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Abstract

Ideological psychological contracts (PC) describe perceived obligations that relate to an
organization’s mission, values, and principles, and they relate closely to employees’ self-
concept. The ideological currency is prevalent across various professions and organiza-
tions. In this study, we argue that employees engage in corrective behavior (i.e., pro-social
rule breaking; PSRB) in response to large discrepancies between obligated and delivered
ideological inducements (i.e., ideological PC breach). We measure breach obligated and
delivered ideological inducements separately to examine their different effects on PSRB.
Based on prior theoretical models, we examine core self-evaluation (i.e., CSE) and include
perceptions of ideological PC breach and fulfillment as antecedents of PSRB, as well as the
role of CSE in the relationship between perceptions of ideological PC breach and fulfill-
ment and PSRB. Our results suggest that PSRB negatively relates to both the breach and
fulfillment continua, and delivered ideological inducements relates more strongly to PSRB
than obligated ideological inducements. Moreover, CSE does not moderate the relationship
between ideological PC breach and fulfillment and PSRB. These results further our under-
standing of how ideological PCs shape employees’ behavior. By examining the moderating
role of CSE, we advance the PC literature by showing that ideological PC breach and ful-
fillment perceptions are better antecedents of PSRB than CSE.

Keywords Antecedent - Core self-evaluation - Ideological psychological contract - Pro-
social rule breaking

Introduction

Many employees pursue careers for ideological values, and they are willing to make per-
sonal sacrifices for the “greater good”. When the values that they hold dear are at risk,
individuals go above and beyond to preserve their beliefs. During the Watergate scandal,
Mark Felt believed that the FBI director at the time was obstructing the investigation by
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leaking investigation details to the White House, so he took matters into his hands and
provided critical information to the press that eventually led to the resignation of Nixon.
Felt began his FBI career for patriotic beliefs, but when his ideologies are breached by his
superior, he broke the organizational boundaries to strive for justice in spite of personal
risks. In this study, we will explain how such behaviors can be understood through the lens
of ideological psychological contract (PC) and pro-social rule breaking (PSRB).

Ideological PCs relate closely to deeply held personal values and the self-concept
(Vantilborgh et al., 2014). PCs describe employees’ perceptions of the mutual obligations
between the employee and the employer (Rousseau, 1989), and ideological PC describes
perceived obligations that relate to an organization’s mission, values and principle
(Thompson & Bunderson, 2003; Vantilborgh et al., 2014). Ideological PCs are common
in the sense that employees in various occupations with different functions (e.g., white-
collar and blue-collar; for- and non-profit sector) all show a considerable level of ideo-
logical currency in their PC (Krause & Moore, 2017; Vantilborgh et al., 2014). Ideological
rewards are effective inducements because contributions to a cherished cause are intrinsi-
cally rewarding (Blau, 1964). Employees perceive a breach when the organization dem-
onstrates statements and actions that threaten the cause (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003).
The perceived breach has a profound impact on employees’ self-concept, motivation and
work effort (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003; Vantilborgh et al., 2014). Employees take ide-
ological PC breach personally and may engage in corrective behavior, such as breaking an
organizational role to promote the welfare of the organization or the valued cause—called
PSRB (Morrison, 2006). Both ideological PC and PSRB are primarily other-focused (Mor-
rison, 2006). However, empirical research on how ideological PC breach and fulfillment
affect PSRB is scarce (Coyle-Shapiro et al., 2019). In particular, the lack of understand-
ing is reflected in three aspects: a) how general perceptions of breach and fulfillment of
ideological PCs relate to PSRB, b) how ideological PC fulfillment and breach interact with
other antecedents of PSRB, and c) whether obligated and delivered ideological induce-
ments relate differently to PSRB.

Investigating the relationship between ideological PC breach and fulfillment and PSRB
will help us to better understand the uniqueness of ideological PC. Unlike traditional PC
that focuses on the transactional and relational exchange between the employer and the
employee, ideological PC breach may elicit opposite reactions by the employee (Vantil-
borgh et al., 2014). When employees receive less ideological inducements than obligated
(i.e., under-fulfillment), their self-concept is threatened (Bal & Vink, 2011). As a result,
employees redirect their effort to correct the situation rather than withdrawing their con-
tributions (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003). In doing so, employees may break out of the
organizational boundaries that restrict them from contributing directly or indirectly to the
“cause”—going above and beyond to preserve their ideologies. For example, in the pub-
lic sector, employees with higher public service motivation are more likely to engage in
PSRB—namely breaking organizational rules to help the citizens that they believe need
and deserve help (Weimiiller et al., 2020). Morrison (2006) identified a few significant
predictors of PSRB—autonomy, risk-taking propensity and co-worker behavior. How-
ever, the cognitive processes leading to the judgement that it is appropriate to break a rule
remains unclear (Morrison, 2006). Therefore, understanding how ideological PC breach
and fulfillment relates to PSRB will expand our understanding of ideological PC as well as
shed light on the predictors of PSRB.

In addition to the predictors proposed by Morrison (2006), Vardaman et al. (2014) pro-
posed a theoretical model where core self-evaluation (CSE), among other variables, serves
as an antecedent of PSRB. CSE is considered to be a higher order personality trait that
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represents a positive self-concept (Judge et al., 1998). Similar to the PC, the CSE traits are
closely related to work-related outcomes such as satisfaction and job performance (Bono
& Judge, 2003). Previous research shows that internal beliefs shape individuals’ moral
actions, especially when there are risks involved in these actions, such as breaking organi-
zational rules (Shum et al., 2019). Ideological PC breach and fulfillment perceptions are
employees’ evaluations of the organizational context that allows them to contribute to the
“cause”, whereas CSE concerns the introspective evaluation of the self. Together, they
address the antecedents of PSRB from both a contextual and a personal perspective. In this
study, we depart from the theoretical framework by Vardaman et al. (2014) and propose
as well as empirically verify a theoretical model where CSE moderates the relationship
between ideological PC breach and fulfillment perceptions and PSRB. We aim to provide
more understanding of how personality interacts with breach and fulfillment perceptions in
leading to workplace behavioral outcomes such as PSRB.

It is important to acknowledge that various approaches exist to assess PC breach and
fulfillment (Hofmans & Vantilborgh, 2018). Many studies tend to rely on general percep-
tions of PC breach, in which employees are asked to mentally aggregate their evaluations
(i.e., the comparison between obligated and delivered levels) of specific inducements in
the PC. However, such a traditional conceptualization of PC breach and fulfillment shows
several shortcomings. First, it overlooks the absolute values of obligated and delivered
inducements as well as their differential effects on employees’ reactions (Lambert et al.,
2003). Second, it treats breach and fulfillment as two opposite ends of a single continuum,
whereas research suggests that they are two independent continua (Conway & Coyle-Shap-
iro, 2012). Third, it overlooks the fact that PC breach consists of both positive and negative
discrepancies between obligated and delivered inducements, namely both over- and under-
fulfillment. Lambert et al. (2003) proposed to treat breach and fulfillment as two distinct
continua: breach as a continuum ranging from under- to over-fulfillment and fulfillment as
another continuum ranging from low to high absolute fulfillment. This operationalization
moves away from obfuscation of how general evaluations of PC breach or fulfillment relate
to outcome variables and allows us to gain a deeper and more nuanced understanding of
the different effects of obligated and delivered inducements on outcome variables such as
employee satisfaction (Montes & Zweig, 2009) and PSRB (Vantilborgh et al., 2014).

This study offers three main contributions to the literature. First, by studying how ideo-
logical PC breach and fulfillment relates to PSRB, we advance our understanding of the
unique outcomes of ideological PC breach and fulfillment. Second, by examining the inter-
action between perceptions of ideological PC breach and fulfillment and CSE, we provide
empirical evidence for prior theoretical models (Morrison, 2006; Vardaman et al., 2014) as
well as advance the understanding of the cognitive processes that lead to PSRB. Third, by
measuring breach and fulfillment separately, we examine PC breach perceptions in a more
complex way and expand our understanding of how obligated and delivered ideological
inducements affect PSRB differently.

Ideological Currency— A Prevalent Element in the PC

Although economic and social-emotional currencies are traditionally considered funda-
mental to employees’ PCs, ideological rewards should be considered effective alternative
inducements as well (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003). “Ideological currencies are cred-
ible commitments to pursue a valued cause or principle that go beyond self-interest” and
are implicitly exchanged between employees and employers (Thompson & Bunderson,
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2003, p.574). Ideological PCs involve employee beliefs that the organization is obligated
to demonstrate a strong commitment and investment in a valued cause or principle, and in
return, the employee is obligated to contribute to the organization’s ability to pursue that
cause, even if it involves personal sacrifice (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003). In an ideo-
logical PC, the organization is expected to support the cause or the principle and provides
a platform for the employee to participate in the cause, whereas the employee can initi-
ate many behaviors that plausibly pursue their ideology (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003).
Prior research shows that ideological currency is not limited to non-profit organizations or
employees in the helping profession and instead present in various types of professions and
organizations (Krause & Moore, 2017).

The defining aspect of an ideological PC is that the employee believes that the organiza-
tion will provide the context in which the employee can contribute directly or indirectly to
the espoused cause (Coyle-Shapiro et al., 2019). Prior research demonstrates five common
characteristics of an ideologically-infused PC: (1) belief in a company’s espoused cause,
(2) maintaining practices, policies, and culture that advance company ideals, (3) profes-
sional pride, (4) user well-being, and (5) efforts to benefit a third party (Krause & Moore,
2017). These elements exemplify the variety of employees’ valued cause, ranging from
world peace to deep-seated pride in a company’s product. Employees that have an ideologi-
cal element in their PCs are often willing to perform extra-role behavior such as going the
extra mile to pursue their beliefs.

Once the employee believes that the organization’s statements or actions may threaten
the valued cause or fails to provide the context where they could contribute to the cause,
a perception of ideological PC under-fulfillment emerges, even though the under-fulfill-
ment does not directly harm the employee’s personal interest (Thompson & Bunderson,
2003). Because the organization symbolizes what the employee stands for morally, an
under-fulfillment may pose a threat to the employee’s beliefs and self-concept (Bal & Vink,
2011), which triggers the employee to take the under-fulfillment “personally” and engage
in corrective behavior to remedy the situation (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003). For exam-
ple, when perceiving an ideological under-fulfillment, the employee may break out of the
boundaries of organizational rules to defend their self-concept and by doing so also pro-
mote the welfare of the stakeholders (Morrison, 2006).

Pro-Social Rule Breaking

As a form of corrective behavior, PSRB is the intentional violation of a formal organi-
zational policy, regulation, or prohibition with the primary intention of promoting the
welfare of the organization or its stakeholders (Morrison, 2006). Although organizational
rules are important, employees often find themselves in situations where breaking the rules
will advance the interest of the organization and thus feel motivated to do what he or she
believes is needed to perform the job in a responsible manner (Vardaman et al., 2014).
For example, employees can choose to break organizational rules to help co-workers with
their tasks (Morrison, 2006; Shum et al., 2019) or to satisfy customer needs to a larger
extent (Morrison, 2006). Being a form of positive work deviance, PSRB is primarily other-
focused (Morrison, 2006). Engaging in this positive rule-breaking allows employees to
contribute to the ideological elements in their PC to the maximum of their ability, which as
a result reinforces their self-concept (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003).

Similar to all workplace deviant behavior, PSRB reflects an employee’s conscious
choice, and how an employee makes the decision to break organizational rules depends
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on a variety of individual and contextual factors (Bordia et al., 2008; Morrison, 2006).
Four established models stand out in the scant literature on the antecedents of PSRB. First,
Morrison (2006) proposed and tested a model where autonomy, risk-taking propensity and
coworker behavior are important predictors of PSRB. More specifically, employees are
more likely to break rules when they have autonomy in their role and when they have infor-
mation suggesting that coworkers have rule-breaking experience. Moreover, employees
that are more comfortable with risk are also more likely to engage in PSRB. Additionally,
Mayer and colleagues (2007) found that employees are more likely to engage in PSRB if
they have a high-quality relationship with their supervisor and if the rule they break is per-
ceived to be unfair or unreasonable. Second, Dahling et al. (2012) further extended these
findings and found that employees’ conscientiousness negatively relates to PSRB whereas
coworkers’ PSRB and negative workplace deviance such as counterproductive work behav-
ior relate positively to PSRB. Third, based on previous empirical evidence, Vardaman et al.
(2014) proposed a conceptual model where core self-evaluation (CSE) and organizational
ethical climate are included as antecedents of PSRB. Fourth, recent research on PSRB also
shows that individual characteristics such as internal beliefs and motivation have a sig-
nificant impact on PSRB. For example, Shum et al. (2019) found a negative relationship
between moral courage and a specific form of PSRB— prosocial rule- breaking behav-
iors with a motive to help coworkers (i.e., PSBC)—in the hospitality industry. Weimiiller
et al. (2020) found a positive relationship between public service motivation and PSRB in
public-sector employees.

Based on the theoretical and empirical advancement in the literature, internal agency
such as core self-evaluation and moral courage seems to play a role in predicting PSRB.
Considering the mixed evidence in empirical studies, we depart from the theoretical model
of Vardaman et al. (2014), by testing the relationship between CSE and PSRB. We believe
that the focus on the general evaluation of the self will better explain the differences in the
relationships between PSRB and other individual characteristics. Additionally, based on
the commonality of ideologically driven and other-focused characteristics, we expand this
theoretical framework by including ideological PC breach and fulfillment as a predictor of
PSRB. Moreover, we test the interaction between CSE and perceptions of ideological PC
breach and fulfillment, to address the antecedents of PSRB from both an individual and a
contextual perspective.

PSRB Following Ideological PC Breach and Fulfillment

Employees’ beliefs regarding an organization’s commitment to and investment in a valued
cause are the cornerstones of their ideological PC, whereas the organization’s ideological
obligations are presented in both obligated and delivered ideological inducements (Thomp-
son & Bunderson, 2003). Evidence shows that delivered inducements have a stronger
effect on employees’ attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. In particular, work related out-
comes such as satisfaction, feelings of violation and employment intentions are found to
be more strongly related to delivered than obligated inducements (Lambert et al., 2003;
Montes & Irving, 2008). The disproportionate effects could be explained by proximity in
time and need satisfaction, namely delivered inducements contribute directly to employ-
ees’ need satisfaction and are also more concurrent with satisfaction, whereas obligated
inducements precede delivered inducements as well as the evaluation of PC breach and ful-
fillment (Lambert et al., 2003). Moreover, obligated inducements are more susceptible to
employee’s subjectivity and different prior experiences, whereas delivered inducements are
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less disputable and more concrete. In the context of ideological PCs, obligated ideologi-
cal inducements provide the reference for employees to identify themselves with, though
delivered inducements directly affect an employee’s contribution or ability to contribute
to the valued cause—the employee’s self-concept. As a behavioral outcome of ideological
PC breach, we assume that delivered ideological inducements are more strongly related to
PSRB than obligated inducements. Therefore, we propose:

HI: Delivered ideological inducements are more strongly related to PSRB than obli-
gated inducements.

The PC breach continuum ranges from under-fulfillment (i.e., delivered inducement falls
short of obligated levels) to over-fulfillment (i.e., delivered inducement surpasses obligated
levels). Ideological PC under-fulfillment triggers employees to engage in PSRB to rein-
force their self-image, whereas an over-fulfillment of ideological inducements may exceed
an employee’s awareness of how far he or she is willing to go for his or her calling and
thus be perceived as too far. According to Thompson and Bunderson (2003), employees
regard the under-fulfillment of ideological inducements as threats to their self-concept and
therefore take corrective actions to remedy the situation. Vantilborgh et al. (2014) showed
that ideological PC under-fulfillment is related with increased rather than decreased work
effort. In case of over-fulfillment, employees’ attitudinal reactions depend on the nature
of the inducement (Lambert et al., 2003; Montes & Irving, 2008). Particularly, delivered
inducements that satisfy employees’ needs and desires will elicit positive reactions whereas
those that do not will elicit negative reactions. However, ideological PC’s disregard of per-
sonal interest means that an excess of inducements offers little relevance to the personal
gain of the employee (Thompson & Bunderson, 2003). In contrast, the over-fulfillment
surpasses the employees’ initial beliefs of the organization’s commitment to the valued
cause. As a result, the over-fulfilled of ideological inducements provide more resources for
employees to pursue their beliefs, so that they no longer need to go the extra mile to break
organizational rules. In other words, employees will be more likely to engage in PSRB
in situations of under-fulfillment than in situations of over-fulfillment. Combining these
arguments, we propose:

H2: The breach continuum of ideological PC relates negatively to PSRB, meaning that
under-fulfillment triggers more PSRB than over-fulfillment.

PC fulfillment is a continuum that ranges from low to high absolute values, where deliv-
ered inducements equal obligated levels (Lambert et al., 2003). In the context of ideologi-
cal PC fulfillment, the organization provides sufficient resources for the employee to con-
tribute to the espoused cause. Therefore, there is no need for correcting the situation. Yet,
we still propose that ideological PC fulfillment relates negatively to PSRB as the abso-
lute level of obligated and delivered inducements matters as well. Previous research based
on the expanded view shows that employees show higher satisfaction to PC fulfillment
with high absolute values than that of low absolute values (Lambert et al., 2003; Montes
&lrving, 2008). Limited research on the behavioral outcome of ideological PC breach and
fulfillment of volunteers shows that work effort was maximized when levels of obligated
and delivered inducements were both low or both high (Vantilborgh et al., 2014). In the
context of paid employees’ ideological PC fulfillment, delivered inducements align with
employees’ expectations, resulting in an ideal situation where employees believe they are
contributing to their values in an optimal manner. As the absolute value of the fulfillment
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increases, employees may feel increasingly satisfied and consequently experience a
decreased need to engage in PSRB. Therefore, we propose:

H3: The fulfillment continuum of ideological PC relates negatively to PSRB, meaning
that PSRB is high when obligated and delivered inducements are both low and is low
when obligated and delivered inducements are both high.

CSE as an Antecedent of PSRB

“Core evaluations”—as fundamental evaluations that individuals hold about themselves,
the world and others—are an integrating principle for understanding the personal bases of
job-related outcomes (Bono & Judge, 2003). CSE is a broad personality trait encompassing
four underlying traits—self-esteem, locus of control, low neuroticism and generalized self-
efficacy (Judge et al., 1998). Individuals with positive CSE tend to be confident that they
can solve problems (high self-efficacy), that they deserve and are worthy of respect (high
self-esteem), that they are responsible for and control what happens in their life (inter-
nal locus of control), and they have a great sense of optimism and experience less doubts
and worries (low neuroticism) (Judge et al., 1998). These deep and bottom-line appraisals
of the “self” (i.e., CSE) affect how individuals evaluate specific situations such as one’s
work (Bono & Judge, 2003). An employee with high self-esteem will more likely form
a PC where the mutual obligations are well defined, and they are more likely to monitor
the exchange relationship more vigilantly in order to protect their self-concept (Shih &
Chuang, 2013).

CSE is a significant predictor for work-related outcomes such as job satisfaction and
performance (Judge et al., 1998). Interestingly, intrinsic job characteristics such as having
a rewarding job and motivation are found to mediate these relationships. In an ideological
PC, the cause that employees pursue symbolizes what the employee stands for and pro-
vides intrinsic rewards. Therefore, employees with high CSE may be more likely to engage
in situations where their self-concept can be reinforced, for example by initiating PSRB.
Vardaman et al. (2014) theorized the anteceding role of CSE for PSRB. In specific, self-
esteem, self-efficacy, an internal locus of control, and low neuroticism are positively related
with PSRB. In this study, we treat CSE as one construct—an integrated self-concept—and
assume that a positive self-concept will be positively related to PSRB.

H4: CSE is positively related to PSRB.

CSE as a Moderator in the Relationship between Ideological PC Evaluation and PSRB

A positive self-concept is the key element linking ideological PC, CSE and PSRB (Judge
et al., 1998; Morrison, 2006; Thompson & Bunderson, 2003). As previously argued, CSE
has been theorized to be an antecedent of PSRB (Vardaman et al., 2014) and to be posi-
tively related to PSRB. Likewise, we argued that ideological PC breach and fulfillment
are antecedents of PSRB. However, the relationship between ideological PC breach and
fulfillment and PSRB is more complex when we take into consideration the absolute val-
ues of obligated and delivered inducements. For example, a company may claim to care a
great deal about their environmental impact, yet most meals in the cafeteria are packed in
disposable plastic packages. In this situation, the employee who is concerned about climate
change may perceive an under-fulfillment of the ideological currency. On the other hand, a

@ Springer



522 Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal (2022) 34:515-538

company may promise to donate 5% of its profits to a charity at the end of the year. When
the donation at the yearend is higher than this amount, the employees may perceive it as
an over-fulfillment or over-obligation. Simply put, both ideological PC under- and over-
fulfillment are perceived as a threat to an individual’s self-concept, whereas a fulfillment
is perceived as a reinforcement of the self-concept. An important next question we need to
ask is how CSE interacts with ideological PC evaluation in predicting PSRB.

The interaction between CSE and perceptions of ideological PC breach and fulfillment
could offer more insight on the behavioral outcomes of ideological PC evaluations as well
as the antecedents of PRSB. Based on the reasoning for hypotheses two and three, we
assume that in the context of ideological PCs, CSE and perceptions of PC breach and ful-
fillment are important antecedents of employees’ corrective behavior (i.e., PSRB). In par-
ticular, we assume that as absolute fulfillment increases, employees engage in less PSRB.
However, employees with different levels of self-evaluation may show varying degrees of
decrease. More specifically, in case of a PC breach, employees with low CSE feel less in
control and may as a result believe that engaging in PSRB is not a viable action to react
to the discrepancy between obligated and delivered ideological inducements, whereas
employees with high CSE feel capable and in control and thus initiate more PSRB to cor-
rect the situation (Judge & Bono, 2001). As a result, as we move along the breach contin-
uum from under- to over-fulfillment, employees with high CSE will engage in more PSRB
than those with low CSE. On the other hand, as the absolute value of fulfillment increases,
employees engage in less PSRB. However, employees with low CSE attribute the high
level of obligated and delivered ideological inducements to extrinsic forces and may still
feel the need to engage in PSRB to live up to the standards of the organization, whereas
those with high CSE initiate less PSRB because they feel in control of the situation and
attribute the high level of fulfillment to their positive evaluations of the self. In sum, we
propose:

H5a: CSE moderates the effects of breach on PSRB, with stronger effects when CSE is
high.

H5b: CSE moderates the effects of fulfillment on PSRB, with weaker effects when CSE
is high.

Methods
Sample

Based on the prevalence of the ideological currency in employees’ PCs (Krause & Moore,
2017), we recruited 389 employees across various organizations in Flanders (Belgium)
to participate in the study. The data collection was conducted by the second author with
a convenience sampling technique—a time and cost effective way to collect data (Etikan
et al., 2016). The second author used her social and professional networks to reach poten-
tial participants in various organizations. The potential participants are added to a Qualtrics
panel, through which a short survey with the research goals was sent to the participants.
By providing their email addresses, the participants gave their informed consent. A total of
341 participants responded to Time 1 (T1) survey and had a completion rate of 79%, and
296 participants from the same panel responded to Time 2 (T2) survey and had a comple-
tion rate of 88%. In total, 238 participants completed both surveys. The average age of the
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participants was 35 years old (SD=10, Min ,,,=21, Max ,,,
an average tenure of 4.22 years in their current organization (SD=5.50, Min

=65). The participants had
tenure < 1’ Max
age=130). 64% of the participants were male, and no participant reported gender other than
male and female. The participants worked in various sectors, with a majority in ICT (64%)
and consulting (11.4%). Regarding the educational background of the participants, 48.7%
held a bachelor’s degree, 35.3% a master’s degree, and 12.3% a higher secondary school
degree. The majority of the participants worked full-time (92%).

Procedure

We adopted a two-wave prospective design and administered self-report surveys via Qual-
trics at two time points, with a time lag of two weeks between measurement moments
(Taylor, Kluemper, & Sauley, 2009). Before the first measurement moment, an email with
an introduction to the survey and an informed consent was sent to the participants. By sign-
ing the informed consent, participants could start the T1 survey, which measured obligated
ideological inducements and core self-evaluation. Two weeks later, the same participants
received a second email containing the same introduction to the survey and an individ-
ual link to the T2 survey, which collected data of delivered ideological inducements and
PSRB. One and a half week after sending each survey, a reminder email was sent to the
participants if they had not yet completed the survey.

Measures

The data of this study was collected together with another study that examined organiza-
tional ethical climate as an antecedent of PSRB, but data on ethical climate is not used in
this study. A full list of measures can be consulted in Appendix 1. In both T1 and T2 sur-
veys, the series of questions were randomized.

Demographic Variables In T1 survey, we collected information of participants’ gender,
age (in years), level of education, job sector, employment status (full-time or part-time),
and tenure in the current organization.

Obligated and Delivered ldeological Inducements The extent to which ideological
inducements are obligated and delivered were measured with Bingham’s (2005) obligated
and delivered ideological contract scale (ICS obligated and ICS delivered). The scales con-
tain questions regarding the obligated and delivered levels of nine ideological inducements
(See Appendix 2). The participants are instructed to indicate on a five-point Likert scale
how much they agreed with the statements (1=Strongly disagree, 5==Strongly agree).
The instruction for obligated inducements is “I feel my company is obligated to”, whereas
the instruction for delivered inducements is “I think the organization succeeds effectively
in”. Cronbach’s o of these scales achieved an acceptable level of reliability (@qpiigatea= -85,
Xdelivered = 90)

CSE We used the CSE scale developed by Judge et al. (2003) to measure participants’ CSE
(see Appendix 3). We asked the participants to rate each one of the 12 items on a five-point
Likert scale (1 =Strongly disagree, 5= Strongly agree). Items that imply negative CSE are
reverse scored (e.g., “sometimes I feel depressed”). Cronbach’s o of the scale achieved an
acceptable level of reliability (acgg=.83).
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PSRB We adopted the general PSRB scale by Dahling et al. (2012) to measure partici-
pants’ positive rule-breaking behavior (See Appendix 4). Because the participants were
Dutch-speaking and no Dutch version of this scale was available, we used the back-trans-
lation technique to obtain a Dutch version (Douglas & Craig, 2007). The participants were
instructed to rate each of the 13 items on a five-point Likert scale (1 =Strongly disagree,
5=Strongly agree). Cronbach’s « of the scale achieved an acceptable level of reliability

(apgrp =-93).
Analyses

We use polynomial regression analysis and response surface methodology to avoid issues that
are inherent to traditional approaches of PC breach and fulfillment, such as using difference
scores (i.e., algebraic or squared difference scores between obligated and delivered induce-
ments; Vantilborgh et al., 2014). As Edwards (1994) pointed out, first, difference scores con-
ceal the true contributions of obligated and delivered inducements; second, difference scores
constrain the estimates of obligated inducements and delivered inducements to be equal in size
but opposite in sign; third, difference score methods reduce the inherently three-dimensional
relationship of obligated and delivered inducements with outcomes into a two-dimensional
relationship (Lambert et al., 2003). As an alternative, Edwards and Parry (1993) suggested
using polynomial regression analysis and response surface methods. Following the recommen-
dations of Edwards and Parry (2003), we estimated increasingly complex polynomial models
and selected the most parsimonious model that explains the most variance in the dependent
variable. The estimates from the selected model are then used to construct a response surface.
This approach is illustrated in the following set of equations.

Eq. 1 denotes the first-order model, where PSRB (Z) is the dependent variable, and obli-
gated (X) and delivered (Y) inducements are added as independent variables. In Eq. 2, we
introduced the interaction between obligated and delivered inducements as well as their sec-
ond-order terms to capture nonlinear effects, since it is often not realistic to assume linear
relationships (Edwards, 2002; Vantilborgh et al., 2014). Before conducting the regression
analysis, we scale centered each pair of obligated and delivered inducements (Edwards, 2002).
Furthermore, we mean centered CSE. The scaling facilitated interpretation and removed unde-
sired collinearity (Lambert et al., 2003; Vantilborgh et al., 2014).

To assess whether CSE moderates the relationship between breach and fulfillment percep-
tions of ideological PC and PSRB, we introduced a moderator to the model. Equation 3 shows
the second-order model with obligated inducements (X), delivered inducements (Y) as inde-
pendent variables, PSRB (Z) as the dependent variable, and CSE (M) as the moderator. Equa-
tion 4 shows the interaction term between the moderator and the first-order as well as second-
order independent variables. Equation 4 can be rewritten to Eq. 5 to simplify the coefficients
for each independent variable.

Z=by+bX+b,Y +e (1)
Z=by+bX+bY +bX*+b,XY +bsY* +e 2)
Z=by+bX+bY +bsM+b,X> +bs XY + b Y +e 3)

Z = by + b X +b,Y + 53X + b XY +bsY? + bgM + b, XM + by YM + byX°M + bo XYM + b Y’ M +e  (4)
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Z = (by+beM) + (by +b;M)X + (by +bgM)Y + (b3 + byM)X* + (by + byoM)XY + (bs + b M)Y> e (5)

To assist interpretation of the regression coefficients, we plotted their response sur-
face of the combined effects of obligated and delivered inducements on employees’ PSRB
(Edwards & Parry, 1993). In this surface, two lines are essential in testing the hypotheses:
the fulfillment and breach lines (see Fig. 1). The estimates along the breach line informs
us how PSRB changes as we move from under- to over-fulfillment, whereas the fulfill-
ment line provides information of how PSRB changes as the absolute value of fulfillment
increases from low to high. We calculated the slopes and curvatures by linearly combining
the regressions coefficients (Edwards, 2002).

Results

Given that 70% of the initial panel of participants completed both surveys, we performed a
logistic regression to test whether the demographic variables and CSE scores predicted any
systematic drop-out. Results suggest that only employment status (full-time or part-time)
significantly predicted whether the participants completed both surveys. In particular, full-
time employees are 35.7% more likely to complete both surveys than part-time employees
(p=.035). CSE did not play a role in predicting completion rate.

We performed confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to test the factor structure of the
measures that we used for obligated and delivered ideological inducements, CSE and

High

Undersfulfillment High Absolute Fulfillment]
Breach Line
S
Obligated
inducements
Fulfillment Line
>
LowAbsolute Fulfillment Over-fulfillment
Low

Low High
Delivered
Inducements

Fig. 1 Illustrative aid for interpreting PC breach and fulfillment lines in response surfaces (Montes &
Irving, 2008)
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Table 1 Results from

Measures Model fit indices
confirmatory factor analyses

X? df X*df RMSEA CFI TLI SRMR
Obligated 68.45%** 27 254 073 946 927 039
Delivered  64.20%%* 27 238 .074 967 956 032
CSE 130.78%+% 54 242 070 902 .880 .053
PSRB 280.13%% 65 431 .116 889 866 .055

Notes: *** p<.001. Recommended values for model fit indicators:
good fit: X¥/df<2; RMSEA < .05; SRMR < .05; .97 <CFI<1.00;
97 <TLI<1.00; acceptable fit: ZSXZ/de 3; .05<RMSEA < .08;.
05 <SRMR < .10; .95 <CFI<.97; .95 <TLI<.97 (Schermelleh-Engel
et al., 2003)

Table 2 Descriptive statistics, reliability and correlations

Measures Mean SD Cronbach’s a Obligated Delivered CSE PSRB
Obligated 4.02 46 .85 1

Delivered 3.78 .62 .90 .047 1

CSE 3.67 .55 .83 .054 .234%* 1

PSRB 2.93 73 93 .049 —.241%* —.114 1

Notes: ** p<.0l. Recommended values for Cronbach’s alpha: excellent: a>.90; good: .70 <a<.90;
acceptable: .60 <a<.70; unacceptable: a <. 50 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011)

PSRB. The results (see Table 1) suggest that all the fit indices were generally acceptable.
Moreover, we examined the correlations between the measures (See Table 2). Only deliv-
ered ideological inducements are significantly correlated with CSE and PSRB, whereas
obligated ideological inducements do not significantly relate to CSE or PSRB. In particu-
lar, delivered ideological inducements relate positively to CSE (r=.234, p<.001) and neg-
atively to PSRB (r=—-.241, p<.001). Hypothesis 1 is aimed at comparing the strength of
the relationships between obligated and delivered inducements and PSRB. We performed a
fisher z-test to compare the two correlations, and the results (z=-2.3, p=.02) suggest that
PSRB relates more strongly to delivered than obligated inducements. Hypothesis 4 aims
to examine whether there is a positive relationship between CSE and PSRB. However, the
correlational results do not provide evidence to support this relationship.

We applied a stepwise procedure to test the other hypotheses. In Model 1 (Eq. 1) we
regressed PSRB on first-order independent variables (obligated and delivered ideological
inducements). In Model 2 (Eq. 2) we regressed PSRB on first-order as well as second-order
independent variables. We compare the change in R’ to determine which model explains
the majority of the variance in the most efficient way. The results (see Table 3) suggest
that both Model 1 (F (2, 237)=8.43, p<.001) and Model 2 (F (5, 234)=3.76, p=.003)
explain a significant amount of variance in PSRB. Although Model 2 explains an addi-
tional 7% variance in PSRB, it did not significantly improve the first-order model (p=.58).
Hence, we used the regression coefficients of the first-order model to plot the response
surface (Fig. 2). The selected first-order model provides additional support for Hypoth-
esis 1—delivered inducements relates more strongly to PSRB than obligated inducements
(ﬂdelivered =—.30%*%, ﬂobligated =.10).
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Table 3 Correlation between
A, T Obl CSE Del
obligated, delivered inducements, ¢ enure N

CSE, PSRB, age and tenure

Age

Tenure 494"

Obl -0,068 —0,066

CSE 205" 0,093 0,067

Del —0,030 —.164" 0,043 231

PSRB 0,060 0,020 0,057 -0,113 —.248"

Notes: ** p<.01, * p<.05

PSRB
[

%,
% p
% g oe\“a

Breach continuum Fulfillment continuum

PSRB

PSRB
/

Fig.2 Response surface with associated lines of breach and fulfillment of the polynomial regression for
ideological inducements explaining PSRB

Based on the response surface, we plotted the breach line and the fulfillment line. The
breach line goes from delivered-low obligated-high to delivered-high obligated-low—
in other words, from under-fulfillment to over-fulfillment. The slope of the breach line
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can be calculated with b, — b, (Eq. 1), resulting in a significant negative slope (f=-—.40,
p<.001). This means that as we move from under- to over-fulfillment, PSRB decreases.
This provides support to Hypothesis 2. The slope of the fulfillment line can be calculated
with b, +b; (Eq. 1), resulting a significant negative slope (f=—.20, p <.001). As we move
along the fulfillment line from low to high absolute values, we see a decreasing line in
PSRB, supporting Hypothesis 3.

In Model 3 (Eq. 3) we introduced the moderator CSE into the model and regressed
PSRB on the main effects of the first-order independent variables, the moderator as well
as interaction terms between the independent variables and the moderator (see Table 3).
The main-effect model explains significantly explains 7% of variance in PSRB (F (3,
233)=5.87, p<.001), whereas the interaction model explains 2% more variance in PSRB
(F (5, 231)=4.38, p<.001). However, this difference is not significant (p=.13), meaning
that there is no significant interaction between ideological PC breach and fulfillment and
CSE, suggesting that Hypotheses 5a and 5b are not supported. Therefore, we selected the
simpler model with the main effects of the independent variables as well as the moderator.
As our results suggest that there is no significant interaction between CSE and PC breach
and fulfillment perceptions, the effect of PC breach and fulfillment on PSRB is not signifi-
cantly moderated by CSE. Although CSE has a negative main effect on PSRB, this effect is
not significant. The main effects of delivered as well as obligated inducements are shown
in Fig. 2, and the lines of interest are also reflected in Fig. 2. In particular, along the breach
continuum, individuals engaged in more PSRB in situations of under-fulfillment than
in situations of over-fulfillment, and along the fulfillment continuum, individuals engage in
less PSRB when the absolute value of the fulfillment is high than when the absolute value
of fulfillment is low (Table 4).

Discussion

The primary goal of this study is to expand the research on the behavioral outcome of
ideological PC breach and fulfillment—specifically PSRB—and how CSE interacts with
breach and fulfillment perceptions in the cognitive process leading to PSRB. We positioned
the theoretical model within Vardaman et al.” (2014) framework and set out to verify the

Table 4 Polynomial regression
analyses with PSRB as
dependent variable

Step 1 Step2  Step3  Step4

Intercept 3.02%%% 3 Q5HkE F O kEE F (QAE
Obligated (X) .10 =20 11 12
Delivered (Y) —30%#*k 57k 28 —.20%*%
Obligated squared (X?) .06

Obligated x Delivered (XY) .19

Delivered squared (Y? .06

CSE (M) -.09 24
Obligated x CSE (XM) —-.16
Delivered x CSE (YM) —.22.
R? 067+#% (4% Q7 1% Q7%
R? changed .007 016

Notes: ¥*¥*% p<.001. ** p<.01. * p<.05. p<.1
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relation between CSE and PSRB, extending previous research on the predictors of PSRB.
Moreover, we aimed to bridge the research on ideological PC and PSRB. Therefore, PSRB
was theorized to be a form of corrective behavior with ideological PC breach and fulfill-
ment perceptions as antecedents of PSRB. We integrated the expanded view of the PC
and treated obligated and delivered ideological inducements as two distinct continua. As
we predicted, both the breach and fulfillment continua of ideological PCs relate negatively
to PSRB. Delivered ideological inducements relate more strongly to PSRB than obligated
inducements. Contrary to our prediction as well as the theoretical framework of Vardaman
et al. (2014), CSE does not moderate the relationship between ideological PC breach and
fulfillment perceptions and PSRB, nor is its main effect on PSRB significant.

Theoretical Implications

Our first and foremost finding regarding the behavioral outcome of ideological PC breach
and fulfillment is that corrective behavior is not exclusive to PC breach. Traditionally, PC
under-fulfillment is found to have detrimental effects on employees’ well-being and work-
related behavior, whereas PC fulfillment is theorized to be related to positive attitudinal
and behavioral outcomes (Zhao et al., 2007). However, there is little evidence supporting
the positive relationship between PC fulfillment and positive work behavior in general.
Comparing ideological and relational PCs, Vantilborgh et al. (2014) found that there is a
curvilinear relationship between work effort and ideological PC fulfillment—namely, as
absolute fulfillment increased, work effort first decreased and then increased. We applied
the expanded view approach of the PC (Lambert et al., 2003) to ideological PCs and PSRB.
Our results suggest that employees engage in less PSRB as the absolute level of their ideo-
logical PC fulfillment increases and when they receive an over-fulfillment of ideological
inducements.

This finding offers three main contributions to the literature. First, we provide more
empirical support for the expanded view—namely, ideological PC under- and over-fulfill-
ment as well as the absolute levels of fulfillment have distinct relationships with PSRB.
This finding encourages future research to treat PC breach and fulfillment as distinct con-
tinua. Second, PSRB, as a form of positive work deviance, is intended to benefit the organi-
zation or its stakeholders when the organizational context allows for it (Morrison, 2006).
Under-fulfillment or low absolute values of ideological PC implies that the organization
does not uphold an ideological mission or at least does not value ideological currency in
their exchange with employees and other stakeholders. Therefore, employees engage in
PSRB to compensate for the lack of contextual support from the organization. Fulfillment
of ideological inducements, on the other hand, implies an alignment between the employ-
ee’s and employer’s vision in the ideological aspect and provides sufficient resources for
the employee to pursue their valued cause, thus reducing the need for the employee to
break organizational rules to achieve their goal. Third, an over-fulfillment of ideological
inducements is the other side of the discrepancy coin. An over-fulfillment of one aspect
may comprise other aspects that are also important to the employee’s espoused values. For
example, an organization may be devoted to enhancing customers’ experiences, whereas
some employees may not receive enough resources to perform their job the way they would
like to. In this case, employees might engage in PSRB to help their coworkers, in an effort
to rectify the situation.

Second, our results suggest that delivered ideological inducements are more strongly
associated with PSRB than obligated inducements. We extended previous research
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disentangling the effects of obligated and delivered PC inducements (Lambert et al., 2003;
Montes & Irving, 2008) to another important PC element—ideological inducements.
Although obligated ideological inducements provide employees with an anchor point to
identify their own beliefs with the organization’s values, delivered inducements offer con-
crete means for employees to examine how much the organization supports or violates their
valued beliefs. Hence, our results support the expanded approach that distinguishes the
effects of obligated and delivered inducements in a broader PC context.

Third, in contrast to our prediction and the theoretical model of Vardaman et al. (2014),
we did not find a significant association between CSE and PRSB. There could be two
explanations. First, people with high CSE by definition hold positive assumptions about
themselves and their world and are more likely to experience high job and life satisfac-
tion (Judge & Bono, 2001). In other words, they may feel content with the context that the
employer provides for them to pursue their values and believe that their jobs are highly
rewarding. Shum et al. (2019) found that employees with higher moral courage are less
likely to engage in rule-breaking behavior to help their colleagues, suggesting that indi-
viduals with higher levels of internal agency are more willing to bear the risks associated
with their moral behavior such as not being able to form a friendly relationship with cow-
orkers. Therefore, employees with high CSE experience little need to break organizational
rules. Second, we regard CSE as an umbrella construct that encompasses four traits—
self-esteem, general self-efficacy, locus of control, and neuroticism (Judge et al., 1998).
Although these traits are closely related (Bono & Judge, 2003), they may relate differently
to PSRB. Vardaman et al. (2014) proposed that self-esteem, self-efficacy, and internal
locus of control are positively associated with PSRB, whereas neuroticism and external
locus of control associate negatively to PSRB. Moreover, Morrison (2006) proposed that
PSRB closely relates to empathy and self-esteem. This study is a first attempt to provide
empirical evidence for the relationship between personality and PSRB in the context of the
PC, inviting more empirical research on the relationships between the various individual
traits and PSRB.

Finally, contrary to our prediction, CSE does not moderate the relationships between
ideological PC breach and fulfillment and PSRB. Vardaman et al. (2014) theorized CSE as
an antecedent of PSRB, but our results of Hypothesis 4 and 5 challenge this proposition.
The results suggest that the delivered ideological inducements employees receive from the
organization can more strongly predict how much employees engage in PSRB, compared
to CSE. A possible interpretation could be that ideological PC breach and fulfillment have
more direct consequences on the context that an organization provides for employees to
pursue their valued cause. PSRB, as a selfless behavior, is performed by employees for the
interests of the organization or its stakeholders (Morrison, 2006), so that employees can
uphold their values by doing their job. As a result, the organizational context relates more
strongly to employees’ deviant behavior.

Practical Implications

First, organizations need to avoid under-fulfilling ideological inducements if they want to
prevent occurrence of PSRB. An under-fulfillment of ideological PC indicates the organi-
zation’s failure to support the employee to achieve their ideological goals, and this may be
perceived as very negative by employees. News coverage worldwide has shown that dur-
ing the Corona pandemic, health care professionals across the world have been going the
extra mile to save as many patients as possible, sometimes even putting their own safety
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at danger (Gupta et al., 2020). Second, organizations should be aware that delivered ideo-
logical inducements are very important to employees. As the absolute values of ideological
PC fulfillment increases, employees engage in less PSRB. This implies that organizations
that want to avoid PSRB should keep employees’ ideological PCs fulfilled and prefera-
bly to higher levels. Third, PSRB, as a positive work deviant behavior, serves to benefit
the organization or its stakeholders. Decision-makers need to be mindful of the nature of
PSRB before deciding whether PSRB needs to be avoided. It might be helpful for organiza-
tions to allow PSRB in certain situations. For example, a drug store manager breaks rules
and delivers items to elderly customers, because it’s hard for them to get out, and not a big
deal for him/her to do it on his/her way home. The customer will most likely feel grateful
to the manager or the drug store and experience an increased satisfaction, which might also
increase the reputation of the store (Morrison, 2006). Moreover, helping a coworker who
needs to leave in a hurry to pick up their sick child to clock in helps to create a friendly
working relationship in the organisation where employees may feel more supported by
their coworkers and the organisation (Shum et al., 2019).

Limitations

In this study, we collected data at two time points to prevent common method bias (Podsa-
koff et al., 2003; Vantilborgh et al., 2014). It allows us to capture the temporal precedence
of the key variables. However, the time lag may have certain disadvantages, such as selec-
tion bias—namely, it is possible that people who experienced severe PC breach at T1 did
not participate in T2 (Vantilborgh et al., 2014). Our results suggest that full-time employees
tend to stay in the study, compared to part-time employees. It is also possible that part-time
employees have fewer opportunities to experience PC breach and fulfillment as well as to
engage in corrective behavior, compared to their full-time employed counterparts, though
previous research has shown that part-time employees respond in similar ways as full-time
employees to PC breach and fulfillment, in terms of attitudinal and behavioral outcomes
(Conway & Briner, 2002a). Second, while scholars are increasingly calling for treating the
PC as a dynamic phenomenon, our study does not focus on the temporal changes in the key
constructs and rather treats them as static. Recent PC research offers empirical evidence
that employees experience breach on a daily (Conway & Briner, 2002b), weekly (Vantil-
borgh et al., 2016) or monthly (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994) basis. Therefore, a dynamic
approach that captures the temporal fluctuations of employees’ breach perceptions as well
as self-evaluations may offer a clearer picture of how ideological PC breach and fulfillment
perceptions interact with CSE to elicit PSRB.

Recommendations for Future Research

First, to better capture the dynamic nature of the PC, future research could opt for more
measurement points and link the temporal changes of PC breach and fulfillment percep-
tions with those of CSE as well as of PSRB. It is possible that repeated breach events
have an effect on employees’ self-evaluations and organizational commitment (Cassar &
Briner, 2011; de Jong et al., 2017), which in turn affects employees’ work behavior (Griep
& Vantilborgh, 2018). Second, although ideological currency is prominent in various PCs,
employees throughout sectors and occupations may experience ideology differently (Bal &
Vink, 2011). Therefore, we encourage future research to replicate our findings with a more
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homogeneous sample that may share similar understanding of the ideological currency in
their PC.

Conclusions

We positioned the theoretical model of Vardaman et al. (2014) regarding the relation
between CSE and PSRB in the PC context, empirically examined this model and found that
perceptions of PC breach and fulfillment are better predictors of PSRB than CSE. Further-
more, we extended the expanded view of the PC (Lambert et al., 2003) and provided evi-
dence that the fulfillment as well as the breach continua associate negatively to PSRB, pro-
viding more insight in the unique behavioral outcomes of ideological PC. We also extended
previous findings on the differential effects of obligated and delivered inducements to ideo-
logical PCs and found that delivered ideological inducements relate more strongly to PSRB
than do obligated inducements, providing more nuanced understanding of how delivered
and obligated inducements bear different weight on outcomes. We examined the interaction
between two possible antecedents of PSRB—namely, CSE and perceptions of ideologi-
cal PC breach and fulfillment—and showed that CSE does not moderate the relationship
between ideological PC breach and fulfillment and its corrective behavior.

Appendix 1

Table 5.

Table 5 Variables measured in

the data collection Variable Whetb o
used in this
study

1. Obligated ideological inducements Yes
2. Delivered ideological inducements Yes
3. Core self-evaluation Yes
4. Pro-social rule breaking Yes
5. Demographic variables Yes
6. Organizational ethical climate No
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Appendix 2

Table 6.

Table 6 Ideological inducements

. Contribute to the stated cause

. Commit resources toward advancing the stated cause

. Stand behind our corporate ideology, even if it requires a financial sacrifice
. Provide opportunities for involvement in our cause

. Encourage employee involvement in the cause

. Act as a public advocate of the espoused cause

. Be dedicated to my company’s mission

. Maintain company culture that promotes our corporate principles

O 00 N O W A W N =

. Create internal practices and policies that advance my company’s ideals

Appendix 3
Table 7.

Table 7 Ttems for core self-evaluation

. I'am confident I get the success I deserve in life.

. Sometimes I feel depressed. (r)

. When I try, I generally succeed.

. Sometimes when I fail I feel worthless. (r)

. I complete tasks successfully.

. Sometimes, I do not feel in control of my work. (r)
. Overall, I am satisfied with myself.

. I'am filled with doubts about my competence. (r)

O 00 N O W A W N =

. I determine what will happen in my life.

10. I do not feel in control of my success in my career. (r)

11. I am capable of coping with most of my problems.

12. There are times when things look pretty bleak and hopeless to me. (r)

(r)=reverse-scored.
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Appendix 4

Table 8.

Table 8 Items for pro-social rule breaking

. I break organizational rules tor policies to do my job more efficiently.

. I violate organizational policies to save the company time and money.

. Iignore organizational rules to “cut the red tape” and be a more effective worker.

When organizational rules interfere with my job duties, I break those rules.

. I disobey company regulations that result in inefficiency for the organization.

. I break organizational rules if my coworkers need help with their duties.

. When another employee needs my help, I disobey organizational policies to help him/her.
. I assist other employees with their work by breaking organizational rules.

. I'help out other employees, even if it means disregarding organizational policies.
10. I break rules that stand in the way of good customer service

11. 1 give good service to clients or customers by ignoring organizational policies that interfere with my
job.

12. I break organizational rules to provide better customer service.
13. I bend organizational rules so that I can best assist customers.

Appendix 5

Table 9.

Table? Frequency t.able Socio-demo variable Percentage

of socio-demographic

characteristics of the sample Gender
Male 63.7%
Female 36.3%
Age
18-24 16.0%
25-34 40.9%
35-44 21.9%
45-54 16.0%
55+ 5.1%
Education
Less than primary, primary and lower secondary 1.7%
Higher secondary 11.0%
Bachelor and master 84.4%
Others 3.0%
Sector
Advertising, communication en PR 1.7%
General services 1.3%
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Table9 (continued) Socio-demo variable Percentage
Auditing, accounting 0.4%
Banking, financial services and insurance 1.3%
Construction 0.4%
Chemical and petrochemical industry 0.4%
Consulting 11.4%
Distribution, transport and logistics 0.8%
Pharmaceutical industry 1.7%
Wholesale, retail 0.4%
HR, recruitment and selection 2.1%
ICT 64.6%
Legal sector 0.8%
Manufacturing, production 1.7%
Medical, social and healthcare 4.2%
Metal industry 0.8%
Military 0.4%
Education and training 1.3%
Public services, government 0.4%
Sport 0.4%
University, college 0.4%
Others 3.0%
Function
Academic research 0.4%
Civil servant: Level 1 0.4%
Civil servant: Level 2 0.4%
Blue collar 1.3%
‘White collar: Administrative and support staff 22.8%
White collar: Higher management 3.4%
White collar: Middle management 11.4%
White collar: Professional/Expert (expert role without 44.3%

managerial authority)

Politics 0.4%
Freelancer 1.3%
Independent 9.7%
Sales 1.3%
Others 3.0%
Regime
Full-time 92.0%
Part-time 8.0%
Tenure
< 1 year 28%
1-5 years 47%
6-10 years 15%
11-20 years 8%
21-30 years 2%
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