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ABSTRACT

This study contributes to our understanding of tiexliating and moderating processes through
which human resource management practices aredlinkgh behavioral outcomes. We
developed and tested a moderated mediation mod&indg perceived human resource
management practices to organizational citizensil@avior and turnover intentions. Drawing on
social exchange theory, our model suggests thateffect of perceived human resource
management practices on both outcome variables bwillmediated by levels of employee
engagement, while the relationship between empleysmgement and both outcome variables
will be moderated by perceived organizational suppoust and leader-member exchange. Data
from 297 employees in a service sector organizatidie UK largely support this model. This
suggests that the enactment of positive behavaradomes, such as organizational citizenship
behavior and intent to remain, largely depends @ wider organizational climate and
employees’ relationship with their line managerndi®g support to a micro-contingency
perspective in human resource management. Immitatior practice and directions for future

research are discussed.



Despite considerable advances in recent years riuderstanding of how human resource
management (HRM) might be linked with organizatigperformance, studies have highlighted
two areas in particular where more research is eweHirst, the importance of distinguishing
between intended, implemented and perceived HRItipes has been noted. We cannot assume
that simply capturing data on organizational HRNigyois sufficient to shed light on employees’
experiences or beliefs (Conway & Monks, 2008; Grat& Truss, 2003; Snape & Redman,
2010). As Nishi, Lepak and Schneider (2008) obskrisdividual perceptions of the aims and
purposes of HRM policies and practices will inebiyavary. Thus far, relatively few studies have
focused on individual experiences of HRM intervensi, and so our understanding of how

employees’ perceptions of HRM practices are link#tth performance outcomes is limited.

Second, although prior studies have introduced eyagl attitudes as mediating variables in
the HRM-performance chain, they have so far failedtake into account how moderating
variables might affect these relationships. |dgmi moderators can help to explain more about
the circumstances and processes through which ge®lattitudes are translated into desired or
non-desired behaviors (Den Hartog, Boselie, & Paa®004). To date, Kuvaas’ (2008) study is
the only empirical investigation into the role obderators in the HRM-performance chain. In
the present study, we build upon Kuvaas' work toegate a moderated mediation model in
which we suggest that HRM practices have a posiifect on behavioral outcomes through
processes of both mediation and moderation. Inldpireg our theoretical model, we draw on
related research from the domain of employee emgageto explain how employee perceptions
of HRM practices are related to employee engageii@iin, 1990; Rich, LePine, & Crawford,
2010). We base our analysis on social exchangeythadich suggests that engagement may

play an important role in enhancing behavioral omotes, mediating the effect of HRM practices



on employee behavior. Finally, we build on socitlenge theory to explain how the indirect
effect of perceived HRM practices on employee bahatirough employee engagement is likely
to be moderated by the perceived quality of theleyge-organization (Allen, Shore, & Griffeth,
2003; Kuvaas, 2008), and the employee-line managjationship (Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2010;

Maertz, Griffeth, Campbell, & Allen, 2007).

Prior research on social exchange theory has ptimfacused on perceived organizational
support (POS) and leader-member exchange (LMXh wie organization and the supervisor
being the two main social exchange relationshipsviich employees engage (Dulac, Coyle-
Shapiro, Henderson, & Wayne, 2008; Eisenberger,tiHgton, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986;
Hofmann & Morgeson, 1999; Wayne, Shore, & Liden9209 POS, as a measure of the
employee-organization relationship, relates to eyg®s’ perceptions of their organization’s
commitment towards them and signals their belidigua the extent to which the organization
values their contributions and cares about thell-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986). LMX, or the
relationship leaders establish with their followessa reflection of the perceived quality of the

employee-line manager relationship (Graen & UhlrBE995).

However, Blau (1964) in his conceptualization otiab exchange theory emphasized the
importance of trust as a macromotive and underljagdation of relational contracts and social
exchange. His understanding is echoed in the wgrEibenberger, Fasolo, and Davis-LaMastro
(1990: 57) who argued that trust is a consequeh&O®& in that perceived support creates “[...]
trust that the organization will fulfill its exchge obligations of noticing and rewarding
employee efforts made on its behalf.” To date,gl®s been a scarcity of studies examining the
role of trust in developing and maintaining so@achange relationships (Aryee, Budhwar, &

Zhen Xiong, 2002; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). In thiady we therefore aim to adopt a holistic
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perspective on social exchange theory and anal@@®, Bust and LMX as potential moderators

in the link between employee engagement and emglbghavior.

Following Katz's (1964) seminal paper, we take altidmmensional approach to job
performance by distinguishing between two typesmployee behavior (Rotundo & Sackett,
2002), namely organizational citizenship behavio€B) and turnover intentions. Not only are
these dependent variables highly relevant to orgdions, they also represent two different
processes. Exhibiting the intention to turnovetharacterized as a withdrawal process (Murphy,
1989). In contrast, citizenship behavior is an gizéng and activating process, focused on
enhancing and maintaining the social and psychcégnvironment (Borman & Motowidlo,
1997; Organ, 1997). In our study we focus on ommional citizenship behavior towards the
organization (OCB-O) rather than towards other eyg®s (OCB-I), as POS and trust represent
organizational-level variables. Moreover, supemgscan be seen as the personification of an
organization by employees (Eisenberger, Stinglhardandenberghe, Sucharski, & Rhoades,

2002) so that we expect all three moderators tela¢ed to OCB-O.

Recent commentators have argued that it is importaninclude the social context of
organizations in any model analyzing the relatigmdtetween HRM practices and employee
behavior (Guest, 2011; Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2010). @aper answers these calls by introducing a
moderated mediation model, where the link betwe&MHpractices and employee behavior
through employee engagement is moderated by POS§, and LMX. Figure 1 schematically
depicts this model. We test our model through gqoesaire data obtained from 297 employees

working for a service sector organization in the.UK



This paper contributes to the HRM-performanceaitigre in various ways. First, we introduce
a contingency perspective into micro HRM reseaacit, demonstrate the importance of bringing
moderating variables, such as the employee-orgiémizaand employee-line manager
relationships, into the equation. Our moderated iatth model shows that employees’
experiences of POS, trust and LMX are critical congnts of the HRM-performance linkage.
Second, we lend support to the small number ofrathedies which have demonstrated a link
between positive experiences of HRM practices add/idual level behavioral outcomes. Third,
we show how employee engagement acts as a mediatiigple in the link between HRM and
performance. However, the extent to which engagénesels result in high levels of OCB-O

and low turnover intentions largely depends onntioglerating impact of POS, trust and LMX.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES

Perceived HRM and Performance

Numerous commentators have sought to demonstrateniph-performance HRM practices
can have a positive effect on individual and orgational performance (Boselie, Dietz, & Boon,
2005). Whilst most studies have involved largescsalirveys of single HRM practitioners
(Combs, Yongmei, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006; Huselid93} it has recently been noted that this
approach does not capture employees’ experience&®bf practices, which should probably be

regarded as more significant in the HRM-performasicain (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Conway &
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Monks, 2008; Gerhart, 2005; Gerhart, Wright, McMah& Snell, 2000; Gratton & Truss, 2003;

Kuvaas, 2008).

Inevitably, the way in which HRM strategies are lempented will vary within any one
organizational setting, and will be perceived d#fely by diverse employees (Edgar & Geare,
2005; Khilji & Wang, 2006; Kuvaas, 2008; Wright &lggerty, 2005). It is important, therefore,
to focus on employees’ perceptions of HRM procesa#dser than simply what is intended by
employers, although prior research adopting thispeztive is sparse (Nishii et al., 2008). To

address this gap, we focus our study on employspeons of HRM practices.

Social exchange theory provides an explanatory dwaonk to clarify how perceived HRM
practices are linked to behavioral outcomes. Soekhange theory is based on norms of
reciprocity within social relationships (Blau, 196&isenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades &
Eisenberger, 2002). It is argued that employees wdugive economic or socio-emotional
benefits from their organizations feel obligateddspond in kind (Saks, 2006). Previous studies
have, for example, identified developmental HRMcticees (Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2010; Wayne et
al., 1997), organizational justice (Liden, Wayne, K&aimer, 2003) and idiosyncratic deals
(Anand, Vidyarthi, Liden, & Rousseau, 2010) as whle resources given to the employee by
their organizations. Employees can then reciprobgtdemonstrating positive attitudes such as
affective commitment (Eisenberger et al., 1990tdet, Bennett, & Liden, 1996), or engagement
(Saks, 2006), and by demonstrating desired belsasiorh as task-related (Cropanzano, Rupp, &
Byrne, 2003; Muse, Harris, Giles, & Feild, 2008fa&xtra-role performance (Anand et al., 2010;

Cropanzano et al., 2003; Liden et al., 2003), amdihtent to quit (Cropanzano et al., 2003).

A firm’s investment in beneficial HRM approacheglswas high-performance HRM practices

may be viewed as signaling an intent for long-temaestment in employees that obligates them
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to reciprocate with discretionary role behavior aodtributions (Gong, Chang, & Cheung, 2010;
Shaw, Dineen, Fang, & Vellella, 2009; Sun, Aryeel.&w, 2007). Prior research suggests that
employees who have positive perceptions of theiMHRactices exhibit more OCB-Os (Kuvaas
& Dysvik, 2010; Nishii et al., 2008). Furthermorallen (2003) and Kuvaas (2008; 2010)
reported that positive HRM perceptions were negativelated to turnover intentions. We

therefore argue that:

Hypothesis 1a: Perceived HRM practices are positively related to OCB-O.

Hypothesis 1b: Perceived HRM practices are negatively related to turnover intentions.

The Mediating Influence of Employee Engagement onhe HRM-Employee Behavior

Relationship

Whilst empirical findings have generally supportdte notion that HRM practices are
associated with individual and organizational oates, more recently commentators have sought
to explore the mechanism through which HRM prastiaee linked to performance, and have
proposed employee attitudes as potential mediatorhe causal chain. Particularly, HRM
practices have been linked to job satisfactioneaiVe and continuance commitment, and
perceptions of procedural and interactional jus{iCenway & Monks, 2008; Den Hartog et al.,
2004; Kinnie, Hutchinson, Purcell, Rayton, & Sw&005; Kuvaas, 2008; Nishii et al., 2008;
Snape & Redman, 2010; Takeuchi, 2009). Howevedate, no research has examined whether

HRM practices are linked with employee engagement.

The construct of employee engagement was firsbdioiced by Kahn (1990) to signify the

expression of self in-role, involving physical, oitiye and emotional dimensions, and has since
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been the focus of extensive theoretical and engpiriesearch (Alfes, Truss, Soane, Rees, &
Gatenby, 2010; May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Richadt 2010; Salanova, Llorens, Cifre,
Martinez, & Schaufeli, 2003; Salanova & Schauf2liD8; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli,
Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002; Trussl.et2806). Engagement is considered a
multi-factorial behavioral, attitudinal and affeai individual differences variable (Macey &

Schneider, 2008; May et al., 2004; Schaufeli & Baki004).

Commentators have argued that engagement differa fither attitudinal and behavioral
constructs, including those most commonly usedighdperformance HRM practice studies,
commitment and job satisfaction, in that it impl@gentiveness to work and absorption in its
performance (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks, 20B6jagement has some associations with
the concepts of discretionary effort and OCB-O (@betl & Pritchard, 1976; Frank, Finnegan,
& Taylor, 2004; Macey & Schneider, 2008), but refés the extent to which individuals invest
themselves in their work roles, which can be viewadre as an antecedent of task and
citizenship performance rather than as synonymaitis #v(Bateman & Organ, 1983; Griffin,

Parker, & Neal, 2008; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rathl., 2010; Saks, 2006).

Studies of engagement, like those of high-perfomeahlRM practices, draw on social
exchange theory to suggest that people will becengaged with their work through investing
intellectual effort, experiencing positive emoticarsd meaningful connections with others (Alfes
et al., 2010: 5) when antecedents are in placesiigatl to employees that they are valued and
trusted (Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006). Empirgtaties have demonstrated a link between high
levels of engagement and the same outcomes asgigérformance HRM practices literature.
Engaged employees invest themselves fully in ttodes (Macey & Schneider, 2008), which may

lead to the enactment of active in-task and cishgn performances. Engaged employees may
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achieve higher performance because they focus tb#arts on work-related goals, are
cognitively vigilant, and emotionally and sociatpnnected to their work (Kahn, 1990). Since
engaged employees feel more spirited, they canngulcgh their in-role tasks with less effort
(Hockey, 2000), and additionally have resourcesdénlicate to OCBs (Sonnentag, 2003).
Engagement also leads to higher levels of ideatifim with a job which may make it difficult

for employees to detach themselves from the radelesve the organization (Koyuncu, Burke, &
Fiksenbaum, 2006; Rich et al., 2010). Hence, erdj&yeployees are more likely to stay with

their organizations and continue to invest themesela their work.

This notion has been supported by recent studieéan8va, Agut and Peiro (2005)
demonstrated that organizational resources and wodagement predicted service climate,
which in turn had an effect on employee performaaice customer loyalty. In a study of 245
firefighters Rich et al. (2010) found that engagetmmediated the relationship between value
congruence, POS, core self-evaluations, and taslorpgance and OCBs. Saks (2006) and
Babcock-Roberson and Strickland (2010) found tihhglagement was related to higher levels of
OCB, whilst Sonnentag (2003) demonstrated thatgemgant leads to proactive behavior, taking
initiative, and the pursuit of learning goals. Istady of 1698 employees in the Dutch services
industry Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) found thatasyggnent was negatively related to turnover
intentions and mediated the relationship betwebnrésources and turnover intentions, which is
consistent with other studies on engagement (H&bes & Wheeler, 2008; Koyuncu et al.,

2006; Saks, 2006).

Following the preceding discussion, and to the rexthat perceived HRM practices are

positively related to employee engagement, whichliumm is positively related to behavioral
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outcomes, we expect the link between perceived HRMtices and employee behavior to be

indirect and mediated by employee engagement. Thus:

Hypothesis 2a: Employee engagement mediates the relationship between perceived HRM

practices and OCB-O.

Hypothesis 2b: Employee engagement mediates the relationship between perceived HRM

practices and turnover intentions.

Moderators of the Engagement to Employee Behavior &ationship

Social exchange theory suggests that employee gieros of the quality of their employment
exchange relationships are positively related & twillingness to act in a way that benefits the
other party in the relationship (Blau, 1964; Emerst976). Thus far, HRM theory and research
have assumed that certain HRM practices signalrganezation’s willingness to invest in their
employees, which in turn affects employees’ peioeptof the individual-organization exchange
relationship. In addition, research highlights twaler organizational climate as a relevant
motivational basis influencing employee work outesniCropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Current
perspectives on social exchange theory emphasaedlkvance of POS, trust and LMX as
central elements in a social exchange relationGhipee et al., 2002; Settoon et al., 1996). This
suggests that POS, trust and LMX may act as distiacables in the HRM-performance chain,

moderating the effect of employee engagement oawetal outcomes.

Perceived Organizational Support
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POS has been analyzed in the context of socialaggehtheory in a wide range of studies
(Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2005; Eisenberger et #90; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Settoon et
al., 1996). POS relates to favorable organizatidregtments such as attractive job conditions,
empowerment and health and safety provisionsstt mcludes the degree of support available in
dealing with difficult and stressful situations @udes & Eisenberger, 2002). Employees
evaluate the organizational motives behind thessrents. A positive evaluation of the motives
and resources provided by the organization willoemage employees to reciprocate by exerting
effort in their role, for example through engagingnore OCBs (Lynch, Eisenberger, & Armeli,
1999; Moorman, Blakely, & Niehoff, 1998) and exhiihg lower levels of intent to quit (Dawley,

Houghton, & Bucklew, 2010; Guerrero & Herrbach, 200

Applying social exchange theory to the interactafect between employee engagement and
POS on individual behavior, we posit that emplogt#udes are translated into actual employee
behaviors taking into consideration the level gbmurt that employees perceive to be provided
by the organization. The norm of reciprocity suggdbat employees who perceive that their
organization provides them with a high level of o feel morally obliged to the organization.
Hence, engaged employees who have positive peposptf organizational support are more
likely to translate their engagement into higherels of OCB-O and lower levels of intent to
quit. In contrast, engaged employees who feelttieyt receive low levels of support from their

organization are less motivated to demonstrateléiseed behaviors. Thus:

Hypothesis 3a: The positive association between employee engagement and OCB-O is

moderated by POS, such that it is stronger for higher than for lower levels of POS.
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Hypothesis 3b: The negative association between employee engagement and turnover
intentions is moderated by POS, such that it is stronger for lower than for higher levels of

POS

Trust

Trust has been described as the basis of theamship between two parties (Robinson &
Rousseau, 1994). It relates to an individual'sdfedibout the likelihood that the other party’s
future actions will be beneficial, favorable orl@st not harmful to an individual's own interest
(Robinson, 1996) and is therefore a crucial fadtdluencing behaviors within relationships
(Blau, 1964). Trust in one’s employer includes emypk perceptions of the employer’s integrity,
motives, openness and behavioral consistency (Robi& Rousseau, 1994) and has been linked
to higher levels of citizenship performance (Cotguscott, & LePine, 2007; Robinson, 1996;
Robinson & Morrison, 1995) as well as lower turnovatentions (Aryee et al., 2002).
Conversely, employees who experience their emplbgegiking a promise or who disagree with
the motives underlying organizational actions &ely to feel that the employer has failed to
fulfill obligations of the psychological contraathich is likely to result in lower levels of trust

(Robinson, 1996).

Trust is a basic requirement in social exchangatiogiships as individuals may refuse to
reciprocate if the other party does not prove fitagltrustworthy (Blau, 1964). Hence, employees
who feel that they have a high-trust relationshighwtheir organization feel indebted to their
organization so that their engagement will leadhigher citizenship performance and lower

turnover intentions. In contrast, a low-trust relaship between employees and their
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organizations is likely to impact negatively on wexr employee attitudes actually translate in
desired behavioral outcomes. Engaged employees wdw their organization as otherwise
untrustworthy may respond by demonstrating loweele of OCBs and intending to leave their

organization. Thus:

Hypothesis 4a: The positive association between employee engagement and OCB-O is

moderated by trust, such that it is stronger for higher than for lower levels of trust.

Hypothesis 4b: The negative association between employee engagement and turnover
intentions is moderated by trust, such that it is stronger for lower than for higher levels of

trust.

L eader-Member Exchange

LMX theory is based on the premise that the exchaetationships that leaders develop with
their followers differ with regard to the resourcegormation and support exchanged by both
parties (Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006ayM¢ et al., 1997). Low quality
relationships are characterized by low levels akttrand obligation, where followers only do
what is defined as part of their job descriptiomg@&h & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Conversely, in high
quality relationships, followers are motivated lgeyond their formal job requirements. Extant
LMX research has demonstrated that the qualithhefltMX relationship is linked to a range of
individual and organizational outcomes, includingizenship performance and turnover
intentions (Chun, Law, & Zhen Xiong, 1999; Dulac &, 2008; Settoon et al., 1996;

Venkataraman, Green, & Schleicher, 2010; Wayné €1207).
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LMX differentiation, or the variability in the qua}t of LMX relationships within teams, is a
regular phenomenon in workplace settings, as Isadevelop high quality relationships with
some, but not all team members (Liden et al., 208&)h LMX is characterized by mutual trust,
respect, liking and reciprocal influence (Liden &a$llyn, 1998). Supervisors offer influence and
provide resources and support, which induces sutetasb to reciprocate these benefits in order
to maintain high LMX relationships (Graen & Scaraut987; Settoon et al., 1996). Supervisors
also delegate more to employees they trust andlertiabm to participate in decision making
(Bauer & Green, 1996; Scandura, Graen, & Novak6)9Bloreover, employees in high LMX
relationships receive challenging task assignmantktraining opportunities, and are provided
with more information (Liden et al., 2006). Suborates feel obliged to their leaders as

representatives of the organization and resporehigaging in more OCBs.

Although engaged employees are fully engrossed thélr jobs, their direct supervisors may
have an important role to play in terms of whetreindividual’s activated or energetic condition
is ultimately translated into behavioral outcontesgaged employees who have developed high-
LMX relationships with their supervisors will recqrate by demonstrating higher citizenship
performance and lower turnover intentions. In castirengaged employees who feel that they
have a low-quality LMX relationship with low levet§ trust and support are likely to withdraw

and respond with lower levels of performance amgghéii intentions to quit. Hence:

Hypothesis 5a: The positive association between employee engagement and OCB-O is

moderated by LMX, such that it is stronger for higher than for lower levels of LMX.

Hypothesis 5b: The negative association between employee engagement and turnover

intentions is moderated by LMX, such that it stronger for lower than for higher levels of LMX.
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METHODS

Respondents and Procedures

We drew our sample from one division of a large 9&rvice sector organization. The
organization is a support services partner progdiasiness solutions for clients across the local
government, transport, education and defense sedionployees were asked to complete an
online questionnaire that included independent, iatied), moderating and dependent variables
as described below. Employees were informed abbat gurpose of the study and its
confidentiality, and encouraged to participatehia survey within two weeks. All employee were

given time to complete the survey at work.

540 employees were invited to take part in the eyuir#érom this sample, 328 questionnaires
were completed, a response rate of 61%. Deletianis$ing values resulted in a usable sample
of 297 employees. The sample comprised 47.8 percent the average age was 39.61 years

(s.d. =10.27); and the average tenure was 6.48 ysa. = 5.65).

Measures

Perceived HRM practices. We measured perceived HRM practices with a 9-itexales
developed by Gould-Williams and Davies (2005). Anpe item is, “I am provided with
sufficient opportunities for training and developrhg The response scale ranged from 1

(“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). Cimath’s Alpha was .77.

Employee Engagement. We measured employee engagement with a 12-itene schdpted
from Rich et al. (2010). A sample item is, “I fg@sitive about my work.” The response scale

ranged from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongigree”). Cronbach’s Alpha was .88.
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Perceived organizational support. POS was measured with the 4-item, 7-point versicine
Survey of Perceived Organizational Support (Eisegdreet al., 1986). Participants responded to

items, such as “My organization shows concern fer'r@ronbach’s Alpha was .95.

Trust. Trust was measured with a 7-item scale developeBdiynson and Rousseau (1994).
An example item is, “I fully trust my employer”. €hresponse scale ranged from 1 (“strongly

disagree”) to 7 (“strongly agree”). Cronbach’s Adphas .94.

LMX. LMX was measured with Graen and Uhl-Bien’s (1995) imité-point LMX measure.
An example item is, “My working relationship withymeader is effective”. Cronbach’s Alpha

was .92.

Citizenship behavior. We measured OCB-O with a 4 item, 7-point frequestale developed
by Lee and Allen (2002). An example item is, “O#drideas to improve the functioning of [the

organization]”. Cronbach’s Alpha was .82.

Turnover Intentions. We measured turnover intentions with a 2-itemsesci@veloped by
Boroff and Lewin (1997). An example item is, “Dugithe next year, | will probably look for a
new job outside my current employer”. The respatsde ranged from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to

7 (“strongly agree”). Cronbach’s Alpha was .95.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents the scale reliabilities, meansstamdard deviations for each scale, and
inter-scale correlations for all study variableqeTinter-scale correlations show the expected

direction of association and, with one exceptioa,al significant at the p < .01 level.
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Test of Hypotheses

We used hierarchical multiple regressions to tegtotheses 1 and 2, and hierarchical
moderated regression to test hypotheses 3 to &l &nalyses, we entered the following control
variables: age, gender, full time vs. part timernp@nent vs. fixed term contract, and working
hours. All variables were standardized to avoidtiooilinearity (Aiken & West, 1991). Further,
all variance inflation factors in the regressiorerevbelow 2. This suggests that multicollinearity

was not problematic in the present study.

Hypothesis 1 stated that perceived HRM practicegasitively related to OCB-O (Hla) and
turnover intentions (H1b), whilst Hypothesis 2 ppepd that engagement mediates the
relationship between perceived HRM practices an@@C(H2a) and turnover intentions (H2b).
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), four condifoare necessary to establish mediation.
First, the independent and dependent variables rhassignificantly related. Second, the
independent and mediator variables must be sigmifig related. Third, the mediator and the
dependent variable must be significantly related @&ourth, the relationship between the
independent variable and dependent variable shbaldveaker (partial mediation) or non-
significant (mediation) when the mediator is in@ddn the regression equation. The regression

results are presented in Table 2.
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Results in Table 2 indicate that perceived HRM ficas are significantly related to OCB-O,
thereby lending support for Hla. Therefore, thstficondition for mediation has been met.
Results in Table 2 reveal further that perceivedMHBractices are significantly related to
engagement and that engagement is independentlgigmidicantly related to OCB-O, fulfilling
the next two requirements. Finally, when both peed HRM practices and engagement are
entered into the model simultaneously, perceivedMHRractices drops from significance
indicating that engagement fully mediates the r@ship between perceived HRM practices and
OCB-0O. When both variables are included in the hadtle adjusted R-square indicates that 20
percent of the variance in OCB-O can be explaingdur variables. Further, the model which
includes both engagement and perceived HRM praciica better fit to our data than the control

variables alone (change irf R .06, p < .01).

With regard to turnover intentions, column 6 of Teab reveals that perceived HRM practices
are significantly and negatively related to turnowetentions, supporting H1b. The second
condition for mediation has already been met; peeceHRM practices are significantly related
to engagement. The last two columns show the rateaiof the mediation tests. The table
reveals that the main effect of engagement is fogmtly and negatively related to turnover
intentions. When both the independent and medisdables are put into the model together,
both remain significant, although perceived HRM gtices becomes weaker. This indicates
partial mediation. The results also show that eagemt and perceived HRM practices explain
40 percent of the variance in turnover intentiond that this is a significantly better fit than the

model containing the control variables alone (cleaing®= 39.5, p < .01).

To further assess the mediation, Sobel’s test (L&82indirect effects was conducted. The

results show that the intervening effects of engsage on the relationship between perceived
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HRM practices and OCB-O and turnover intentionsesMaoth significant (p < .05). Therefore,

H2a is supported, and H2b is partially supported.

Our next set of hypotheses predicted that theioglsttiip between engagement and OCB-O as
well as the relationship between engagement amadver intentions would be moderated by POS
(H3), trust (H4), and LMX (H5). To assess moderatetiiation (Muller, Judd, & Yzerbyt, 2005;
Preacher, Rucker, & Hayes, 2007), we examined dfsionships and significance tests among
five sets of variables. First, we examined theti@tship of perceived HRM practices on OCB-O
and turnover intentions. Second, we investigateetindr there were significant interactions
between engagement, and each of the three propuse@rators on OCB-O and turnover
intentions, while controlling for perceived HRM ptees. Third, we tested for a significant
effect of engagement on OCB-O and turnover intastid-ourth, we investigated whether there
were different conditional indirect effects of peineed HRM practices on OCB-O and turnover
intentions, mediated by engagement, across lowhagid levels of each of the three proposed
moderators (POS, trust and LMX). Fifth, we examiweaether the test of the mediation via
engagement differs across the two levels (e.g. staredard deviation above and below the mean)
of each of the proposed moderators (Preacher,&0f17). Moderated mediation is demonstrated
when the conditional indirect effect of perceived®RM practices on OCB-O and turnover
intentions, through engagement, differs in strersgtfoss low and high levels of POS, trust, and

LMX.

We have already presented results which demondtthest perceived HRM practices are
significantly related to OCB-O and turnover intent (see Table 2). This supports the first
condition for moderated mediation. To test for #exond condition, we tested whether the

interactions between engagement and each of thenatods were significant in predicting OCB-
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O and turnover intentions. In accordance with Rreaet al. (2007) perceived HRM practices
were held constant in each regression (e.g., déedjo Results of the moderated regressions of

POS, trust and LMX and engagement on OCB-O andwaemintentions are shown in Table 3.

The results in Table 3 reveal that all three madesa namely, POS, trust and LMX,
interacted with engagement to predict OCB-O. TlweeefHypotheses H3a, H4a and H5a were
supported. The table also reveals that the interattetween POS and engagement on turnover
intentions was significant, and the interactionwsstn trust and engagement on turnover
intentions was approaching significance (p = .08ypotheses H3b and H4b were therefore
supported. The interaction between leadership agégement on turnover intentions was not

significant. Hence, we did not find support for H5b

The third condition for moderated mediation asfegh by Preacher et al. (2007) has already
been supported; engagement is positively relat€iaB-O and turnover intentions (see Table 2).
To test the fourth condition, we examined whethes magnitude of the conditional indirect
effect of perceived HRM practices through engagemeas different at high versus low levels of
each of the three moderator variables. Preachat.’st(2007) statistical significance test was
used, whereby a z statistic was computed for tingliional indirect effect. Moderated mediation
was tested separately for each moderator (POS; &g LMX) on OCB-O and turnover

intentions.

We operationalized high and low levels of eachhef tnoderators as one standard deviation

above and below the mean score. The estimategjastherrors, z statistics, and significance

21



values of the conditional indirect effects on OCBa turnover intentions across low and high

levels of each of the moderators are presentedler.

The results shown in Table 4 reveal that the indie¢fects of the moderators, namely, trust,
LMX, and POS and engagement were significant &t kegels for each moderator for OCB-O.
For turnover, on the other hand, the results stavthe effect of POS and trust and engagement
was significant at low levels of each of the mottasa Plots for these interactions are found in

Figure 2.

DISCUSSION

In response to calls for studies analyzing HRM ficas in the context of their implementation
within a broader organizational system (Guest, 20/tight & Boswell, 2002), we explored
processes of mediation and moderation linking peecdeHRM practices to OCB-O and turnover
intentions. We proposed that employee engagemediiates the relationship between perceived
HRM practices and these outcome variables andhdyrthat the strength of the association
between employee engagement and individual behae@pends on employees’ experiences of
POS, trust and LMX. Data from 297 employees in evise sector organization in the UK
support our model. The results have several theateand practical implications, which we
consider in turn.
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Our findings suggest that employee engagement ata significant mediating variable
linking perceived HRM practices to employee behavigy introducing a new mediator in the
HRM-performance chain, we extend previous reseamwhich has mainly focused on
commitment, and job satisfaction as attitude véeml{Conway & Monks, 2009; Nishii et al.,
2008). In line with the emphasis on positive orgational phenomena (Hallberg & Schaufeli,
2006; Luthans, 2002; May et al., 2004), there hasenka rising interest in employee engagement
within the academic literature. However, despite iimportance of engagement in creating a
positive working environment, few studies have gradl the relevance of engagement within an
HRM context. Our results reveal that engagementahpss/otal role to play within the HRM-
performance chain. We therefore encourage futwdies to incorporate employee engagement
as a mediating mechanism through which HRM prasticBuence individual and organizational

performance variables.

Our findings also lend support to a micro contirgemerspective within HRM research
(Kuvaas, 2008). Data from our study suggest thasides HRM practices, organizational
variables impact upon employee attitudes and beha¥irough employee perceptions and
interpretations of the working climate. The extémtwhich high levels of engagement lead to
positive behaviors is contingent upon the employemnization and the employee-line manager
relationships. We found that the positive relattopsbetween engagement and OCB-O was
enhanced if POS, trust and LMX were high. Convgrsele also found that the negative
association between employee engagement and turmease aggravated when POS and trust
were low. These results highlight the importancecofisidering the HRM-performance chain
holistically. Furthermore, the extant literaturesHargely focused on main effect relationships

while ignoring the potential interactive effects dme HRM-performance chain. The present
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study, therefore, contributes to the literatureelrgmining three such moderators, namely, POS,
trust and LMX. Future research could further analymow contextual variables can foster
individual and collective perceptions of the workmate as moderators on the relationship

between individual attitudes and behaviors.

Finally, our findings lend further support to prews studies emphasizing the importance of
differentiating between intended versus perceiv&VHpractices. Our study shows that where
employees’ perceptions of HRM practices are pasitiindividual behavior in terms of
citizenship performance is enhanced and turnoveniions are decreased. Hence, it is not the
HRM strategies intended by the organization thatrapst significant for improving individual
performance, but rather how employees experieresethiRM practices (Gratton & Truss, 2003;
Kinnie et al., 2005; Nishii et al., 2008). Conseaflye this lends further weight to the argument
that studies of the HRM-performance linkage neesetek the views not just of HRM managers,

but also of individual employees (Den Hartog et2004; Wright & Boswell, 2002).

In practical terms, our results indicate that orgations need to be aware that, in addition to
certain sets of HRM practices, the wider organtetl climate is critical to establishing a
positive environment in which employees are willtagengage and enact their engagement in
higher levels of performance and lower turnoveemtions. Although employees who have
positive perceptions of the HRM practices in tha&iganization demonstrate higher levels of
engagement, the extent to which they trust thejaoization and feel supported as well as their
relationship with their line manager eventuallyetatines whether they engage in more OCB-Os
and want to remain with their employer. Hence, HRNU organizational managers need to

create an environment in which employees feel \hltespected and treated fairly.
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Our results also give interesting insights into #ieanging relationship between HRM
professionals and line managers. Line managersgplagnportant role in the HRM-performance
chain. Whilst this has often been neglected in iptess HRM research, it is only through
collaboration between both parties that HRM prastican yield positive outcomes (Purcell &
Hutchinson, 2007). Hence, HRM professionals neaslaxk closely with line managers to ensure
that HRM practices are implemented effectively dhdt line managers, in their day to day

interaction with employees, create a positive ansittul working atmosphere.

Arguably, the objective of strategic HRM is to eeghositive employee attitudes and improve
individual and organizational performance. The @uguestion for HRM professionals is how to
manage this process to achieve those objectivesre3ults show that employee perceptions of
HRM practices play an important role in raising disvof employee engagement, which, in
conjunction with POS, trust and LMX, can lead tgHar levels of individual performance.
Creating a highly engaged workforce has becomegaifgant focus for many organizations
recently (MacLeod & Clarke, 2009; Truss, SoanegglfRees, & Gatenby, 2010), and our study
shows that HRM professionals, line and senior mand@ve to work together to create a

virtuous cycle in which employee become engagedpanidrm.

Although our research provides interesting insight® the moderating effect of the
employee-organization and employee-line manageatioglships on the HRM-performance
chain, our results should be assessed againstattigiound of the limitations inherent in our
study. First, we collected data at one point iretinvhich limits the conclusions that can be made
regarding the causal order of our relationships. Wéelld therefore welcome experimental or

longitudinal research designs to substantiate alisality of our hypotheses.
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Second, we relied on individuals’ self-reports dinvariables of our model which raises the
concern of possible common method bias. However, ftitus in our current study was on
employee perceptions of HRM, their organization #redr line managers and so we would argue
that self-report measures might actually be thetmalkd measurement method for most of our
variables, as individuals are best placed to reploeir own levels of engagement, their
perceptions of HRM practices, the organizationmhate and line manager behavior. Moreover,
employees are positioned to report their intenttonstay with their current employer. Hence, the
only construct which could have been measured hjipteidata sources is OCB-O. Although at
least two data sources are required to help rulehzuvalidity threats of self report and single-
method bias (Donaldson & Grant-Vallone, 2002), eer¢ review of performance appraisal
research suggests that performance rating by liaeagers might be as biased as self-rated
performance (Levy & Williams, 2004). Moreover, amth have recently questioned the
assumption that common-method variance causesusepimblems in organizational research
(Spector, 2006). Nevertheless, we encourage fuesearchers to collect data from multiple

sources to investigate our findings further.

Our study has contributed to debates around the o6lHRM in influencing employee
behavior. We did so through the development antinggef a moderated mediation model.
Specifically, we introduced employee engagemera &sy attitudinal variable, and introduced
the employee-organization as well as employeeivamager relationships as vital elements in
this causal chain. We tested our model on a sampl297 employees in a service sector
organization in the UK to determine how these fectoere interrelated. We found that employee
engagement mediated the relationship between pert@éiRM practices and two indicators of

employee behavior, namely OCB-O and turnover imest We further found that POS, trust
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and LMX moderated the link between engagement laeskt outcome variables. The findings are
consistent with the central propositions of socgdchange theory, which suggests that
organizations that are able to cultivate a clinzdte=ciprocity will likely elicit positive attitudial

and behavioral outcomes from employees. We posit HHRM’'s impact on performance
outcomes is indirect rather than direct, and thaténactment of positive attitudes in desirable
employee behavior largely depends on the widerrizgdonal climate. The implications for
HRM professionals are at least threefold. Firgtytbhould create a positive and trustful working
environment. Second, they should develop and e€aacand consistent HRM practices. Third,
they should work towards developing and implemengmployee engagement strategies. These
interventions will mutually reinforce each otherhelp organizations sustain a high-performing

work culture.
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TABLES AND FIGURES

TABLE 1

Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Scale Relbilities for Scale Variabled

Alpha Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 HRM Practices A7 4.65 1.15
2 Engagement .88 5.73 .65 AT
3 POS .95 4.82 1.24 .68** 56**
4  Trust .94 5.13 1.09 .65** 55** .83**
5 LMX .92 5.56 1.03 52%* 50** S1** A49x*
6 OCB-O .82 4.29 1.26 .20** 31 21 19** 16**
7 Turnover Intentions .95 2.41 1.59 -.49** -40** - 50** -.50** - 42%* -.04

4n=297

**p < .01; Note: The reliability for turnover intéons is expressed as a Spearman Brown coeffiberduse it is a 2-item measure.

28



TABLE 2
Hierarchical Regression Results for Testing Mediatin

Variables and Statistic OCB-O Turnover Intentions
Engagement Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 3Step
Gender -.05 .08 A1 .09 13 .02 A2
Age -.05 .03 .05 .04 .02 -.03 .01
Full time -.25 .06 .08 .06 .09 .01 .08
Permanent contract -.13* -11 -.07 -.08 .04 -.03 1.0
Working hours A7 25%* 19* 21 -.02 A2 .03
HRM Practices S50** 21%* A2 -.60** - 45**
Engagement 25%* 20%* -.52** -.31**
F 12.79** 6.93** 7.91* 7.16** 17.34** 12.53** 19.9**
R? (Adj. R?) .27 (.25) A7 (14)  .19(16)  .20(.17)  .34(.32).27 (.25) .40 (.38)

Note: **p < .01, *p < .05; Control variables include gender, age, full time, permanent contract, and working hours.
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TABLE 3

Regression Results for Testing Moderation on OCB-@nd Turnover Intentions

OCB-O Turnover Intentions
Step Variables B Radj. B F B R (adj. R) F
sig of AR?) sig of AR?
1 Control variables A7(.14)%**  6.93*** .34(.32)*** 17.34%**
2 Engagement 31 20(.17)** 7.16%** - B3+ A088)*** 19.99***
3 Engagement .30* .20(.16) 6.23*** - 43 A5(.43) 20.81***
POS .01 - B5***
4 Engagement 35** 23(.19)** 6.64*** - 40*** A644)* 19.55%**
POS .07 - 50***
Engagement X POS 28** .25*
1 Control variables A7(.14)%**  6.93*** .32(.32)*** 17.34%**
2 Engagement 31 20(.17)** 7.16%** -.B3*** 4088)*** 19.99***
3 Engagement .35** .20(.17) 6.33*** R Sl A5(.p2* 20.59***
Trust -.10 oY Al
4 Engagement 37** .23(.20)** 6.78*** - 4 2%** AM3) T 18.81***
Trust -.04 - 48rrx
Engagement X Trust 29%* 187
1 Control variables A7(.14)**  6.93*** .34(.32)*** 17.34%**
2 Engagement 31 20(.17)**  7.16%** 63*** 40(.38)*** 19.99***
3 Engagement .28* 20(.17) 6.23*** H56*** A41(.39) 17.85%**
LMX .07 .20
4 Engagement 29* .21(.18)* 6.18*** -.56*** A41(.39 15.85%***
LMX .06 -.20
Engagement X LMX 23* -.07

Note: **p < .01, *p < .05, 1 p < .10, Control variables include gender, age, full time, permanent contract, working hours, and
perceived HRM practices.
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TABLE 4
Moderated Mediation Results for Engagement acrossdvels of Trust, POS, and LMX on OCB-O and Turnoveintentions

OCB-O Turnover Intentions
Moderator Level  Conditional indirect effect SE 4 P Conditional indirect effect SE 4 p
POS High 22 .07 341 <.01 .03 .07 46 .64
Low .04 .05 .82 41 -.19 .06 -3.17 <.01
Trust High .23 .06 3.61 <.01 -.01 .07  -.07 94
Low .05 .05 1.07 .29 -17 .06 -279 <.01
LMX High 18 .06 295 <.01 -11 .07 -159 .11
Low .05 .05 1.10 .27 -.15 .06 -253 .01
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FIGURE 1
Moderated Mediation Model Linking Perceived HRM Practices to Employee Behavior

Perceived Organizational Suppqrt
Trust
Leader-Member Exchange

Perceived Organizational Citizenship
Human Resource Manageme Employee Engagement Behavior
Practices Turnover Intentions
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FIGURE 2

Plots of moderated relationships

OCB-O

o (5] (5] |58
o = o &

(]

—e—LowPOS

--#--HighPOS

Low Engagement

High Engagement

OCB-O

—— Low Trust

--4-- High Trust

Low Engagement

High Engagement

OCB-O

—e—LowLMX

---#-- HighLMX

Low Engagement

High Engagement

33




Turnover Intentions

29

'
.2 e —
— a D o= a2

Low Engagement

High Engagement

—+—LowPOS

---#--HighPOS

Turnover Intentions

Low Engagement

High Engagement

——Low Trust

---#-- High Trust

34




REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. 199Multiple Regression: Testing and I nterpreting | nteractions.
Newbury Park: Sage.

Alfes, K., Truss, C., Soane, E. C., Rees, C., &e@hy, M. 2010.Creating an Engaged
Workforce. Wimbledon: CIPD.

Allen, D. G., Shore, L. M., & Griffeth, R. W. 2003.he Role of Perceived Organizational
Support and Supportive Human Resource Practiceéseinfurnover Processournal of
Management, 29: 99-118.

Anand, S., Vidyarthi, P. R., Liden, R. C., & RousseD. M. 2010. Good citizens in poor-
quality relationships. Idiosyncratic deals as assitite for relationship qualityAcademy of
Management Journal, 53: 970-988.

Aryee, S., Budhwar, P. S., & Zhen Xiong, C. 2002ust as a mediator of the relationship
between organizational justice and work outcomest bf a social exchange model.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23: 267-285.

Babcock-Roberson, M. E., & Strickland, O. J. 20Ibe relationship between charismatic
leadership, work engagement and organizationakzeciship behaviorsJournal of
Psychology, 144: 313-326.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. 1986. The moderatoreiator variable distinction in social
psychological research: conceptual, strategic, statistical considerationslournal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 51: 1173-1182.

Bateman, T. S., & Organ, D. W. 1983. Job Satisfactind the Good Soldier: The Relationship
Between Affect and Employee "Citizenshigtcademy of Management Journal, 26: 587-
595.

Bauer, T. N., & Green, S. G. 1996. Development tdamler-member exchange. A longitudinal
test.Academy of Management Journal, 39: 1538-1567.

Blau, P. M. 1964Exchange and Power in Social Life. New York: Wiley.

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. 1997. Task Penfiance and Contextual Performance: The
Meaning for Personnel Selection Reseakbliman Performance, 10: 99-109.

Boroff, K. E., & Lewin, D. 1997. Loyalty, Voice, dnintent to exit a union firm. A conceptual
and empirical analysi$ndustrial & Labor Relations Review, 51: 50-63.

Boselie, P., Dietz, G., & Boon, C. 2005. Commoimeditand contradictions in HRM and
performance researcHuman Resource Management Journal, 15: 67-94.

Bowen, D. E., & Ostroff, C. 2004. Understanding HBmM Performance Linkages: The Role
of the "Strength" of the HRM Systericademy of Management Review, 29: 203-221.

Campbell, J. P., & Pritchard, R. D. 1976. Motivatitheory in industrial and organizational
psychology. In M. D. Dunnette (Ed.{andbook of industrial and organizational
psychology, vol. 63-130. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Chun, H., Law, K. S., & Zhen Xiong, C. 1999. A Sttwral Equation Model of the Effects of
Negative Affectivity, Leader-Member Exchange, amddeived Job Mobility on In-role and
Extra-role Performance: A Chinese Caeganizational Behavior & Human Decision
Processes, 77: 3-21.

Colquitt, J. A., Scott, B. A., & LePine, J. A. 2Q0Ifust, Trustworthiness, and Trust Propensity:
A Meta-Analytic Test of Their Unique Relationship&/ith Risk Taking and Job
PerformanceJournal of Applied Psychology, 92: 909-927.

35



Combs, J., Yongmei, L., Hall, A., & Ketchen, D. B0How much do high-performance work
practices matter? A meta-analysis of their effect®rganizational performandeersonnel
Psychology, 59: 501-528.

Conway, E., & Monks, K. 2008. HR practices and catmmant to change: an employee-level
analysisHuman Resource Management Journal, 18: 72-89.

Conway, E., & Monks, K. 2009. Unravelling the comewties of high commitment: an
employee-level analysisluman Resource Management Journal, 19: 140-158.

Coyle-Shapiro, J. A. M., & Conway, N. 2005. Exchamglationships: Examining psychological
contracts and perceived organizational supplmirnal of Applied Psychology, 90: 774-
781.

Cropanzano, R., Rupp, D. E., & Byrne, Z. S. 2008e Relationship of Emotional Exhaustion
to Work Attitudes, Job Performance, and Organiraticitizenship Behaviorgournal of
Applied Psychology, 88: 160-1609.

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. 2005. Social Eange Theory: An Interdisciplinary Review.
Journal of Management, 31: 874-900.

Dawley, D., Houghton, J. D., & Bucklew, N. S. 20Rerceived Organizational Support and
Turnover Intention: The Mediating Effects of Perab®acrifice and Job Fitlournal of
Social Psychology, 150: 238-257.

Den Hartog, D. N., Boselie, P., & Paauwe, J. 20®@&formance Management. A Model and
Research Agenda@pplied Psychology, 53: 556-569.

Donaldson, S. I., & Grant-Vallone, E. J. 2002. Uistlending self-report bias in organizational
behavioral researclournal of Business & Psychology, 17: 245-260.

Dulac, T., Coyle-Shapiro, J. A. M., Henderson, D&Wayne, S. J. 2008. Not all responses to
breach are the same. The interconnection of sesiethange and psychological contract
processes in organizatiomscademy of Management Journal, 51: 1079-1098.

Edgar, F., & Geare, A. 2005. HRM practice and erygdoattitudes: different measures different
results.Personnel Review, 34: 534-549.

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., 8w§, D. 1986. Perceived Organizational
SupportJournal of Applied Psychology, 71: 500-507.

Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P., & Davis-LaMastro, 9@ Perceived Organizational Support and
Employee Diligence, Commitment, and Innovatidournal of Applied Psychology, 75:
51-59.

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamer, F., Vandenberghe,SGcharski, I. L., & Rhoades, L. 2002.
Perceived Supervisor Support: Contributions to €eed Organizational Support and
Employee Retentiordournal of Applied Psychology, 87: 565-573.

Emerson, R. M. 1976. Social exchange theAnnual Review of Sociology, 2: 335-362.

Frank, F. D., Finnegan, R. P., & Taylor, C. R. 2004e Race for Talent: Retaining and
Engaging Workers in the 21st Centuduman Resource Planning, 27(3): 12-25.

Gerhart, B., Wright, P. M., McMahan, G. C., & Spnell. A. 2000. Measurement Error in
Research on Human Resources and Firm Performarmse:nikich Error is there and how
does it influence Effect Size Estimatdé®sonnel Psychology, 53: 803-834.

Gerhart, B. 2005. Human Resources and BusinesorRemice: Findings, Unanswered
Questions, and an Alternative Approabtanagement Revue, 16: 174-185.

Gong, Y., Chang, S., & Cheung, S.-Y. 2010. Highfgranance work system and collective
OCB: a collective social exchange perspectiaman Resource Management Journal,
20: 119-137.

36



Gould-Williams, J., & Davies, F. 2005. Using soatichange theory to predict the effects of
HRM practice on employee outcom@siblic Management Review, 7: 1-24.

Graen, G. B., & Scandura, T. A. 1987. Toward a pelagy of dyadic organizingresearch in
Organizational Behavior, 9: 175-208.

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. 1995. Relationship-edspproach to leadership: Development of
leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leaderskigr @5 years: Applying a multi-level
multi-domain perspectivd8.he Leadership Quarterly, 6: 219-247.

Gratton, L., & Truss, C. 2003. The three-dimensigeople strategy: Putting human resources
policies into actionAcademy of Management Executive, 17: 74-86.

Griffin, M. A., Parker, S. K., & Neal, A. 2008. Bahioral Engagement a Distinctive and Useful
Constructlndustrial and Organizational Psychology, 1: 48-51.

Guerrero, S., & Herrbach, O. 2009. Manager orgdiozal commitment: a question of support
or image? nternational Journal of Human Resource Management, 20: 1536-1553.

Guest, D. E. 2011. Human resource management arforrpance: still searching for some
answersHuman Resource Management Journal, 21: 3-13.

Halbesleben, J. R. B., & Wheeler, A. R. 2008. Tldative roles of engagement and
embeddedness in predicting job performance andtioteto leaveWork and Stress, 22:
242-256.

Hallberg, U., & Schaufeli, W. B. 2006. Same same ditferent? Can work engagement be
discriminated from job involvement and organisasioncommitment? European
Psychologist, 11: 119-127.

Hockey, G. R. J. 2000. Work environments and paréorce. In N. Chmiel (Ed.)Nork and
organizational psychology a European perspective: 206-230. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Hofmann, D. A., & Morgeson, F. P. 1999. Safety-RedaBehavior as a Social Exchange: The
Role of Perceived Organizational Support and Ledtiember ExchangeJournal of
Applied Psychology, 84: 286-296.

Huselid, M. A. 1995. The impact of human resourcanagement practices on turnover,
productivity, and corporate financial performandeademy of Management Journal, 38:
635-672.

Kahn, W. A. 1990. Psychological conditions of paa@oengagement and disengagement at
work. Academy of Management Journal, 33: 692-724.

Katz, D. 1964. The Motivational Basis of Organinall BehaviorBehavioral Science, 9: 131-
146.

Khilji, S. E., & Wang, X. 2006. 'Intended’ and ‘ilemented’ HRM: the missing linchpin in
strategic human resource management resedmternational Journal of Human
Resource Management, 17: 1171-1189.

Kinnie, N., Hutchinson, S., Purcell, J., Rayton, B. Swart, J. 2005. Satisfaction with HR
practices and commitment to the organisation: whg gize does not fit alHuman
Resource Management Journal, 15: 9-29.

Konovsky, M. A., & Pugh, S. D. 1994. CitizenshipHa@ior and Social Exchanga&cademy of
Management Journal, 37: 656-669.

Koyuncu, M., Burke, R., J., & Fiksenbaum, L. 2008/ork engagement among women
managers and professionals in a Turkish b&igkial Opportunities I nternational, 25: 299-
310.

37



Kuvaas, B. 2008. An Exploration of How the Employ®eganization Relationship Affects the
Linkage Between Perception of Developmental HumasoRrce Practices and Employee
OutcomesJournal of Management Studies, 45: 1-25.

Kuvaas, B., & Dysvik, A. 2010. Exploring alternativrelationships between perceived
investment in employee development, perceived sigmer support and employee
outcomesHuman Resource Management Journal, 20: 138-156.

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. 2002. Organizational citiship behavior and workplace deviance: The
role of affect and cognitiondournal of Applied Psychology, 87: 131-142.

Levy, P. E., & Williams, J. R. 2004. The Social @ of Performance Appraisal: A Review
and Framework for the Futurgournal of Management, 30: 881-905.

Liden, R., C., Wayne, S. J., & Kraimer, M., L. 200Bhe dual commitments of contingent
workers: An examination of contingents' commitmenthe agency and the organization.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24: 609-625.

Liden, R. C., & Maslyn, J. M. 1998. Multidimensiditya of Leader-Member Exchange: An
Empirical Assessment through Scale DevelopmBnirnal of Management, 24: 43-72.

Liden, R. C., Erdogan, B., Wayne, S. J., & SparroReT. 2006. Leader-member exchange,
differentiation, and task interdependence: impicea for individual and group
performanceJournal of Organizational Behavior, 27: 723-746.

Luthans, F. 2002. The need for and meaning of ipesdrganizational behaviodournal of
Organizational Behavior, 23: 695-706.

Lynch, P. D., Eisenberger, R., & Armeli, S. 199@rdeived Organizational Support: Inferior
Versus Superior Performance by Wary Employeesrnal of Applied Psychology, 84:
467-483.

Macey, W., & Schneider, B. 2008. The Meaning of loype Engagementndustrial and
Organizational Psychology, 1: 3-30.

MacLeod, D., & Clarke, N. 2009. Engaging for SusceBnhancing Performance through
Employee Engagement. London: Office of Public Sekctftormation.

Maertz, C. P., Griffeth, R. W., Campbell, N. S. Alen, D. G. 2007. The effects of perceived
organizational support and perceived supervisopedmn employee turnovedournal of
Organizational Behavior, 28: 1059-1075.

May, D. R., Gilson, R. L., & Harter, L. M. 2004. &hpsychological conditions of
meaningfulness, safety and availability and theagegent of the human spirit at work.
Journal of Occupational & Organizational Psychology, 77: 11-37.

Moorman, R. H., Blakely, G. L., & Niehoff, B. P. 98. Does perceived organizational support
mediate the relationship between procedural justacel organizational citizenship
behavior?Academy of Management Journal, 41: 351-357.

Muller, D., Judd, C. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. 2005. WheModeration Is Mediated and Mediation
Is ModeratedJournal of Personality & Social Psychology, 89: 852-863.

Murphy, K. R. 1989. Dimensions of Job PerformanceR. Dillon & J. Pellingrino (Eds.),
Testing. Applied and theoretical perspectives: 218-247. New York: Praeger.

Muse, L., Harris, S. G., Giles, W. F., & Feild, B. 2008. Work-life benefits and positive
organizational behavior: Is there a connectido@rnal of Organizational Behavior, 29:
171-192.

Nishii, L. H., Lepak, D. P., & Schneider, B. 20@nployee Attributions of the "Why" of HR
Practices: Their Effects on Employee Attitudes 8mthaviors, and Customer Satisfaction.
Personnel Psychology, 61: 503-545.

38



Organ, D. W. 1997. Organizational Citizenship Bebavlt's Construct Clean-Up Time.
Human Performance, 10: 85-97.

Preacher, K. J., Rucker, D. D., & Hayes, A. F. 20@8ddressing moderated mediation
hypotheses: Theory, methods, and prescriptibhgltivariate Behavioral Research, 42:
185-227.

Purcell, J., & Hutchinson, S. 2007. Front-line ngara as agents in the HRM-performance
causal chain: theory, analysis and evidet@man Resource Management Journal, 17:
3-20.

Rhoades, L., & Eisenberger, R. 2002. Perceived izgdonal Support: A Review of the
Literature.Journal of Applied Psychology, 87: 698-714.

Rich, B. L., LePine, J. A., & Crawford, E. R. 201Imb Engagement. Antecedents and Effects
on Job Performancécademy of Management Journal, 53: 617—-635.

Robinson, S. L., & Rousseau, D. M. 1994. Violatitige psychological contract: not the
exception but the norndournal of Organizational Behavior, 15: 245-259.

Robinson, S. L., & Morrison, E. W. 1995. Psychotadicontracts and OCB: The effect of
unfulfilled obligations on civic virtue behaviodournal of Organizational Behavior, 16:
289-298.

Robinson, S. L. 1996. Trust and Breach of the Raggfical ContractAdministrative Science
Quarterly, 41: 574-599.

Rotundo, M., & Sackett, P. R. 2002. The Relativepdnmiance of Task, Citizenship, and
Counterproductive Performance to Global Ratingdatf Performance: A Policy-Capturing
Approach.Journal of Applied Psychology, 87: 66-80.

Saks, A. M. 2006. Antecedents and consequencesmpiogee engagementlournal of
Managerial Psychology, 21: 600-619.

Salanova, M., Llorens, S., Cifre, E., Martinez&.Schaufeli, W. B. 2003. Perceived collective
efficacy, subjective well-being and task performamaenongst electronic work groups: An
experimental studysmall Groups Research, 34: 43-73.

Salanova, M., Agut, S., & Peiro, J. M. 2005. Linkimrganizational resources and work
engagement to employee performance and customaityoyThe mediation of service
climate.Journal of Applied Psychology, 90: 1217-1227.

Salanova, M., & Schaufeli, W. B. 2008. A cross-oa#il study of work engagement as a
mediator between job resources and proactive betavnternational Journal of Human
Resource Management, 19: 116-131.

Scandura, T. A., Graen, G. B., & Novak, M. A. 1988hen Managers Decide Not to Decide
Autocratically: An Investigation of Leader-Membexdbange and Decision Influence.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 71: 579-584.

Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., Gonzalez-Roma,& Bakker, A. B. 2002. The measurement
of engagement and burnout: A two sample confirnyatactor analytic approacldournal
of Happiness Studies, 3: 71-92.

Schaufeli, W. B., & Bakker, A. B. 2004. Job demarjdb resources, and their relationship with
burnout and engagement: a multi-sample stddyrnal of Organizational Behavior, 25:
293-315.

Settoon, R. P., Bennett, N., & Liden, R. C. 1996ci&l Exchange in Organizations: Perceived
Organizational Support, Leader-Member Exchange,Eangloyee ReciprocityJournal of
Applied Psychology, 81: 219-227.

39



Shaw, J. D., Dineen, B. R., Fang, R., & Vellella, iR 2009. Employee-Organization exchange
relationships, HRM practices, and quit rates ofdy@md poor performerdcademy of
Management Journal, 52: 1016-1033.

Snape, E., & Redman, T. 2010. HRM Practices, Omgdioinal Citizenship Behaviour, and
Performance: A Multi-Level Analysidournal of Management Studies, 47: 1219-1247.

Sobel, M. E. 1982. Asymptotic confidence intervis indirect effects in structural equation
models. In S. Leinhardt (Ed.Sociological Methodology: 290-312. Washington DC:
American Sociological Association.

Sonnentag, S. 2003. Recovery, Work EngagementPevattive Behavior: A New Look at the
Interface Between Nonwork and Wodaurnal of Applied Psychology, 88: 518-528.

Spector, P. E. 2006. Method Variance in OrganipalidResearch: Truth or Urban Legend?
Organizational Research Methods, 9: 221-232.

Sun, L.-Y., Aryee, S., & Law, K. S. 2007. High-Rerhance Human Resource Practices,
Citizenship Behavior, and Organizational Perfornegamc Relational PerspectivAcademy
of Management Journal, 50: 558-577.

Takeuchi, N. 2009. How Japanese manufacturing fahgs their human resource policies with
business strategies: testing a contingency perfocegrediction in a Japanese context.
I nternational Journal of Human Resource Management, 20: 34-56.

Truss, C., Soane, E. C., Edwards, C., Wisdom, KolICA., & Burnett, J. 2006Working Life:
Employee Attitudes and Engagement 2006. Wimbledon: CIPD.

Truss, C., Soane, E. C., Alfes, K., Rees, C., &Bhy, M. 2010. Engaging the four types of
employeesHarvard Business Review, 88: 24.

Venkataraman, V., Green, S. G., & Schleicher, 2010. Well-Connected Leaders: The Impact
of Leaders' Social Network Ties on LMX and Memb@angork Attitudes. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 95: 1071-1084.

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., & Liden, R. C. 1997tceeved organizational support and leader-
member exchange: A social exchange perspedigademy of Management Journal, 40:
82-111.

Wright, P. M., & Boswell, W. R. 2002. DesegregatiHiBM: A Review and Synthesis of Micro
and Macro Human Resource Management Resedothnal of Management, 28: 247-
276.

Wright, P. M., & Haggerty, J. J. 200Bdissing variables in theories of strategic human
resource management: Time, cause, and individuals. CAHRS Working Paper #05-03,
Cornell University, School of Industrial and Lali®elations, Center for Advanced Human
Resource Studies, Ithaca, NY.

40



