in Maandschrift Economie, 1996).

95/15 P. GEMMEL, R. VAN DIERDONCK, The design of a MRP-based hospital service requirements planning system :
the impact of different sources of uncertainty, October 1995, October 1995, 23 p.

95/16 J. MATON, The Cape of Good Hope. Employment and income distribution in South Africa, September 1995,
October 1995, 59 p.

96/17 D. WAEYTENS , Activity-based information in budgeting : the impact on information asymmetry, budget slack
creation and related dysfunctional behaviors  - a lab experiment, February 1996, 40 p.

96/18 R. SLAGMULDER, Using management control systems to achieve alignment between strategic investment
decisions and strategy, February 1996, 36 p. (published in Management Accounting Research, 1997).

96/19 N. VALCKX, W. DE VIJLDER, Monetary policy and asset prices : a comparison of the Fed's announcement
policies 1987-1995, March 1996, 19 p. (published in Bank- en Financiewezen, 1996).

96/20 S. VANDORPE, J. DENYS, E. OMEY, De arbeidsmarktintegratie van afgestudeerden uit TSO en BSO : een
longitudinale studie, Mei 1996, 21 p. (gepubliceerd in Economisch en Sociaal Tijdschrift, 1997)



   FACULTEIT ECONOMIE EN BEDRIJFSKUNDE
   HOVENIERSBERG 24
   9000 GENT Tel. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.34.61

Fax. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.35.92

 WORKING PAPER SERIES       2

96/21 N. VALCKX, Business cycle properties of financial indicators in Germany, October 1996, 29 p.

96/22 T. TERMOTE, De arbeidsmarktparticipatie van de vrouw, ontwikkeling van de dienstensector en werkgelegenheid,
November 1996, 35 p.

97/23 M. VERHUE, Demand for unemployment insurance : a survey-based analysis, January 1997, 25 p.

97/24 R. VAN HOVE, R. FRAMBACH, P. VAN KENHOVE, The impact of physical attractiveness in advertising on
consumer attitude : the role of product involvement, January 1997, 25 p.

97/25 I. DE BEELDE, Creating a profession 'out of nothing'. The case of the Belgian auditing profession, February 1997,
27 p.

97/26 L. GOUBERT, De flexibiliteit van de Belgische relatieve lonen, Maart 1997, 27 p.

97/27 S. MANIGART, K. DE WAELE, M. WRIGHT, K. ROBBIE, Venture capitalist's appraisal of investment projects : an
empirical study in four European countries, March 1997, 18 p. (published in Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice,
1997).

97/28 P. DE PELSMACKER, J. VAN DEN BERGH, Advertising content and irritation. A Study of 226 TV commercials,
April 1997, 27 p. (published in Journal of International Consumer Marketing, 1998).

97/29 R. VANDER VENNET, Determinants of EU bank takeovers : a logit analysis, April 1997, 23 p. (published as
‘Causes and consequences of EU bank takeovers’, in S. Eijffinger, K. Koedijk, M. Pagano and R. Portes (eds.), The
Changing European Financial Landscape, CEPR, 1999).

97/30 R. COOPER, R. SLAGMULDER, Factors influencing the target costing process : lessons from Japanese practice,
April 1997, 29 p.

97/31 E. SCHOKKAERT, M. VERHUE, E. OMEY, Individual preferences concerning unemployment compensation :
insurance and solidarity, June 1997, 24 p.

97/32 F. HEYLEN, A contribution to the empirical analysis of the effects of fiscal consolidation : explanation of failure in
Europe in the 1990s, June 1997, 30 p. (revised version, co-authored by G. Everaert, published in Public Choice,
2000).

97/33 R. FRAMBACH, E. NIJSSEN, Industrial pricing practices and determinants, June 1997, 33 p. (published in D.
Thorne Leclair and M. Hartline (eds.), Marketing theory and applications, vol. 8, Proceedings AMA Winter
Conference 1997).

97/34 I. DE BEELDE, An exploratory investigation of industry specialization of large audit firms, July 1997, 19 p.
(published in International Journal of Accounting , 1997).

97/35 G. EVERAERT, Negative economic growth externalities from crumbling public investment in Europe : evidence
based on a cross-section analysis for the OECD-countries, July 1997, 34 p.

97/36 M. VERHUE, E. SCHOKKAERT, E. OMEY, De kloof tussen laag- en hooggeschoolden en de politieke
houdbaarheid van de Belgische werkloosheidsverzekering : een empirische analyse, augustus 1997, 30 p.
(gepubliceerd in Economisch en Sociaal Tijdschrift, 1999).

97/37 J. CROMBEZ, R. VANDER VENNET, The performance of conditional betas on the Brussels Stock exchange,
September 1997, 21 p. (published in Tijdschrift voor Economie en Management, 2000).

97/38 M. DEBRUYNE, R. FRAMBACH, Effective pricing of new industrial products, September 1997, 23 p. (published in
D. Grewal and C. Pechmann (eds.), Marketing theory and applications, vol. 9, Proceedings AMA Winter
Conference 1998).

97/39 J. ALBRECHT, Environmental policy and the inward investment position of US 'dirty' industries, October 1997,
20 p. (published in Intereconomics, 1998).



   FACULTEIT ECONOMIE EN BEDRIJFSKUNDE
   HOVENIERSBERG 24
   9000 GENT Tel. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.34.61

Fax. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.35.92

 WORKING PAPER SERIES       3

97/40 A. DEHAENE, H. OOGHE, De disciplinering van het management : een literatuuroverzicht, oktober 1997,  28 p.
(published in Economisch en Sociaal Tijdschrift, 2000).

97/41 G. PEERSMAN, The monetary transmission mechanism : empirical evidence for EU-countries, November 1997, 25
p.

97/42 S. MANIGART, K. DE WAELE, Choice dividends and contemporaneous earnings announcements in Belgium,
November 1997, 25 p. (published in Cahiers Economiques de Bruxelles, 1999).

97/43 H. OOGHE, Financial Management Practices in China, December 1997, 24 p. (published in European Business
Review, 1998).

98/44 B. CLARYSSE, R. VAN DIERDONCK, Inside the black box of innovation : strategic differences between SMEs,
January 1998, 30 p.

98/45 B. CLARYSSE, K. DEBACKERE, P. TEMIN, Innovative productivity of US biopharmaceutical start-ups : insights
from industrial organization and strategic management, January 1998, 27 p. (published in International Journal of
Biotechnology, 2000).

98/46 R. VANDER VENNET, Convergence and the growth pattern of OECD bank markets, February 1998, 21 p.
(forthcoming as ‘The law of proportionate effect and OECD bank sectors’ in Applied Economics, 2001).

98/47 B. CLARYSSE, U. MULDUR, Regional cohesion in Europe ? The role of EU RTD policy reconsidered, April 1998,
28 p. (published in Research Policy, 2000).

98/48 A. DEHAENE, H. OOGHE, Board composition, corporate performance and dividend policy, April 1998, 22 p.
(published as ‘Corporate performance and board structure in Belgian companies’ in Long Range Planning, 2001).

98/49 P. JOOS, K. VANHOOF, H. OOGHE, N. SIERENS, Credit classification : a comparison of logit models and
decision trees, May 1998, 15 p.

98/50 J. ALBRECHT, Environmental regulation, comparative advantage and the Porter hypothesis, May 1998, 35 p.
(published in International Journal of Development Planning Literature, 1999)

98/51 S. VANDORPE, I. NICAISE, E. OMEY, ‘Work Sharing Insurance’ : the need for government support, June 1998,
20 p.

98/52 G. D. BRUTON, H. J. SAPIENZA, V. FRIED, S. MANIGART , U.S., European and Asian venture capitalists’
governance : are theories employed in the examination of U.S. entrepreneurship universally applicable?, June
1998, 31 p.

98/53 S. MANIGART, K. DE WAELE, M. WRIGHT, K. ROBBIE, P. DESBRIERES, H. SAPIENZA, A. BEEKMAN,
Determinants of required return in venture capital investments : a five country study, June 1998, 36 p. (forthcoming
in Journal of Business Venturing, 2001)

98/54 J. BOUCKAERT, H. DEGRYSE, Price competition between an expert and a non-expert, June 1998,
29p. (published in International Journal of Industrial Organisation, 2000).

98/55 N. SCHILLEWAERT, F. LANGERAK, T. DUHAMEL, Non probability sampling for WWW surveys : a comparison of
methods, June 1998, 12 p. (published in Journal of the Market Research Society, 1999).

98/56 F. HEYLEN. Monetaire Unie en arbeidsmarkt : reflecties over loonvorming en macro-economisch beleid, juni 1998,
15 p. (gepubliceerd in M. Eyskens e.a., De euro en de toekomst van het Europese maatschappijmodel , Intersentia,
1999).

98/57 G. EVERAERT, F. HEYLEN, Public capital  and productivity growth in Belgium, July 1998, 20 p. (published in
Economic Modelling, 2001).



98/58 G. PEERSMAN, F. SMETS, The Taylor rule : a useful monetary policy guide for the ECB ?, September 1998, 28 p.
(published in International Finance, 1999).

   FACULTEIT ECONOMIE EN BEDRIJFSKUNDE
   HOVENIERSBERG 24
   9000 GENT Tel. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.34.61

Fax. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.35.92

 WORKING PAPER SERIES       4

98/59 J. ALBRECHT, Environmental consumer subsidies and potential reductions of CO2 emissions, October 1998, 28 p.

98/60 K. SCHOORS, A payment system failure and its consequences for interrepublican trade in the former Soviet Union,
December 1998, 31 p.

98/61 M. DE LOOF, Intragroup relations and the determinants of corporate liquid reserves : Belgian evidence, December
1998, 29 p. (published in European Financial Management, 2000).

98/62 P. VAN KENHOVE, W. VAN WATERSCHOOT, K. DE WULF, The impact of task definition on store choice and
store-attribute saliences, December 1998, 16 p. (published in Journal of Retailing, 1999).

99/63 P. GEMMEL, F. BOURGONJON, Divergent perceptions of TQM implementation in hospitals, January 1999, 25 p.
(forthcoming in Journal of Management in Medicine, 2000)

99/64 K. SCHOORS, The credit squeeze during Russia's early transition. A bank-based view, January 1999, 26 p.

99/65 G. EVERAERT, Shifts in balanced growth and public capital - an empirical analysis for Belgium, March 1999, 24 p.

99/66 M. DE LOOF, M. JEGERS, Trade Credit, Corporate Groups, and the Financing of Belgian Firms, March 1999, 31 p.
(published in Journal of Business Finance and Accounting, 1999).

99/67 M. DE LOOF, I. VERSCHUEREN, Are leases and debt substitutes ? Evidence from Belgian firms, March 1999,
11 p. (published in Financial Management, 1999).

99/68 H. OOGHE, A. DEHAENE, De sociale balans in België : voorstel van analysemethode en toepassing op het
boekjaar 1996, April 1999, 28 p. (gepubliceerd in Accountancy en Bedrijfskunde Kwartaalschrift,  1999).

99/69 J. BOUCKAERT, Monopolistic competition with a mail order business,  May 1999, 9 p. (published in Economics
Letters, 2000).

99/70 R. MOENAERT, F. CAELDRIES, A. LIEVENS, E. WOUTERS , Communication flows in international product
innovation teams, June 1999, p. (published in Journal of Product Innovation Management, 2000).

99/71 G. EVERAERT, Infrequent large shocks to unemployment. New evidence on alternative persistence perspectives,
July 1999, 28 p.

99/72 L. POZZI, Tax discounting and direct crowding-out in Belgium : implications for fiscal policy,  August 1999, 21 p.

99/73 I. VERSCHUEREN, M. DE LOOF, Intragroup debt, intragroup guaranties and the capital structure of Belgian firms,
August 1999, 26 p.

99/74 A. BOSMANS, P. VAN KENHOVE, P. VLERICK, H. HENDRICKX, Automatic Activation of the Self in a Persuasion
Context , September 1999, 19 p. (forthcoming in Advances in Consumer Research, 2000).

99/75 I. DE BEELDE, S. COOREMAN, H. LEYDENS, Expectations of users of financial information with regard to the
tasks carried out by auditors , October 1999, 17 p.

99/76 J. CHRISTIAENS, Converging new public management reforms and diverging accounting practices in Belgian local
governments, October 1999, 26 p. (forthcoming in Financial Accountability & Management, 2001)

99/77 V. WEETS, Who will be the new auditor ?, October 1999, 22 p.

99/78 M. DEBRUYNE, R. MOENAERT, A. GRIFFIN, S. HART, E.J. HULTINK, H. ROBBEN, The impact of new product
launch strategies on competitive reaction in industrial markets, November 1999, 25 p.

99/79 H. OOGHE, H. CLAUS, N. SIERENS, J. CAMERLYNCK, International comparison of failure prediction models
from different countries: an empirical analysis, December 1999, 33 p.



   FACULTEIT ECONOMIE EN BEDRIJFSKUNDE
   HOVENIERSBERG 24
   9000 GENT Tel. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.34.61

Fax. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.35.92

 WORKING PAPER SERIES       5

00/80 K. DE WULF, G. ODEKERKEN-SCHRÖDER, The influence of seller relationship orientation and buyer relationship
proneness on trust, commitment, and behavioral loyalty in a consumer environment, January 2000, 27 p.

00/81 R. VANDER VENNET, Cost and profit efficiency of financial conglomerates and universal banks in Europe.,
February 2000, 33 p . (forthcoming in Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking, 2001)

00/82 J. BOUCKAERT, Bargaining in markets with simultaneous and sequential suppliers, April 2000, 23 p. (forthcoming
in Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 2001)

00/83 N. HOUTHOOFD, A. HEENE, A systems view on what matters to excel, May 2000, 22 p .

00/84 D. VAN DE GAER, E. SCHOKKAERT, M. MARTINEZ, Three meanings of intergenerational mobility, May 2000, 20
p. (forthcoming in Economica, 2001)

00/85 G. DHAENE, E. SCHOKKAERT, C. VAN DE VOORDE, Best affine unbiased response decomposition, May 2000,
9 p.

00/86 D. BUYENS, A. DE VOS, The added value of the HR-department : empirical study and development of an
integrated framework, June 2000, 37 p .

00/87 K. CAMPO, E. GIJSBRECHTS, P. NISOL, The impact of stock-outs on whether, how much and what to buy, June
2000, 50 p .

00/88 K. CAMPO, E. GIJSBRECHTS, P. NISOL, Towards understanding consumer response to stock-outs, June 2000,
40 p. (published in Journal of Retailing, 2000)

00/89 K. DE WULF, G. ODEKERKEN-SCHRÖDER, P. SCHUMACHER, Why it takes two to build succesful buyer-seller
relationships July 2000, 31 p.

00/90 J. CROMBEZ, R. VANDER VENNET, Exact factor pricing in a European framework, September 2000, 38 p.

00/91 J. CAMERLYNCK, H. OOGHE, Pre-acquisition profile of privately held companies involved in takeovers : an
empirical study, October 2000, 34 p.

00/92 K. DENECKER, S. VAN ASSCHE, J. CROMBEZ, R. VANDER VENNET, I. LEMAHIEU, Value-at-risk prediction
using context modeling, November 2000, 24 p. (forthcoming in European Physical Journal B, 2001)

00/93 P. VAN KENHOVE, I. VERMEIR, S. VERNIERS, An empirical investigation of the relationships between ethical
beliefs, ethical ideology, political preference and need for closure of Dutch-speaking consumers in Belgium,
November 2000, 37 p. (forthcoming in Journal of Business Ethics, 2001)

00/94 P. VAN KENHOVE, K. WIJNEN, K. DE WULF, The influence of topic involvement on mail survey response
behavior, November 2000, 40 p.

00/95 A. BOSMANS,  P. VAN KENHOVE, P. VLERICK, H. HENDRICKX, The effect of mood on self-referencing in a
persuasion context, November 2000, 26 p. (forthcoming in Advances in Consumer Research, 2001)

00/96 P. EVERAERT, G. BOËR, W. BRUGGEMAN, The Impact of Target Costing on Cost, Quality and Development
Time of New Products: Conflicting Evidence from Lab Experiments, December 2000, 47 p.

00/97 G. EVERAERT, Balanced growth and public capital: An empirical analysis with I(2)-trends in capital stock data,
December 2000, 29 p.

00/98 G. EVERAERT, F. HEYLEN, Public capital and labour market performance in Belgium, December 2000, 45 p.

00/99 G. DHAENE, O. SCAILLET, Reversed Score and Likelihood Ratio Tests, December 2000, 16 p.



   FACULTEIT ECONOMIE EN BEDRIJFSKUNDE
   HOVENIERSBERG 24
   9000 GENT Tel. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.34.61

Fax. : 32 -  (0)9 – 264.35.92

 WORKING PAPER SERIES       6

01/100 A. DE VOS, D. BUYENS, Managing the psychological contract of graduate recruits: a challenge for human
resource management, January 2001, 35 p.

01/101 J. CHRISTIAENS, Financial Accounting Reform in Flemish Universities: An Empirical Study of the implementation,
February 2001, 22 p.

01/102 S. VIAENE, B. BAESENS, D. VAN DEN POEL, G. DEDENE, J. VANTHIENEN, Wrapped Input Selection using
Multilayer Perceptrons for Repeat-Purchase Modeling in Direct Marketing, June 2001, 23 p.

01/103 J. ANNAERT, J. VAN DEN BROECK, R. VANDER VENNET , Determinants of Mutual Fund Performance: A
Bayesian Stochastic Frontier Approach, June 2001, 31 p.

01/104 S. VIAENE, B. BAESENS, T. VAN GESTEL, J.A.K. SUYKENS, D. VAN DEN POEL, J. VANTHIENEN, B. DE
MOOR, G. DEDENE,  Knowledge Discovery in a Direct Marketing Case using Least Square Support Vector
Machines, June 2001, 27 p.

01/105 S. VIAENE, B. BAESENS, D. VAN DEN POEL, J. VANTHIENEN, G. DEDENE, Bayesian Neural Network Learning
for Repeat Purchase Modelling in Direct Marketing, June 2001, 33 p.

01/106 H.P. HUIZINGA, J.H.M. NELISSEN, R. VANDER VENNET, Efficiency Effects of Bank Mergers and Acquisitions in
Europe, June 2001, 33 p.

01/107 H. OOGHE, J. CAMERLYNCK, S. BALCAEN, The Ooghe-Joos-De Vos Failure Prediction Models: a Cross-
Industry Validation, July 2001, 42 p.

01/108 D. BUYENS, K. DE WITTE, G. MARTENS, Building a Conceptual Framework on the Exploratory Job Search, July
2001, 31 p.

01/109 J. BOUCKAERT, Recente inzichten in de industriële economie op de ontwikkelingen in de telecommunicatie,
augustus 2001, 26 p.

01/110 A. VEREECKE, R. VAN DIERDONCK, The Strategic Role of the Plant: Testing Ferdows' Model, August 2001, 31 p.

01/111 S. MANIGART, C. BEUSELINCK, Supply of Venture Capital by European Governments, August 2001, 20 p.

01/112 S. MANIGART, K. BAEYENS, W. VAN HYFTE, The survival of venture capital backed companies, September
2001, 32 p.

01/113 J. CHRISTIAENS, C. VANHEE, Innovations in Governmental Accounting Systems: the Concept of a "Mega General
Ledger" in Belgian Provinces, September 2001,  20 p.

01/114 M. GEUENS, P. DE PELSMACKER, Validity and reliability of scores on the reduced Emotional Intensity Scale,
September 2001,  25 p.

01/115 B. CLARYSSE, N. MORAY, A process study of entrepreneurial team formation: the case of a research based spin
off, October 2001,  29 p.

01/116 F. HEYLEN, L. DOBBELAERE, A. SCHOLLAERT , Inflation, human capital and long-run growth. An empirical
analysis, October 2001,  17 p.

01/117 S. DOBBELAERE, Insider power and wage determination in Bulgaria. An econometric investigation, October 2001,
30 p.

01/118 L. POZZI, The coefficient of relative risk aversion: a Monte Carlo study investigating small sample estimator
problems, October 2001, 21 p.

01/119 N. GOBBIN, B. VAN AARLE, Fiscal Adjustments and Their Effects during the Transition to the EMU, October
2001, 28 p.


