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abstract The present study investigates what role I-deals (i.e. the idiosyncratic deals made
between employees and their organization) play in the motivation of employees to continue
working after retirement. We hypothesized two types of I-deals (i.e. development and flexibility
I-deals) to be positively related to motivation to continue working. More specifically, we drew
from continuity and personality theory to argue that the motivation to continue working is
enhanced by I-deals, because they fulfil people’s needs for personalized work arrangements.
Moreover, drawing from activity and disengagement theory it was hypothesized that two
types of unit climate (i.e. accommodative and development climates) would moderate these
relationships. Specifically, it was predicted that I-deals would be positively related to
motivation to continue working under conditions of low accommodative or high development
climate. Results of a multi-level study among 1083 employees in 24 units largely supported the
above expectations; flexibility I-deals related positively to motivation to continue working, and
unit climate moderated the relation between development I-deals and motivation to continue
working.

Keywords: accommodative climate, development climate, development I-deals, flexibility
I-deals, motivation to continue working, retirement

INTRODUCTION

While various studies have examined the motivation of employees to retire early
(Beehr et al., 2000; Shultz et al., 1998), very few studies have focused on the motivation
of employees to continue working beyond retirement age (Armstrong-Stassen, 2008).
Consequently, not much is known about why people want to stay in the workforce after
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reaching the formal age of retirement. This is a particularly important question, given
that the proportion of older workers is growing rapidly in many countries (United
Nations, 2007). The baby boom generation is becoming older and birth rates have
decreased, resulting in a workforce that will increasingly be composed of older workers.
Therefore, organizations have to put more effort into retention of older workers, even
beyond their formal retirement age. However, to do so, we first need to know why people
would be willing to continue working.

Most prior research focused on the individual (work- and non-work-related) reasons
people have for leaving or staying in the workforce after their legal retirement age (e.g.
Von Bonsdorff et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2008). These studies typically show that indi-
viduals with good health, high work attachment, and a poor financial situation are more
likely to stay employed (e.g. Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009; Gobeski and Beehr,
2009; Weckerle and Shultz, 1999). Moreover, studies have shown that organizational
factors, such as high organizational support, may influence people’s decision to continue
working (Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009; Wang and Shultz, 2010). Investigating
organizational factors is important, because it is difficult for organizations to directly
influence the health of employees and because pensions systems give individuals the
financial possibility to stop working after they reach their retirement age (Wang and
Shultz, 2010). Consequently, many organizations need new tools to motivate employees
to continue working.

One possibility for developing such new tools can be distilled from the recent research
of Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel (2009), showing that organizational support is important
in people’s intention to remain in the workforce. Other research showed that appropriate
HR-practices can also increase older workers’ motivation to stay (Armstrong-Stassen,
2008). In line with these findings, we argue that there are tools organizations can use to
increase motivation. In particular, we will focus on the recent trends of individualization
of working arrangements (Rousseau, 2005), by arguing that individual agreements made
between an employee and the organization (i.e. I-deals; Rousseau, 2005) are particularly
important for the enhancement of employee motivation to continue working, as these
indicate organization support. I-deals are defined as ‘voluntary, personalized agreements
of a nonstandard nature negotiated between individual employees and their employers
regarding terms that benefit each party’ (Rousseau et al., 2006, p. 978; see also Hornung
et al., 2008; Rousseau, 2005). Based on personality development theory (Caspi et al.,
2005; Van Lieshout, 2000), we expect that I-deals will be beneficial in motivating
employees to continue working after retirement.

However, HRM theory on the role of climate (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Johns,
2006) suggests that the effectiveness of I-deals for motivating to continue working
might be contingent upon the work-unit climate (Armstrong-Stassen, 2008; Rousseau,
2005). Yet, in spite of this, and perhaps somewhat surprisingly, little research has
investigated both I-deals and climate factors. It is thus not known if the effects of
individual arrangements are enabled or hindered by the existence of a certain unit
climate and this is especially the case for the motivation to continue to work (Bowen
and Ostroff, 2004; Kooij, 2010) to moderate the relationship of I-deals with motiva-
tion to continue working. We will argue that if the social environment supports the
implementation and execution of I-deals, employee motivation to continue working
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is further strengthened (Hornung et al., 2008). In essence, we thus expect that a cor-
responding climate is necessary for I-deals to work.

In sum, we first hypothesize I-deals to enhance motivation to continue working,
after which we will hypothesize that these relations of I-deals are particularly strong
under a supportive unit climate (see Figure 1). The current study contributes to pre-
vious research on motivation to continue working after retirement in at least four ways.
First, previous empirical studies have primarily focused on predictors of early retire-
ment (Topa et al., 2009; Wang et al., 2008), whilst ignoring the reasons why people
want to continue working after retirement age. This study addresses employees’ moti-
vation to continue working after their retirement. Second, the study builds on previous
research which has shown that organizational support may increase retention of
older workers (Armstrong-Stassen, 2008; Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009), by
being the first study to investigate how individual agreements between employees and
their organization contribute to higher motivation to continue working. An individu-
alized approach to employees is imperative in contemporary organizations, because of
the need to innovate in response to rapid environmental changes (Rousseau et al.,
2006). Third, this article introduces new pathways for research on I-deals by integrat-
ing the impact of unit climate with the effects of I-deals on continue working, thereby
expanding the scarce knowledge regarding the impact of social context on the effec-
tiveness of I-deals (Hornung et al., 2009; Lai et al., 2009). Fourth, we will investigate
our cross-level hypotheses in a two-level design (unit-level and individual-level)
containing 24 units and 1083 individuals by means of multi-level analyses, thereby
rigorously testing our hypotheses (Takeuchi et al., 2009).

Figure 1. Research model of the current study
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MOTIVATION TO CONTINUE WORKING AFTER RETIREMENT

Scientific interest in working after retirement is increasing, as shown by the number of
recent publications (Armstrong-Stassen, 2008; Beehr and Bennett, 2007; Wang and
Shultz, 2010). Drawing in against the popular stereotype of employees looking forward
to retire, contemporary research argues that working after retirement may fulfil impor-
tant human needs for employees (Wang and Shultz, 2010). Organizations may also
benefit from the knowledge and experience of their older workers when they remain
longer in the organization (Greller and Stroh, 2004). Despite being potentially beneficial
for both employees and organizations, little is known about how organizations can
motivate their employees to work beyond retirement age. What is known, is that orga-
nizations can play an important role in motivating employees to work beyond retirement
age by such HR interventions as offering interesting jobs (Gobeski and Beehr, 2009),
supporting employees (Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009), and enhancing job satisfac-
tion among employees (Wang et al., 2008).

Underlying these prior investigations lay two main theoretical explanations of why
employees want to stay, and therefore also of how they could be motivated to stay after
retirement, in the workforce. First, continuity theory (Atchley, 1989) proposes that
although people experience changes as they become older, such as decreasing health and
physical capabilities, many aspects of people’s lives remain the same. For instance, when
people approach retirement age, interests and vocational preferences are unlikely to
change dramatically (Gobeski and Beehr, 2009). In other words, this perspective assumes
that an individual remains largely the same person after legal retirement age. Therefore,
it has been argued that people with high work attachment remain highly motivated to
continue working, even though they have reached legal retirement age. This has been
supported by the meta-analysis of Topa et al. (2009) which found that intention to retire
at a later age was positively associated with higher work involvement (see also Adams
et al., 2002). Thus, the first reason why employees might continue working is that they
remain the same persons and therefore will be motivated to continue working after
retirement if they valued working before retirement. This perspective indicates that it is
important to start motivating people before they are near their retirement age in order to
retain them in the workforce.

The second theoretical reason stems from personality research (e.g. Caspi et al.,
2005; Van Lieshout, 2000, 2006), where it is argued that with increasing age, individual
differences increase. Personality differences among young people are relatively small
(Bal et al., 2011; Ebner et al., 2006). However, the personality of an individual is shaped
over time (Caspi et al., 2005). Therefore, preferences, dislikes, attitudes, and inclinations
are likely to develop over the course of one’s life and career and to follow different
trajectories for each individual (Nelson and Dannefer, 1992; Van Lieshout, 2000).
Consequently, this perspective not only argues that people want to continue working for
very different reasons, it also argues that the importance of such differences will increase
when people advance through their careers.

The second perspective thus indicates that only an individualized approach will
enhance motivation among employees to continue working after retirement (Wang and
Shultz, 2010), and following this reasoning it can be expected that individual-focused
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agreements between the employee and the organization are important to enhance
employee motivation to continue working (Rousseau, 2005; Rousseau et al., 2006). Yet,
while the first perspective has received considerable attention in earlier studies
(e.g. Gobeski and Beehr, 2009), little research has addressed the second perspective. To
provide a first step towards addressing this gap in contemporary knowledge, this study
specifically investigates the second theoretical perspective on motivation to continue
working, by introducing I-deals as crucial factors.

THE ROLE OF I-DEALS IN MOTIVATION TO CONTINUE WORKING

I-deals are idiosyncratic negotiated agreements between an individual employee and the
organization, rather than that the terms of employment are a priori fully set by the
employer (Rousseau et al., 2006). The content of I-deals is heterogeneous among
employees, meaning that employees may have negotiated different I-deals with the same
employer. When the content of an individual arrangement becomes the standard for all
employees in an organization, it is regarded as an HR-practice rather than an I-deal
(Rousseau, 2005). I-deals benefit both employee and employer; the employer may offer
I-deals to attract or retain employees, and the employees’ contract terms become more
aligned towards personal preferences (Rousseau et al., 2009).

Theoretically, the effects of I-deals on employee outcomes have been explained using
social exchange theory, and in particular the norm of reciprocity (Blau, 1964; Gouldner,
1960). According to social exchange theory, when an employee and an employer commit
to each other in an exchange relationship, reciprocal obligations between the two parties
drive the behaviours of the two parties. I-deals serve as a basis for reciprocity between
the employee and the organization, because the mutual obligations that have been
agreed upon strengthen the employment relationship. More specifically, the organiza-
tion negotiates with the employee a certain arrangement, and in return, the employee
becomes more attached to the organization (Hornung et al., 2008; Ng and Feldman,
2009), has a more favourable relationship with the organization (Rousseau et al., 2009),
and contributes to a higher degree (Hornung et al., 2008).

Accordingly, we propose that negotiation of I-deals with employees constitutes
a crucial organizational intervention to increase employee motivation to continue
working. As stated above, according to the second theoretical perspective stemming
from personality research (e.g. Caspi et al., 2005; Van Lieshout, 2000, 2006), people
increasingly differ in their preferences for work arrangements. This implies that appro-
priate interventions to influence workers’ motivation to continue working will not
only consist of general HR-practices, but also of opportunities to negotiate I-deals
(Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009; Bal and Kooij, 2011). I-deals facilitate employees to
arrange their work in line with their personal situation. For instance, when an employee
engages in family care for an older parent, flexibility I-deals ensure that a balance
is maintained between obligations of work and private life. Because a better person–
organization fit is established through I-deals, people may be able and motivated to
continue working for a longer time as they have experienced that the organization is
willing to ‘deal’ with their individual needs (Hornung et al., 2008). Moreover, I-deals
have a symbolic value to the employee, since it is a proof that the organization takes an
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interest in its employees, thus increasing organizational attachment in the long run
(Ng and Feldman, 2009).

I-deals vary in content, but previous research has shown that the most prevalent
I-deals are aimed at either flexibility in work schedule or developmental opportunities
(i.e. training and career development; Hornung et al., 2008; Rosen et al., 2011). In
contrast to the common assumption that I-deals are a single concept, a distinction can be
made between ‘hard’ I-deals (i.e. flexibility in work hours), and ‘soft’ I-deals (i.e. devel-
opment; Hornung et al., 2008). Hard I-deals are stable, concrete agreements which have
broadly shared meaning, and are objectively measurable (e.g. working hours). For these
hard I-deals, fixed metrics (i.e. number of hours worked) can be used to implement and
track the negotiated I-deal. On the other hand, development I-deals are softer as they are
more particularistic and abstract in the sense that the perception of development is
different in meaning for each employee (Rousseau et al., 2009). The soft I-deals thus
derive their value from the relationship between the giver and receiver (Rousseau et al.,
2009). They are more subjective in nature and therefore are likely to need a supportive
environment to be effective (Rousseau, 2005). Below, we will address how both types of
I-deals relate to motivation to continue working.

First, flexibility I-deals may enhance motivation in line with the work adjustment
model; through negotiation of personalized work schedules and flexibility in tasks,
greater correspondence is achieved between the employees’ abilities and the require-
ments of the job (Baltes et al., 1999). Through adaptation of the job requirements
towards individual abilities, employees are able to fulfil their job role for a longer time,
and hence, greater attachment is achieved through which motivation to continue
working is enhanced. For instance, employees can achieve a better work–family balance
in the long run through flexibility I-deals as these types of I-deals give them the oppor-
tunity to more flexibly divide their time between work and family obligations.

Second, development I-deals motivate and reward high performance (Hornung et al.,
2008). Through development, including training and special opportunities for skill devel-
opment, employees may enhance their own performance and commitment to the orga-
nization, and therefore will be motivated to continue working in the organization.
Through development, employees can engage in interesting and challenging new tasks in
their work, even when they get older. Correspondingly, Hornung et al. (2008) found
positive relations between development I-deals and commitment to the organization. In
sum, both types of I-deals can be expected to be positively related to motivation to
continue working:

Hypothesis 1: (a) Flexibility I-deals and (b) development I-deals are positively related to
motivation to continue working after retirement.

THE ROLE OF UNIT CLIMATE IN CONTINUING WORKING

Even though previous researchers of both I-deals (Rousseau et al., 2006), and working
after retirement (Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser, 2008) have pointed towards the
importance of investigating contextual factors that influence effects of I-deals on working
after retirement, there have been no empirical investigations yet. This is surprising, given
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that prior research into the effects of HR-interventions has indicated that for manage-
ment practices, such as I-deals, to have an effect, an appropriate organizational climate
is necessary (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Ngo et al., 2009). For instance, the implemen-
tation of development practices needs a climate consisting of support, commitment,
and justice to positively contribute to performance and retention (Armstrong-Stassen,
2008; Kuvaas, 2008). Moreover, research has suggested that employee behaviour is
particularly influenced by the values and norms that are prevalent in that part of the
organization that is most proximal to the employee (Naumann and Bennett, 2000). We
therefore expect that successful implementation and execution of I-deals is determined
by whether the unit climate fits to the I-deals.

Unit climate is the separate geographical entity within a larger organization (Takeuchi
et al., 2009) and is defined as the shared perceptions, by employees within the unit, of the
policies, practices, and procedures that a unit rewards, supports, and expects (Naumann
and Bennett, 2000; Schulte et al., 2006). Unit climate is primarily shaped by colleagues,
HR practices, organizational culture, and leadership from managers within the units
(Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Schulte et al., 2006). Unit climate is different from I-deals,
such that the latter refers to idiosyncratic agreements actually made between an
individual employee and employer, whereas climate consists of shared views, feelings,
and opinions of people within a unit about, for instance, how older workers are treated
in general (Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser, 2008; Rousseau, 2005).

We distinguish two types of unit climate in relation to continued working,
namely older workers’ accommodative and development climate (Armstrong-Stassen
and Schlosser, 2008; Kooij, 2010). These two types of climate are based on two domi-
nant streams in the aging literature, namely disengagement theory and activity theory
(Charles and Carstensen, 2010). Disengagement theory proposes that with increasing age,
older people withdraw from their role in society and work as they symbolically prepare
for retirement and, ultimately, death (Adams, 1999; Cumming and Henry, 1961; Kanfer
and Ackerman, 2004); this view has been challenged by researchers in the field of
gerontology (Atchley, 1989; Havighurst, 1961; Oerlemans et al., 2011), who advocate
activity theory. This theory proposes that into old age, people remain active in many areas
such as emotional relationships and work (Charles and Carstensen, 2010; Havighurst,
1961; Kanfer and Ackerman, 2004). This perspective holds that aging workers, unlike
the popular belief, may desire to remain active in work, even after their retirement
(Gobeski and Beehr, 2009). According to this view, organizations can, and should,
therefore use the experience and knowledge of younger and older workers alike.

The climates for older workers in organizations can be classified along these theoreti-
cal dimensions of the aging process: drawing from disengagement theory it can be
expected that an accommodative climate encourages gradual withdrawal from work
demands to prepare aging workers for retirement (see, e.g. Dikkers et al., 2004; Friede
et al., 2008; Kooij, 2010; Ngo et al., 2009; Remery et al., 2003). In line with the logic of
activity theory, a development climate stresses continuous development of employees,
such that employees and their organizations improve their functioning and performance
(Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser, 2008; Kraimer et al., 2011). It reflects the degree to
which, according to unit employees’ shared perceptions, jobs for older workers are
designed to promote continuous learning and provide flexibility for acquiring new
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knowledge and skills (Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser, 2008). It is similar to Kraimer
et al.’s (2011) very recent investigation of organizational support for development,
although the latter refers to development the organization offers, while the current focus
is on the climate within a unit.

We expect that accommodative and development climate are particularly relevant
with respect to the effectiveness of I-deals and the motivation to continue working,
because the unit environment largely influences whether older workers are encouraged
to withdraw from work or whether they are encouraged to develop themselves (Wang
et al., 2008). This distinction has also been made in previous research; Yeatts et al.
(2000) distinguished a depreciation model (cf. an accommodative climate) and a con-
servation model (cf. development climate), which may coexist, depending on how man-
agers in a unit enforce the two climates. Consequently, the effects of I-deals on
motivation to continue working may be contingent upon the climate in a unit, such
that it strengthens (development climate) or inhibits (accommodative climate) the
effectiveness of I-deals.

When an accommodative climate is prevalent, workers are in general encouraged to
disengage from their work when they become older, turning them possibly into more
passive and less valued employees rather than treating them as fully active and contrib-
uting coworkers (Greller and Stroh, 2004). Many employers may have the stereotypical
view that older workers are looking forward to retirement, while in fact many older
workers would be willing to work after retirement (Greller and Stroh, 2004; Posthuma
and Campion, 2009). Hence, when an accommodative culture prevails, it limits indi-
vidual deals for continued working. Consequently, high accommodative climate reduces
the positive relations of I-deals with motivation to continue working. In an accommo-
dative climate, employees feel the pressure to disengage and retire early, rather than to
stay in the workforce. This diminishes the positive relation of negotiated I-deals with
motivation to continue working. Hence, even though individuals may have negotiated
I-deals, a higher accommodative climate hinders the realization of such I-deals for the
older employees and indicates to younger employees that their I-deals will become
equally less effective in the future. Therefore:

Hypothesis 2: Accommodative climate moderates the relationship between (a) flexibi-
lity I-deals and (b) development I-deals and motivation to continue working after
retirement, with a weaker relationship when accommodative climate is high.

In contrast to Hypothesis 2, we expect that when a development climate is present
relations between I-deals and motivation to continue working become more positive.
Theoretically, consistency in the HRM system creates a strong situation, where employ-
ees know what the expectations of the organization are, increasing their ability and
motivation to perform (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Riordan et al., 2005). When various
aspects of the climate in an organization, HR practices, and managerial behaviour are in
line with each other, employees will feel more committed to perform well. Schulte et al.
(2009) found that consistency in organizational climate was indeed related to more
positive outcomes. Likewise, if I-deals and unit climate are consistent, such that they both
encourage employees to develop themselves, employee motivation will be enhanced. In
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an older workers’ development climate, employees are encouraged to develop themselves
through learning new things and by using their experience, knowledge, and capacities
(Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser, 2008). In such a climate, older workers are seen as
valuable members of the organization, who contribute equally to organizational effec-
tiveness, and are encouraged to stay active in the organization through development and
learning. Such a climate will make it possible to unleash the positive potential of I-deals,
by broadening the scope of the opportunities for older workers and indicating to younger
workers that they will remain important when they get older. Therefore, we expect that
a development climate will enhance the relationships of I-deals with motivation to
continue working. In sum, we expect the following:

Hypothesis 3: Development climate moderates the relationship between (a) flexibility
I-deals and (b) development I-deals and motivation to continue working after retire-
ment, with a stronger relationship when development climate is high.

METHOD

Participants and Procedure

Participants worked at two health-care organizations in the south of The Netherlands.
The organizations provided elderly care, and jobs included primarily care, nursing, and
treatment. In The Netherlands, during the study, the topic of postponing retirement
received increased attention by both government and organizations. At the time of the
study, 67 per cent of the population between 15–65 years in The Netherlands is
employed (Dutch Central Bureau for Statistics; CBS, 2010). This percentage is higher for
men than women (74 vs. 60 per cent). The percentage of employed women decreases
with age: between 35–45 years, 74 per cent is employed; between 45–55 years, 69 per
cent; and between 55–65 years, 36 per cent. The percentage of employed men is
consistently higher than the percentage of employed women, yet also decreases with age:
between 35–45 years, 91 per cent is employed; between 45–55 years, 88 per cent; and
between 55–65 years, 61 per cent.

The two organizations consisted in total of 24 units (14 units in organization A, and 10
units in organization B), which until 2005/2006 operated as smaller separate organiza-
tions. The units consisted of geographically separate locations of the health-care orga-
nizations; 2000 employees were invited to fill out an anonymous paper-and-pencil
questionnaire in October 2009. The research was part of an employee satisfaction
survey, which was directly distributed to employees by unit managers to increase par-
ticipation. Employees had the possibility to fill out the questionnaire during working
time, and return it through post-boxes at the locations. Confidentiality was guaranteed
by the researchers; it was stated that individual responses would never be reported and
remained the property of the researchers. In total, 1083 employees filled out the ques-
tionnaire (response rate 54 per cent). Their mean age was 42 years. There were few
employees older than 60, because of existing early retirement options for older workers,
through which retirement was possible at the age of 62. Among the respondents, 10 per
cent had a supervisory position, 82 per cent had finished vocational education, and 18
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per cent had obtained a college degree or higher. Seventy-one per cent of the respon-
dents were medical staff, 27 per cent worked as support staff, and 2 per cent were
higher-level managers. On average, respondents worked for 11 years (SD = 8.42) for the
organization or a predecessor of the current organization. Statistical comparisons
showed that the samples are representative for the total population working for the
organizations.[1] The 1083 employees worked in 24 separate units, with on average 94
employees working in each unit, ranging from 29 to 307 employees within a unit.

Measures

We used existing and validated scales to measure the constructs under study. Unless
stated otherwise, all measures were assessed using a 5-point scale (1 = strongly disagree;
5 = strongly agree). All surveys were in Dutch, and scales were translated and back-
translated by a native English speaker (Brislin, 1970).

I-deals were measured with scales from Hornung et al. (2008). Respondents rated the
extent to which they had ‘asked for and successfully negotiated individual arrangements
different from their peers’ in terms of flexibility and development. Flexibility I-deals
included three items: ‘flexibility in starting and ending the working day’, ‘individually
customized work schedule’, and ‘flexibility in work-related tasks’. Reliability for this scale
was 0.82. Development I-deals were measured with four items: ‘training opportunities’,
‘special opportunities for skill development’, ‘career development’, and ‘challenging
performance goals’. Reliability for this scale was 0.89.

Older workers’ accommodative and developmental climates were assessed with scales
developed by Kooij (2010), which were based on previous research on supportive
climates (Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser, 2008; Dikkers et al., 2004). Accommodative
climate items were constructed based on research on accommodative practices, cultures,
and stereotypes about older workers (Abraham and Hansson, 1995; Dikkers et al., 2004;
Friede et al., 2008; Gaillard and Desmette, 2008), and focus on accommodating older
workers in a process of gradual withdrawal from the workforce. Items for development
climate were based on previous research on this topic (Armstrong-Stassen and Schlosser,
2008; Maurer et al., 2003), and focus on encouragement to use skills and knowledge of
older workers, and to develop older workers.

Accommodative climate was assessed with four items: ‘In this unit, older workers
are accommodated (e.g. through extra leave and special arrangements for older
workers)’; ‘In this unit, older workers are encouraged to retire early’; ‘My direct super-
visor encourages older workers to carry out less demanding tasks’; and ‘My direct
supervisor encourages older workers to retire early’. Reliability for the scale was 0.85.

Development climate was assessed with six items; three items aiming at the unit and
three items aiming at the direct supervisor: ‘In this unit, older workers are developed
and encouraged to learn new things’; ‘In this unit, the existing experience, knowledge
and capacities of older workers are used’; ‘In this unit, older workers are encouraged to
maintain and polish their skills’; ‘My supervisor encourages older workers to develop and
to learn new things’; ‘My supervisor uses the existing experience, knowledge and capaci-
ties of older workers’; and finally ‘My supervisor encourages older workers to maintain
and polish their skills’. Reliability for this scale was 0.72.
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Because unit climate is assumed to be a construct that is shared by members of a unit,
ANOVA, ICC1, and ICC2 were calculated for these scales to assess whether the data
met the statistical criteria for aggregating the measures (Van Mierlo et al., 2009).
Between-unit variance was significant for both accommodative climate (F(1059,
23) = 2.24, p < 0.001) and development climate (F(1059, 23) = 3.04, p < 0.001). More-
over, ANCOVA with unit size as covariate produced similar results, both of these
analyses indicating significant differences in both accommodative and development
climate among the units. ICC1 and ICC2 for accommodative climate were 0.05 and
0.65, respectively. Moreover, ICC1 and ICC2 for development climate were 0.06 and
0.76, respectively. Furthermore, we calculated rwgs (LeBreton and Senter, 2008), which
obtained a mean of 0.84 and a median of 0.86 for accommodative climate, and a mean
of 0.86 and a median of 0.89 for development climate. The ICC1s are lower than
recommended (LeBreton and Senter, 2008), yet researchers have argued that low scores
for ICC1 are not problematic when the sample is large, and when the other statistics fulfil
their statistical criteria (Van der Voorde et al., 2010). Moreover, many studies have
reported similar ICC scores for related constructs, such as De Jong et al. (2005), Snape
and Redman (2010), Van der Voorde et al. (2010), and Zhang et al. (2011). Because
between-unit variance scores (F-tests) were significant, ICC2s were beyond the cut-off
scores of 0.50, and rwgs were beyond 0.80 (LeBreton and Senter, 2008; Van Mierlo et al.,
2009) we decided that there was enough evidence to justifiably aggregate the data for
these two scales to the unit level by taking the mean within each unit (Klein et al., 2000).

Motivation to continue working was measured with the three-item scale from
Armstrong-Stassen (2008) which was supplemented with one item. Four items measured
the extent to which the respondent was motivated to work after the retirement age, which
is 63 years within the health-care sector in The Netherlands. The items include: ‘Barring
unforeseen circumstances, I would remain working as long as possible’; ‘If I were
completely free to choose, I would prefer to continue working after my retirement age’;
‘I expect to continue working as long as possible after my retirement age’; and finally
‘I am highly motivated to continue working after my retirement age’ (i.e. the supple-
mented item). Armstrong-Stassen (2008) found a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.85. Reliability
for the current scale was 0.96.

Control Variables

In the analyses, we controlled for the effects of age, gender, education, job level, health,
unit size, and organization. We controlled for these factors, since they may influence the
decision whether or not to continue working after retirement (Adams, 1999; Adams
et al., 2002; Armstrong-Stassen, 2008; Talaga and Beehr, 1995; Topa et al., 2009). For
instance, Adams (1999) found that age was negatively related to retirement intentions;
older workers planned to retire at a later age. Age was measured as a continuous variable
(M = 42.03; SD = 11.56). We also controlled for gender as it has also been found to
correlate with retirement decisions (Reitzes et al., 1998; Talaga and Beehr, 1995).
Gender was measured as follows: 1 = male, 2 = female. Financial status has been found
to be related to retirement (Wang et al., 2008) and, given that we could not obtain data
on each employee’s financial situation directly due to privacy concerns, we assessed it
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with two proxies: educational level and job level. Both proxies are associated with income
and financial status (Wolff and Moser, 2009). Educational level was measured as the
highest completed form of education on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 = primary
school, to 7 = university degree or higher. Job level was measured by asking whether the
employee had a supervisory position (0 = no; 1 = yes). We also controlled for health by
asking respondents how healthy they were compared to their colleagues (1 = much less to
5 = much more). Finally, we controlled for organization (a dummy variable) and unit size
(i.e. the number of employees working in the unit), which we collected through company
records.

Analysis

The study provided data at the ‘person level’ (e.g. I-deals), as well as at the higher ‘unit
level’ (i.e. the climate scales). The person-level data were nested within the units and the
two organizations. Because these observations are interdependent, ordinary least square
regression analysis does not suffice which means that higher level structured analysis is
required (Hox, 2002). The best way to analyse such data is by means of multi-level
analysis using the hierarchical linear modelling approach, with individuals nested in
units, and controlling for organization (Hox, 2002). To test the model, MLWin 2.20 was
used (Rasbash et al., 2000). The independent variables were grand-mean centred, and
we used random intercept modelling. A staged approach was used to build equations for
the dependent variables. First, an intercept-only model was created, after which control
variables, independent variables, and cross-level interactions were added to the equa-
tions in separate models. For significant interactions, following recommendations of
Preacher et al. (2006) for calculation of interaction effects with cross-level interactions,
we calculated regions of significance for the moderator effects to ascertain at which
values of the moderator the slopes were significantly different from the mean slope.
Moreover, we calculated and plotted simple slopes for one standard deviation below and
above the mean of the moderator (Aiken and West, 1991; Preacher et al., 2006).

To assess whether multi-level analysis was the appropriate statistical technique for
the current study, an intercept-only model was compared with a model with a fixed
random part for level 2, which is similar to an ordinary least squares regression analysis
(Hox, 2002). The deviance statistics for the intercept-only model were significantly lower
than the fixed level 2 random part model (D-2 ¥ log = 4.892, df = 1, p < 0.05). The
percentage of the total variance explained in motivation to continue working at level 2
was 3 per cent. Although not a very high percentage, the analyses indicated that a model
including the level 2 predictors fits the data significantly better. Therefore, it was deemed
appropriate to conduct multi-level analyses (Klein et al., 2000).

RESULTS

We conducted two tests for the possible existence of common method variance (CMV;
Lindell and Whitney, 2001). First, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to
assess the factor structure of the five multi-item measures under study. For the CFA, we
used the disaggregated items of the climate scales and used Lisrel 8.72 (SEM; Jöreskog
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and Sörbom, 2005). The results of the CFA are shown in Table I. A 5-factor model
(flexibility I-deals, development I-deals, accommodative climate, development climate,
and motivation to continue working) reached good fit (c2 = 893.36, df = 173, p < 0.001;
RMSEA = 0.062; SRMR = 051; NNFI = 0.96; GFI = 0.93; CFI = 0.97). Standardized
coefficients of the factor loadings were significant and above 0.60. The fit of the 5-factor
model was significantly better than an alternative 4-factor model where I-deals were
constrained to load on one factor (Dc2 = 396.30, Ddf = 5, p < 0.001). Moreover, the
5-factor model fit was also significantly better than another alternative 4-factor model in
which the two climate measures were constrained to load on one factor (Dc2 = 503.72,
Ddf = 5, p < 0.001), as well as to a 3-factor model (I-deals, Unit Climate, Motivation to
Continue Working; Dc2 = 843.30, Ddf = 7, p < 0.001). Finally, our 5-factor model fitted
significantly and substantially better than a 1-factor model, in which all items loaded on
one general factor (Dc2 = 7112.68, Ddf = 10, p < 0.001). In sum, the expected factor
structure was valid, and results demonstrated that the five measures indeed represented
different constructs.

Second, we used the marker variable approach to determine if there was a possible
influence of CMV. We used information reported by our respondents on a construct
which was theoretically unrelated to at least one other scale in the questionnaire as a
marker variable (Lindell and Whitney, 2001), i.e. work engagement (Schaufeli and
Bakker, 2004). We expected that work engagement would not be related to accommo-
dative climate, which was the case (r = -0.02, ns). Because work engagement may be
expected to be related to other variables under study, it provides a conservative test for
common method variance. Common method variance is more likely to be present if the
significant zero-order correlations for the variables in the study decrease their level of
significance when the marker variable is partialled out. Conducting these analyses
revealed that there were no statistically significant changes in the zero-order correlations
when partialling out the marker variable from the correlation matrix. These results

Table I. Results of scale analyses using confirmatory factor analysis

Model c2 df Dc2 Ddf RMSEA SRMR NNFI GFI CFI

5-factor 893.36*** 173 Baseline model 0.062 0.051 0.96 0.93 0.97
4-factora 1,289.66*** 178 396.30*** 5 0.075 0.060 0.94 0.90 0.95
4-factorb 1,400.08*** 178 503.72*** 5 0.079 0.061 0.94 0.89 0.95
3-factor 1,736.66*** 180 843.30*** 7 0.089 0.069 0.92 0.87 0.93
1-factor 8,006.04*** 183 7,112.68*** 10 0.200 0.170 0.61 0.59 0.66

Notes: 5-factor: flexibility I-deals, development I-deals, accommodative climate, development climate, motivation to
continue working.
4-factora: I-deals (flexibility and development), accommodative climate, development climate, motivation to continue
working.
4-factorb: flexibility I-deals, development I-deals, climate (accommodative and development), motivation to continue
working.
3-factor: I-deals, unit climate, motivation to continue working.
1-factor: all items loading on one factor.
*** p < 0.001.
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strengthen the conclusion that CMV was not a major concern in our dataset. Combining
the results from the CFA and CMV analyses we concluded that our measurement model
was robust. We therefore proceeded to conduct our main analyses.

Descriptive Statistics

Table II presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the variables
under study, with the individual scales at level 1, and unit size and the two climate scales
measured at level 2. Flexibility I-deals (r = 0.13, p < 0.01) and development I-deals
(r = 0.09, p < 0.01), correlated positively with motivation to continue working. Age was
neither significantly related to accommodative climate (r = -0.04, ns), nor to develop-
ment climate (r = -0.02, ns). Finally, accommodative climate was positively correlated
with development climate (r = 0.38, p < 0.01), indicating that there was some coexistence
of both accommodative and development climates in the organization.

Hypothesis Testing

Table III presents the results of the multi-level analyses. Model 4 shows that health was
positively related to motivation to continue working (g = 0.124, p < 0.05) and that flex-
ibility I-deals are, as predicted by Hypothesis 1, positively related to motivation to
continue working (g = 0.083, p < 0.01). Although the correlation between development
I-deals and motivation to continue working was significant, development I-deals were
not significantly related to motivation to continue working in the multi-level analyses
(g = 0.034, ns). Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was supported and Hypothesis 1b was rejected.

Hypothesis 2 predicted moderating effects of accommodative climate in the relation-
ships between I-deals and motivation to continue working. Model 4 in Table III shows
that accommodative climate did not moderate the relationship between flexibility I-deals
and motivation to continue working (g = 0.028, ns). Therefore, Hypothesis 2a was
rejected. However, as predicted by Hypothesis 2b, accommodative climate interacted
significantly (g = -0.106, p < 0.01) with development I-deals in relation to motivation to
continue working. The graphical representation of the interaction pattern for the mod-
erator at one standard deviation below and above the mean is presented in Figure 2. The
slope for low accommodative climate was positive (g = 0.105, p < 0.05), and the slope for
high accommodative climate was negative (g = -0.109, p < 0.05). Thus, under conditions
of a low accommodative climate, development I-deals contribute positively to motivation
to continue working, whereas this relation was negative when accommodative climate
was high. Both slopes fell outside the region of significance for moderator effects, which
ranged from g = -0.103 to g = 0.095, indicating that both slopes were significantly
different from the mean slope of development I-deals with motivation to continue
working. Hypothesis 2b was thus supported.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that development climate moderated the relations of I-deals
with motivation to continue working. As can be seen in Model 4, development climate
did not moderate the relation of flexibility I-deals with motivation to continue working
(g = -0.027, ns). Therefore, Hypothesis 3a was rejected. Yet, in line with Hypothesis 3b,
development climate did moderate the relation of development I-deals with motivation
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Table III. Multi-level analyses of motivation to continue working on I-deals and unit climate (N = 1083;
k = 24)

Motivation to continue working

Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Independent variables g (SE) g (SE) g (SE)
Intercept 2.640 (0.059)*** 2.879 (0.843)*** 2.816 (0.844)***
Age -0.025 (0.027) -0.010 (0.027) -0.008 (0.027)
Gender -0.050 (0.109) -0.051 (0.110) -0.056 (0.109)
Education -0.013 (0.023) -0.004 (0.023) -0.003 (0.023)
Job level 0.177 (0.107) 0.138 (0.108) 0.138 (0.107)
Health 0.131 (0.058)* 0.130 (0.058)* 0.124 (0.057)*
Unit size 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000) 0.000 (0.000)
Organization dummy 0.126 (0.064) 0.087 (0.071) 0.115 (0.071)
Flexibility I-deals 0.093 (0.033)** 0.083 (0.033)**
Development I-deals 0.026 (0.037) 0.034 (0.037)
Accommodative (Acc.) climate -0.268 (0.322) -0.253 (0.320)
Development (Dev.) climate 0.155 (0.243) 0.159 (0.243)
Flexibility I-deals * Acc. climate 0.028 (0.038)
Flexibility I-deals * Dev. climate -0.027 (0.034)
Development I-deals * Acc. climate -0.106 (0.036)**
Development I-deals * Dev. climate 0.071 (0.033)*
-2 ¥ log 2,789.761 2,766.371 2,746.822
D -2 ¥ log 194.231***a 23.390** 20.549***
df 7 5 4
Level 1 intercept variance 0.911 (0.041) 0.899 (0.040) 0.891 (0.040)
Level 2 intercept variance 0.030 (0.006) 0.002 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001)

Notes: a Statistical comparison with an intercept-only model 1 (not shown in the table).
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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Figure 2. The interaction between development I-deals and accommodative (acc.) climate in relation to
motivation to continue working after retirement age
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to continue working (g = 0.071, p < 0.05). Figure 3 presents the interaction effect. The
slope for low development climate was not significant (g = -0.077, ns), and the slope for
high development climate was positive and significant (g = 0.158, p < 0.05). Thus, under
conditions of high development climate, development I-deals are positively related with
motivation to continue working, whereas this relation was non-significant when devel-
opment climate is low. In line with these results, the regions of significance ranged from
g = -0.136 to g = 0.148, indicating that mainly at high levels of development climate the
relation becomes positive and significant. Consequently, Hypothesis 2b was supported;
development climate moderated the relations of development I-deals.

Supplementary (Post-Hoc) Analyses

Since some studies on predictors of motivation to continue working have been based on
older workers (Armstrong-Stassen, 2008; Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009; Weckerle
and Shultz, 1999), we also tested our hypotheses in a dataset with only employees of 50
years or older included (n = 361). We performed the same analyses as we did for the total
sample. These analyses revealed that age and health were significantly related to moti-
vation to continue working (g = 0.063, p < 0.001 and g = 0.301, p < 0.001, respectively).
Akin to our main analyses, flexibility I-deals were positively related to motivation to
continue working (g = 0.73, p < 0.05), and development I-deals were not (g = -0.045, ns).
Hence, Hypothesis 1a was supported. We also found support for Hypothesis 2b as
accommodative culture did not moderate the relation of flexibility I-deals with motiva-
tion to continue working (g = 0.075, ns), while it did moderate the relation between
development I-deals with motivation to continue working (g = -0.285, p < 0.001).
Inspection of the interaction patterns showed a similar interaction effect as shown in
Figure 2.

Our supplementary analyses also found support for Hypothesis 3b, as development
climate did not moderate the relation between flexibility I-deals and motivation to
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Figure 3. The interaction between development I-deals and development (dev.) climate in relation to
motivation to continue working after retirement age
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continue working (g = 0.029, ns), while it did moderate the relation between develop-
ment I-deals with motivation to continue working (g = 0.101, p < 0.05). The interaction
effect was comparable to the one shown in Figure 3. In sum, the analyses with employees
of 50 years and older showed very similar results as the analyses of the total sample and
we therefore concluded that our results are robust across age groups.

DISCUSSION

The current study investigated the role of two types of idiosyncratic deals (I-deals) and
two types of unit climate in motivating employees to continue working after their
retirement age. Multi-level analyses among 1083 employees of 24 health-care units
showed that flexibility I-deals contribute to higher motivation to continue working
irrespective of the unit work climate. However, for development I-deals to contribute
to higher motivation to continue working it is necessary that unit climate is such that
older workers are not pushed to withdraw from work and retire early (i.e. by means of a
high accommodative climate), but are encouraged to develop themselves and use their
knowledge and experience (i.e. by means of a low accommodative climate or a high
developmental climate).

The study showed that I-deals play an important role in employee motivation to
continue working beyond such factors as employee health and income related variables
such as education and job level. Although previous research already indicated the
importance of such variables as determinants of motivation to continue working, this
study is the first to show the value of I-deals in stimulating motivation to continue
working. We expect that these findings are useful for many organizations, because
both organizations which are able to offer many resources to their employees as well
as less wealthy organizations could entice their employees to continue working after
retirement by providing them with more I-deals and creating an appropriate work
climate.

This study contributes to previous studies that showed that organizational support is
an important factor in the retention of older workers (Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel,
2009). These prior studies, however, did not show how organizations may support their
employees and keep them motivated to stay even beyond retirement age. Our results
indicated how, by showing that while flexibility I-deals were directly related to motiva-
tion to continue working, development I-deals only had positive effects when the orga-
nization supports the employee to use and show the skills that were obtained and learned
through developmental opportunities. In an accommodative climate older workers are
not encouraged to use new skills or take up new and challenging tasks, and therefore
development I-deals only relate positively to motivation to continue working when an
accommodative climate is absent or when a development climate is present. Although
the correlations between I-deals and motivation to continue working were not very large,
the results from our multi-level analyses indicate that these relations may be more
complex, as they may be suppressed by a low development climate or a high accommo-
dative climate. In line with activity theory (Havighurst, 1961) and against popular
stereotypes, our findings show that older workers can be motivated to continue working
if there are I-deals and an appropriate climate.
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Research Implications

The current study has at least four implications for research on continuing working and
I-deals. First, the study demonstrated that organizational factors are important in the
intention of an employee to continue working (Topa et al., 2009; Wang and Shultz,
2010). Possibilities for employees to negotiate I-deals enhance their motivation to con-
tinue working, because workers have different needs and wishes. Possibilities for employ-
ees to negotiate I-deals can enhance their motivation to continue working, because these
deals can be adapted according to workers’ individual needs and wishes (cf. personality
development theory; Caspi et al., 2005). For instance, younger workers with a careerist
orientation (Rousseau, 1990), or ambitious older workers who want to get another step
up on the corporate ladder, might be motivated by development I-deals because it suits
their needs for personal treatment and career advancement. Yet, I-deals can also moti-
vate employees, the young and old alike, who desire a better work–life balance. Although
previous studies have acknowledged the role of attachment to work to increase motiva-
tion to stay (e.g. Armstrong-Stassen, 2008), it had until now remained rather unclear how
organizations can increase attachment, such that employees want to stay with the
organization beyond retirement age. This study contributes to this research by showing
that I-deals can increase the motivation to continue working.

Second, we contribute to the literature on I-deals by showing that research on I-deals
should distinguish between different I-deals. Our results demonstrated that developmen-
tal (soft) I-deals and flexibility (hard) I-deals each have their own pattern of relationships
with motivation to continue working (Hornung et al., 2008; Rousseau et al., 2009).
Flexibility I-deals can be regarded as hard, objective, and universal, while development
I-deals are soft, particularistic, and subjective. Viewing our results from this perspective
it becomes clear that it is harder for employees to manage subjective agreements than
those that are objectively measurable and that this is a likely reason why the direct
environment (i.e. the work unit) plays such a crucial role in successful implementation of
the ‘soft’ development I-deals and not of the ‘hard’ flexibility I-deals. Our findings
support the notion that hard I-deals are more easily managed since specific agreements
are made between an employee and the organization about concrete things, such as the
work hours and the tasks in the job. Since hard I-deals imply that the worker is better
able to do the present job, they have less effect on coworkers and are also easier to explain
to coworkers, increasing the likelihood of acceptance (Rousseau et al., 2006). However,
more subjective I-deals, such as agreements about career development and skill devel-
opment, are more open to varying interpretations by employees and managers, and will
also affect coworkers more. As our results have shown, both types of I-deals are related
to the motivation to continue working, yet for development I-deals to have a real impact
a suitable context is needed. Therefore, researchers should take these differential effects
of I-deals into account (cf. Rosen et al., 2011) and scrutinize the individual factors that
explain when specific I-deals become important.

Third, we have not only shown that the context is important for certain I-deals
(i.e. development I-deals), but also revealed how this context should look by showing
the role of two types of unit climate, namely accommodative and developmental climate
(e.g. Kooij, 2010). As our results showed, prevalent low accommodative or a high
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developmental climate within a unit will have a large influence on whether employees
are motivated by I-deals to continue working. These findings contribute to the work unit
climate literature (Takeuchi et al., 2009) and HR-practice literature (Snape and
Redman, 2010) by not only showing that some unit work climates might be more
important for soft I-deals than for hard I-deals, but also by showing that (an accommo-
dative) work climate might actually transform HR-practices which normally should have
positive effects, such as developmental I-deals, into HR-practices with negative out-
comes. Consequently, our results indicate that when designing HR-practices it is impor-
tant to investigate the unit climate and, vice versa, that when a unit has a particular work
climate, positively meant HR-practices might actually become negative.

Fourth, our results also indicate that a multi-level approach to continued working is
necessary, with inclusion of prevailing norms of behaviour for older workers within
higher-level structures, such as the work unit (Rousseau et al., 2009). Although theory
and research on I-deals explicitly states that the context in which I-deals are negotiated
will determine the likelihood of an I-deal being successful or not (Rousseau, 2005), this
has been rarely investigated (Lai et al., 2009). This study underlines that it is however
important to have such a multi-level perspective, by showing the crucial role of the
prevailing climate in a unit.

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research

One of the limitations of this study is that it was not possible to measure whether
employees actually continued to work after their retirement. We measured intention to
continue working rather than the actual behaviour of continuing working after retire-
ment. From previous research it is known that although people may have intentions to
behave in a certain way, these intentions do not necessarily lead to corresponding
behaviours (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). At the time of the study, for older workers above
60 years old, the possibilities for continued working were historically rather limited
within the health-care sector in The Netherlands, and hence very few people actually
worked after their retirement age. However, given the upcoming demographic changes
and expected shortages in the labour market as well as the changing labour laws and
organizational HR-practices, the respondents were aware of the fact that employees in
the future are expected to work longer (Remery et al., 2003). Moreover, for organiza-
tions it is important to investigate determinants of motivation to continue working sooner
rather than later, since organizations will depend increasingly more on employees who
are willing to continue working (United Nations, 2007). Therefore, we deemed it impor-
tant to investigate the motivation to continue working among employees who still work,
because in the not too distant future these employees are the ones who have to choose
until which age they want to continue working. However, future research may shed more
light on the relationships between age, I-deals, and working after retirement.

Another limitation is the composition of the sample. Because the study was conducted
in two health-care organizations, where on average the large majority of employees are
female, one must be cautious with generalizing the findings to a more gender equal or
male dominated population. However, research has shown that women are likely to
retire earlier than men (Reitzes et al., 1998) and official figures support this (CBS, 2010).
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Therefore, it might even be more important to increase motivation to continue working
among women, to be able to decrease future labour shortages. Moreover, in other
sectors, I-deals may be more often used to motivate employees to postpone their retire-
ment and continue working for some years (cf. Hornung et al., 2008). Accordingly, the
role of gender and sector in relation to I-deals should be thoroughly investigated in the
future.

The cross-sectional nature of our dataset was also a limitation, because it prevents
rigorously testing the causality underlying the hypotheses. For instance, it could be
argued that those employees who are motivated to work beyond retirement are actively
looking for I-deals they can negotiate with their employer. Therefore, it is important that
longitudinal or (quasi-) experimental research is conducted among employees before,
during, and after they retire, to disentangle the factors that influence their decisions to
fully retire or continue working. Given that this is the first study to employ a multi-level
perspective on the relations of I-deals with motivation to continue working, we hope to
have provided a good starting point from which such future studies can be designed.

Another limitation was that we could not directly control for the effect of financial
situation in our analyses. Previous studies have shown that finances are a predictor of
retirement intentions (Topa et al., 2009). Although we controlled for proxies of financial
situation (through education and job level), future research should investigate the inter-
play between (individualized) work arrangements and finance in determining employees’
motivation to continue working. Furthermore, due to the self-report nature of the study,
common method variance could have posed a threat to the validity of the results, because
it has been argued that relations can become inflated when the measures are rated by a
single source (Lindell and Whitney, 2001), although other research has shown that the
impact of CMV on moderated relationships is rather small (Evans, 1985). To test if
CMV occurred in our dataset, we used the marker variable analysis technique, which
showed that CMV did not influence the results to a large extent. In light of these findings,
and given that it is hard to find significant interaction effects in field studies (Evans, 1985),
we conclude that our theory and results are meaningful for future research. Yet, we also
acknowledge that such future endeavours might benefit from obtaining data from
multiple sources.

Another option for future research is to investigate if other types of climate are also
important in determining the effectiveness of I-deals. Such research might not only
draw from our findings, but also from the work of Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel (2009)
who showed that climate for organizational support may be important in influencing
older workers’ decisions to continue working. Future studies might want to expand on
our reasoning and more explicitly consider that in implementing I-deals in organiza-
tions, managers face the risk that while negotiating an I-deal with an employee, others,
who do not negotiate such I-deals, may feel treated unfairly (e.g. Hornung et al., 2008;
Lai et al., 2009). Therefore, an important reason why a development unit climate
increases the effectiveness of I-deals might be coworker support. Although more
research on this is necessary, it seems plausible that such support can be enhanced
when organizations openly explain why they negotiate I-deals with employees, and to
offer employees who are less likely to ask for I-deals possibilities for I-deal negotiation
(Rosen et al., 2011).
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Finally, although we have shown that two types of I-deals are important in long-term
retention of employees, future research may unravel which other (individualized or
organizational-wide) HR-practices are important antecedents of the motivation of
employees to stay with their organization after retirement. For instance, previous studies
have shown that relational aspects in work become more important for older workers
(Bal et al., 2011) and fulfilling these salient needs by having, for example, options to
transfer knowledge to younger generations, their motivation to stay could be enhanced.
Additionally, future research might also look into other, more specific, options, such as
the effects of sabbaticals, which are a particular type of flexibility I-deals (Davidson et al.,
2010).

Implications for Practice

The current study has various managerial implications. First, although many govern-
ments are changing the legal retirement age, it has been difficult for many organizations
to enhance employee motivation to work longer (Remery et al., 2003; Wang and Shultz,
2010). The current study shows that organizations can motivate employees to continue
working through offering possibilities for employees to individually negotiate the terms of
their employment contract, including the hours they work, career development, training,
and the content of their jobs. However, our results have also shown that just creating
possibilities for I-deals is not sufficient for employees to be willing to work longer. This
study found that ‘softer’, less tangible, types of these specific individualized HR-practices,
need to be matched by an appropriate work climate in order to enhance the attachment
to the organization and the motivation to continuing to work. More specifically, we
found that a climate where employees are developed and not pushed into retirement is
necessary for developmental I-deals to enhance motivation. Leaders in organizations can
influence this climate, by stimulating older workers to develop themselves through
courses, career counselling, and through adaptation in the content of their work. Man-
agers can ensure a supportive climate through enabling high performance HR-practices
(Takeuchi et al., 2009), which create an environment in which employees, regardless of
their age, feel supported to continuously develop themselves. Furthermore, leaders can
emphasize the importance of having both younger and older workers in the organiza-
tion, and reduce stereotypical views about older workers’ supposed wishes to withdraw
from their work roles. Lastly, managers can fulfil an important role in engaging older
workers in the organization by, for instance, offering mentoring roles and participation
in decision making, and thus use more the knowledge and experience of older workers.

CONCLUSIONS

The main conclusion of this study is that I-deals are important for employee motivation
to continue working after retirement. Yet, the results also showed that there are different
types of I-deals which have different effects on the motivation to continue working. More
specifically, flexibility I-deals can have a positive effect on their own, but developmental
I-deals need a high development climate, or a low accommodative climate, to positively
affect the motivation to continue working. Based on these findings, we suggest that
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organizations seeking to increase the motivation to continue working after retirement,
create HR-systems in which I-deals can be negotiated and create, especially for devel-
opmental I-deals, supportive climates within each of their work units.

NOTE

[1] Details are available from the first author.
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