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ABSTRACT

Public service delivery organizations are undeisgues. The government demands public
organizations to focus more and more on efficieanyg effectiveness. Organizations within
the public service sector are forced to cut baak lzecome more efficient. However in order
to justify the existence of public organizationgyt need to deliver high quality public value,
ergo, deliver a high quality public service. Thdegly care sector is not an exception from
this phenomenon. Especially in public service oigations, such as the elderly care, the
service delivery (public value) is strongly and edity influenced by the behavior of
employees. By using empirical data from a survepragrd21 frontline elderly care workers
this article discusses the impact of people managémn the behavior of employees, both
task and non-task (OCB) behavior, and on employeklveing from a balanced approach.
The results indicate that the effect of people rganaent on behavior and employee well-
being is often, at least partly, mediated by the @\&bilities, motivation and opportunities)
concepts. Both the abilities dimension and motoratilimension often have a direct impact
on the behavior of employees whereas the oppoitgrdimension is suggested to be, at least
partly, mediated by abilities in several occasiomsrespect to employee well-being both
opportunities and motivation have a direct influenthe concept of abilities does not have an
effect on employee well-being. The results shoed#inces, but no conflicting mechanisms
between the antecedents of behavior and those pibgae well-being.

Keywords: people management, AMO theory, publicviser motivation (PSM), self
determination theory (SDT), organizational citiZeips behavior (OCB), employee well-

being, balanced approach.



INTRODUCTION

HRM, especially the relationship between HRM andfd®mance, has been a subject of
academic interest for decades (Guest, 1997), neguit the common assumption that there is
a positive link between HRM and performance. Botthér (1994) and Huselid (1995) have
set the foundation for this assumption. However thechanisms that influence this
relationship have received increasingly more aansince 1997. In 1997 Guest argued that
in order for the HRM - performance research to tgvdurther, there needs to be more
attention for the mechanisms that relate HRM tdquarance. These mechanisms have often
been referred to as the black-box (Wright & NisBD06; Paauwe, 2004; Boselie et al. 2005).
As discussed by Boselie et al. (2005) differeneaeshers use different theories to explore the
black-box. However, the most frequently used themythe AMO theory (Abilities,
Motivation and Opportunities). The interest in ti#RM — performance relationship
originated in the private sector. However, HRM &&ming a topic of interest in the public
sector. With the rise of New Public Management (NPRublic Service Motivation (PSM)
and the public value discussion (Stark, 2002; P&riise 1990; Rainey et al., 2008), there
are many connections to be made with HRM and HRébrles. This research will combine
the current HRM theories with current public mammagat theories.

The basic model for this research is build up frammombination of the models of
Guest (1997), Delery & Shaw (2001) and De Winne&ts%2003). All three propose that the
relationship between HRM practices and performaiscenediated by either workforce
characteristics and workforce performance (Delerngi8aw, 2001), employee attitudes and
employee behavior (De Winne & Sels, 2003) or HRMcomes and behavior outcomes
(Guest 1997). In the current research a distinattdnbe made between HRM outcomes and
employee attitude, resulting in a four stage maagtkead of a three stage model as suggested

by Guest (1997), Delery & Shaw (2001) and De Wi&ngels (2003). Following the lead of



Nishi and Wright (2007) the starting point of tihesearch will be the perceived HR practices.
It is the employees’ perception that has an effectheir attitudes and behavior. Based on all

this, the basic conceptual model of this reseadmown in figure 1.

Perceived HRM Employee Employee

HRM outcomes attitudes behavior Performance

Figure 1. Basic conceptual model.

The current research will focus on the relationdtgpwveen the perceived HR practices and
employee behavior, from a balanced approach (Deeghal999; Paauwe, 2009; Boselie,
2010). This approach argues that HRM should notsdlely focused on organizational
outcomes, such as performance, but also on theoge®wloutcomes, such as well-being.
Therefore both organizational outcomes (employebawier) and employee outcomes
(employee well-being) will be investigated withimd research. The concept of performance
will not be empirically measured. As Paauwe (20B8hn (2003) and Boselie et al. (2005)
all mention, performance is a (multidimensionalhoept that can be measured in many
different ways. The concept of performance is is thsearch seen as delivering public value.
Measuring this would include a completely differéatel of analysis than in case of the rest
of the HRM chain, which is measured at the indigidemployee level.

The aim of this research is to explore the retetiops between the different fragments
of the HRM chain. The theoretical framework will based on both HRM theories (resource
based view and social exchange theory) and pubhoagement ‘theories’ (new public
management and public values). Many researchershastheories, however it is not often
that these are combined. In combining the theottds, research aims to contribute to the
knowledge of the academic HRM field and the pubi@nagement field on the mechanisms

within the black-box. This research will attempt poovide a holistic overview of the



relationships, providing new interesting questitordurther research.

First, this article will discuss the relationshipstween the theories. Based on this
theoretical framework the hypotheses will be foratedl. In the second section the methods
will be discussed as well as the measurement ofitfierent variables and techniques for
statistical analysis that will be used, such astitaukl and mediation. In the third section the
results will be given, followed by a discussiontloé results in light of the theories and prior
research. The article will conclude with a reflenton the research and recommendations for

further research.

HRM THEORIES

The current research draws from two main HRM the=oril) Resource Based View (RBV)
(Barney, 1991; 2001) and 2) the Social ExchangeoMhéSET) (Blau, 1964). In the RBV
employees are seen as valuable inimitable recouhns¢scan be used to reach competitive
advantage over other organizations (Delery & SH#¥01). The aim of HRM in the RBV is
creating, managing and controlling a human cappebl that is aimed at sustainable
competitive advantage. The HR practices shouldifmedrat both horizontal and vertical fit
(De Winne & Sels, 2003). The horizontal fit is feed on the fit between all the HR
practices. The vertical fit is focused at the Btween HR practices and organizational goals.
Behavior in the RBV is driven by rationality in loHR practices and in employee choices.
Knies (2012) describes this as the cognitive path.

In the SET employees are still seen as a way heae performance. However, the
way that HRM is used to achieve performance iediffit. The SET approaches HRM and the
impact of HRM on employees on a social relationdéyel. In the SET, behavior is formed
by means of the exchange relationship that is ededthe choices are not necessarily based
on rational choice (Cole, Schaninger and Harri§9220The exchange relationship can be

between manager and employee (LMX), between thenizgtion and the employee (POS) or
4



between the team and the employee (TMX) (Cole, Sogar and Harris, 2002). The impact
of HRM is thus not seen as instrumental, but agabaad relational steering behavior in the
preferred direction. Knies (2012) describes this the affective path. Although both

approaches, RBV and CET, have a different apprdhely,are not mutually exclusive.

In this research two theories that combine both RBV and SET will be used to
explore the behavior of employees. Firstly, thepgbeananagement theory will be used as
operationalization for the perceived HR practidegis of the model. The people management
theory combines the RBV and the SET. Purcell andcidoson (2007) argue that the
employees perception of HRM is not solely determiriey the HR practices that are
implemented. The perception of the employee is iafoenced by the leadership behavior of
the manager. Whereas the implemented HR practenede seen as a RBV component and
the cognitive path, the leadership behavior anerp@rsonal relationship is strongly related to
the SET approach and the affective path.

Secondly, in the current research the black-bdixb&iexplored by means of the AMO
theory (Appelbaum et al., 2000) filling in both tH&R outcomes (abilities and opportunities)
and the employee attitudes (motivation) stage efnlodel. The RBV approach can be related
to both the abilities and opportunities dimensiwhereas the SET approach can be related to
both the opportunities and motivation dimensione Tdbilities dimension focuses on the
cognitive path and therefore can be related toRB&. The opportunities dimension will
focus in this research not solely on the autonompgleyees perceive (related to the LMX and
SET) (Appelbaum et al., 2000). The dimension wabaocus on the support given by direct
co-workers (related to TMX) and on the more instemtal prerequisite side of opportunities
(related to RBV). The motivation dimension focusestwo theories that can be related to
CET, the self determination theory and public se¥vnotivation. The latter will be discussed

later on in this article. Both motivation theori@ssume that motivation is a combination of



both internal and external (context) mechanismsitifauence the motivation of individuals.
As Vandenabeele (2007) describes, motivation is irsterplay between identity and
institutions. The interplay between these two atspe&n be seen as a relational aspect relating
motivation to the SET at the organizational levBelOS). The current research will see
motivation as an employee attitude, distinguishingom the HR outcomes. Not only does
Knies (2012) find that the effect of autonomy (oppoities dimension) on behavior is partly
mediated by motivation; the Self Determination Tlyg&DT) also assumes that motivation is
influenced by the fulfillment of the need for congrace (ability), autonomy (opportunities)
and relatedness (Gagné en Deci, 2005; Deci en R{a0).

The SDT will be used in this research to expldne influence of motivation.
Motivation will be defined as®... the forces that energize, direct, and sustb&havior*
(Perry and Porter 1982 in Perry, Hondgenhem ance V2810, p. 681). The SDT is build on
the notion of intrinsic and extrinsic motivationytbnuances this distinction on the self
determination continuum scale. The self determamationtinuum is based on the autonomous
motivation. The intrinsic motivation has the highdsegree of autonomous motivation and the
extrinsic motivation or external regulation the st/ (Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Both the RVB and the SET are aimed at directirgglibhavior of employees in order
to achieve organizational outcomes. As discusseabdrnntroduction, performance is seen in
this research as delivering public value, ergoivdehg public service. In this research the
focus will be on the behavior that contributes hes tform of performance. Two forms of
behavior are included based on the organizatiomizenship behavior theory, namely task
behavior and non-task behavior. The non-task behasi referred to as OCBI, behavior
towards individual co-workers, and OCBO, behaviewdrds the team/organization.
Organizational citizenship behavior can be appreddhom both the RVB view and the SET

view. From the RBV perspective, employees will berenlikely to show a high quality of



task behavior when their abilities and opportusiteege adapted to the requested behavior;
cognitive behavior. From the SET perspective, eyges will be more inclined to show both
non-task and task behavior when the social exchaelggionship between both manager

(LMX) and team (TMX) is strong; affective behavior.

PUBLIC MANAGEMENT THEORIES

In the public sector the New Public Management (NIPlsls received quite some attention
over the last decades. Hood (1991) describes thm@nd content of the NPM. According to
Hood, the concept of NPM has been used in mangréifit ways. However, there is always a
core element present. NPM is focused at efficieany effectiveness, but also at output
control. As discussed earlier, public organizatioeseive increasing pressure from the
government to become more efficient and effectil@s pressure from the government can
be seen as an attempt to implement NPM or at Isaste aspects of NPM in public
organizations. This is also the case in the eldedse sector. In the last decade control
systems have been implemented in the elderly gawe,focusing on the outcome, i.e.
delivering public value, but at the output, i.enrher of incidents etc. (Visie stuurgroep
VV&T, 2011). As Rainey (2009) describes, public amgzations often have multiple and
ambiguous goals. These goals do not solely inclpdaductivity, i.e. efficiency and
effectiveness. They also include delivering publdue, i.e. delivering a high quality of care
and moral obligations towards clients. With orgatians having multiple goals, it becomes
more complex to determine what performance actisllyhe concept of performance is used
in many different operationalizations within thebpa sector. Researchers have not been able
to agree on one single operationalization for meaguperformance in the public sector
(Brewer, Walker & Boyne, 2010). Nor is there a &ngperationalization that is used within
the private sector (Boselie, 2005). As Behn (200@@pcribes, different purposes for

performance measurement ask for different perfoobmameasurements. Although this
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research does not empirically measure performaicshould be clear what is seen as

performance in this research. In the current rebesetting, performance is seen as delivering
a high quality of care, focused on delivering pabialue. Rainey, Koehler and Jung (2008)
describe that public values derive from what thizens desire; outcomes, public values, are
societal based constructs. This means that tas&vimhshould be aimed at achieving this

goal. Based on Van Bijsteren (2011) and Onwezeal(R@sk behavior in the elderly care

setting has been operationalized into three dino@ssiattention for clients, respect for clients

and individual approach of clients.

For many employees delivering care or delivering public value is a large part of
their motivation. This aspect of motivation has rbeesearched and classified as Public
Service Motivation (PSM). PSM has been definetttas belief, values and attitudes that go
beyond self-interest and organizational interesattconcern the interest of a larger political
entity and that motivate individuals to act accogly whenever appropriate”
(Vandenabeele, 2007, p.547). Based on the setfintjeoresearch, the elderly care sector,
PSM is assumed to play an important role. This mé¢aat in the motivation dimension of the
AMO theory, PSM will be included. In this reseattie public context will be present in the

motivation aspects and the task behavior aspect.

BALANCED APPROACH

All aspects that have been discussed up till thiatghave been focused on the organizational
outcomes, i.e. on managing the human resourcascinaway that their behavior contributes
to organizational goals and outcomes. However, fadoalanced approach, organizations also
have the responsibility towards their employeefotus at employee outcomes (Deephouse,
1999; Boselie, 2010; Paauwe, 2009). In this re$eancaddition to task behavior and OCB,
there will also be attention for employee well-lgpiEmployee well-being can be approached

from an instrumental point of view. Some researsh@ve found employee well-being to be
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positively related to behavior and other organ@ai outcomes as describe by both Grant et
al. (2007) and Van De Voorde et al. (2011). Howettes research is not interested in the
influence of employee well-being on organizatioaatcomes. Employee well-being is seen
as an outcome ‘an sich’ based on the balanced agiprélowever, this research is interested
in the possible trade off, or mutual gains & catflig outcomes perspective, between
organizational outcomes and employee well-beingi(Get al., 2007; Van de Voorde et al.,
2011). Whereas the mutual gains perspective asstime$iR practices, HR outcomes and
employee attitudes, that have a positive effecbaganizational outcomes, will also have a
positive effect on employee outcomes, the configgtoutcomes perspective assumes that
there could be a tradeoff between the organizatiand employee outcomes. Van de Voorde
(2011) found evidence for both perspectives basedam overview of earlier conducted
research. Both the happiness and relationship dilmes of employee well-being (Grant et
al., 2007) were related to organizational outcotmgsneans of a mutual gains perspective.
For the health related dimension of well-being (@t al., 2007) there was more support for
the conflicting outcomes perspective (Van de Voatal., 2011). The dimensions of well-
being are based on psychological (happiness), gdlyghealth) and social well-being
(relationship). These are the three key dimensafnvgell-being, because they cover the core
aspects of human functioning (Grant et al., 20@#).as Grant et al. statéThese are the
three key dimensions of well-being because theyalteed as end in and of themselves rather

than means to other ends (see Finn, 199@¥rant et al, 2007, p.53)



RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

Based on the theoretical framework that has begtudsed, the research model is presented

in figure 3.
Abilities oce
People manzgement Maotivation task behavior
Opportunities Employes well-being
la: The relationship between people managemenD&ilis mediated by the different AMO

1b:

2a:

2b:

3a:

3b:

4a:

4b:

dimensions.

The relationship between opportunities and @OfBediated by motivation.

The relationship between people managementtasid behavior is mediated by the

different AMO dimensions.

The relationship between opportunity and taetkalvior is mediated by motivation.

The relationship between people managementapibyee well-being is mediated by the

different AMO dimensions.

The relationship between opportunity and emgdoywell-being is mediated by

motivation.

There are mutual gains between the antecedebh&havior and the happiness dimension

of employee well-being.

There are conflicting outcomes between the cadlient of behavior and the health

dimension of employee well-being.
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METHODSAND DATA
In this section both the survey and data, the amatgchniques and the measurements of both

independent, mediating and dependent variabledbwitiscussed.

Survey and data description

The data for the research has been obtained wot@norganization in the elderly care in the
Netherlands. The organization has 31 elderly hoooations and approximately the same
number of extramural teams (teams that deliver atitbe client’s individual house). In total
the organization has approximately 4000 employ€ks.data has been collected by means of
paper surveys. In this research using an interaséd survey with electronically invitations
would, presumably, lead to a high non-response usecanany employees do not use their
email. In total 69 teams, distributed over 19 lama have participated in the research. The
sample is based on the distribution among the ilmeatand intramural and extramural teams,
in order to create a sample that is representdtiveéhe organization and the sector. 1027
surveys have been distributed and 693 have beemeek This is a response of 67,5%. The
non-response is not distributed equal among thécjgating teams. Some teams had a
response of 100%, some around 30%. Unfortunatgdgematic non-response based on either
the independent or dependent variables cannot lbkided, because there is no prior
knowledge of teams scores on these variables. apersurveys were distributed by the team
managers. Employees were able to return the coetpkirveys without interference of the
team manager. Each team that participated in g@areh had a results meeting after filling in
the surveys. The intention of these meetings was fodded; firstly to give the research a
practical relevance for the teams and, secondlyndrease the participation and the survey
response rate.

This research is focused on measuring the peareptind attitudes of employees. The

research design is a single source research, whicthave several causes for research bias.
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All the variables are measured by means of emplpgeeeptions. In the case of HR practices
this is actually the best measurement; as statédisiy & Wright (2007), it is the employees’
perception of the HR practices that actually hagrgract. This is also the case for the ability
and opportunity variables. It does not matter whatactual situation is, it is the experienced
and perceived situation that effects the employesstivation and behavior. However,
measuring these variables in such a way can ctba¢e forms of research bias: social
desirability, negative affectivity (tendency towarthe negative scores) and acquiescence
(tendency towards the positive scores). In thigassh an attempt has been made to reduce
these biases to a minimum by focusing on persox@éreence and not on values, and by
creating a return structure that assured the aniyyoh the respondents. However the

possibility of bias cannot be completely ruled out.

The survey has been distributed among differeredyqf teams within the organization. Both
care employees, housekeeping employees and catariptpyees have been included in the
research. The majority of the respondents congistiee employees (67,1 %) as shown in
table 1a. The distribution male female is 91% fenmpared to 3,3% male (Table 1b). The
most frequent education level is MBO 3. The avergeloyee is 43,9 and has been working
with the organization for 10,3 years (Table 1c dml). The distribution on education is
comparable with the population distribution, in thgender distribution men are
underrepresented. However gender is considered n&rotovariable and therefore this

underrepresentation will not have an effect onrésailts.

12



TABLE 1a Distribution among employee tasks

Variables N %
Task Care 465 67,1
Housekeeping 115 16,6
Catering 26 3,8
Missing 87 12,6
Total 693 100,0
TABLE 1b Socio-demographic data
Variables N %
Gender Male 23 3,3
Female 635 91,6
Missing 35 49
Total 693 100,0
Education Primary education 16 2,3
Secondary school 135 19,5
MBO 2 80 11,5
MBO 3 258 37,2
MBO 4 95 13,7
HBO (Bachelor) 21 3
WO (Bachelor/Master) 1 0,1
Different 38 55
Missing 49 7,1
Total 693 100,0
TABLE 1c Distribution of age
Min. Max. Mean
Age 17 66 43,9
(N=536, missing 157)
TABEL 1d Distribution of service years
Mean Std.
Service years 10,3 9,3

(N=617, missing 76)
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Analysistechniques

The analysis techniques can be separated into adtegaries. Firstly, tests focus on the
validity and reliability of the measured conceftkese tests are discussed in later sections of
the methodology section. Secondly, the hypothasegested. These tests will be discussed in

the results section of the paper.

Testing construct validity and reliability.

In this research multiple latent concepts are nreasun order to test the construct validity a
Confirmatory Factor Analysis will be conducted (QFA the CFA the construct structure is

determined prior to the tests, based on theorys Hmalysis allows entering a complete
structure consisting of multiple (correlating) fart (or latent concepts) that have been
measured by means of multiple items. In this retetlie assumption of normality has been
violated, for both dependent and independent vimsall herefore the CFA is conducted with
the Satorra-Bentler test with robust errors (Kdtemj without date). The CFA is conducted

by the use of STATA. For the CFA the additional CpaAckage of Stanislav Kolenikov is

installed (Kolenikov, without date). Next to the &Fthe choice was made to use the
Cronbach’s Alpha measurement as a reliability uragnt because it is the most frequently

used and widely accepted instrument in social seien

Testing the hypotheses

Due to the research design it is not possible gb dausality. Because of the cross-sectional
dataset, all tests are focused on testing reldtipasbetween dependent and independent
variables assuming that the independent varialithsence the dependent variable without
actually testing for causality.

Testing the hypotheses is done by means of mudtilanalysis by using STATA. In

the research 69 teams are involved. It is possilaiepart of the variance exists not only at the
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individual level, but also at the team level. Tagsumption is implicit in the model, because
the role of the team manger is large within thepteonanagement concept. To test whether
or not this assumption is correct, a null modeéeged with each dependent variable, in order
to assess the ICC (interclass correlation). If HBE is O, there is no reason to perform a
multilevel analysis, all the variance exists atitigividual level. If the ICC is close to 1, most
of the variance is at the group/team level. In #malysis both level 1 predictors can be
included (individual level) and level 2 predictaran be included (team level). In the current
research only level 1 predictors are included. fitudtilevel analysis is used in this research
to control for the impact of the team level. Inchglall the teams as dummy variables in a
linear regression would have an immense negatiypadatnon the statistical power of the tests.
For this research the multilevel technique is usgd random intercept. Due to the theoretical
and empirical foundation of the model no randonpesotesting is performed. The assumption
is that the direction of the relationships is thens for all teams. However, the strength of the
relationship may vary. Focusing on the fixed effe(the coefficients of the independent
variables) a Maximum Likelihood (ML) multilevel alyais is used (Hox, 2002). This means
that it is difficult to compare the random effeattcomes (variance at group levél and
variance at the individual levef) of the different steps, because ML is less adelrathis
estimation. In order to give a more accurate esiomeaof the random effects (variance), a
Restricted Maximum Likelihood (REML) test should Iperformed (Hox, 2002). This
research focuses on the relationships betweenxbe éffects and dependent variable, so the
tests were limited to ML. The variance indicatarsgnds?) give an indication of the level of
unexplained variance. The?R explained variance at individual level, is caited by
subtracting the variancesq) of the extended model from the base model, divitg the
variance of the base model. Th&,Rexplained variance at group level, is calculdigdhe

same method using (Hox, 2002).
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The base model is always the null-model. This mehas the R indicates the explained
variance in comparison to the null-model. The mddek tested by means of the deviance
test, suitable for testing model fit of nested medelox 2002). Finally, the multilevel test is
performed using the bootstrap method. Althoughdhai consists of 69 groups and in total
693 respondents, the data is considered small fdtilevel analysis. Missing cases were
excluded list wise, resulting in 67 groups witharerage of 6,7 respondents in each second
level unit (total of 421 respondents). The numddefirst level units (respondents) within the
second level units is small (Kreft, 1996 in Hox 2R0Furthermore, as mentioned earlier, the
data violates the assumption of normality. In cdikesthis, Hox (2002) suggests to perform a
bootstrap method for robust results. The bootssgperformed by bootstrapping the cases.
The results of the explanatory variables are npeeted to be stable as with an experiment,

so bootstrapping the cases is justifiable (Hox,20@ckwood & MacKinnon, without date).
Mediation

The conceptual model assumes several mediatioateff@thin the data. According to Baron
and Kenny (1986), in order for a mediation effect to be présdhere needs to be a
correlation between independent (X), mediating W)l dependent (YY) variable; between X
and M, X and Y and M and Y. Normally, this would bested by conducting several
regression analyses. In this research the focastisn the mediation effect of the individual
mediators. The focus is on the mediation effecthef concepts of opportunity, ability and

motivation. This means that there will be no regi@ss with and on all the individual
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mediating variables. In order to comply with théesuof mediation, a partial correlation
matrix (controlling for age, gender, education aedvice years) is used as correlation results
between the independent and individual mediatingiées.

As stated before, this research is focusing owletit view of the complete HRM
chain. In doing so, we use multiple mediators, Whaze related to the same theoretical
concept, in one mediation step. The hypothesemgest done in four steps. First the null
model is executed, followed by the first step inlthg the control variables and the people
management variables. The second step includesppertunity variables. The third step
includes the ability variable and the fourth stewludes the motivation variables. As
Preacher and Hayes (2008) described, it is postibiese multiple mediators, even within

the same step.

A: No mediator model

B: Single mediator model C: Multiple mediator model

X > v

Figure 5 (A,B,C). Mediating models (Preacher and Hayes,2008)

In testing multiple mediators in several mediatisigps, it is not possible to test the

significance of the mediation effect by the us¢hef Sobel test. The Sobel test focuses on the
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A andB paths. Seeing that in this research therg amediators, there are alspandb; paths
that should be tested separately in order to perthe Sobel test and see the significance of
the mediating effect of all the individual mediaomstead, this research will focus on the
andc’. As McKinnon et al. (2002) describe, the significarof the mediation effect can also
be tested by dividing the sum of c-c’ by the staddaror of McGuigan and Langholtz. This

standard error is calculated by means of the faligviormula:

- 2 L
O vecuigam-Lungptee = N O7 T — 2(Prr 007 ).

Where thelp.ro.0-) is equal to the MSEdivided by the product of N and the variance of X.
The results of this test are equal to a T-scorecamdbe tested for significance by means of
the T-distribution. The use of this form of sigodince testing allows us to test the
significance of the set of mediating variables aontl one specific mediating variable. When
the results show a significant mediation this Wwél explicitly mentioned. When the mediation
effects are not significant, the results will benfolated as indication or as suggestion of

mediation.

In this research there is the possibility of comnsmurce bias. The common source bias
assumes that there will be a high correlation bebnbe different concepts because they are
all perceptions filled in by the same source (#®pondent/employee). Spector (2006) argues
that the correlation between the self reportedabdes is minimal. This argumentation is
among others based on the result of Boswell, Baugrand Dunford (2004). The common
source bias is tested through means of a singterfaolution in a CFA (Bagozzi et al., 1991).

The CFA shows that there is no underlying factooagall variables (RMSEA .091 CFlI

! The MSE is calculated by means of a linear regression, including all the groups as dummy variables.
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.109). Therefore there is no support found that room source bias is significantly

influencing the research.
M easur ement of independent and mediating variables’
People management

The measurement of the concept of people manageimmebased on the measurement
developed by Knies (2012). The Confirmatory Facddmralysis (CFA) shows acceptable
results for all fit tests (RMSEA .0540 CFl .971Zhe complete measurement scale consists
of five dimensions: HR activities focusing on thregent, HR activities focusing on (personal)

development, HR tailor fit, support in daily furenting and support in personal development.

Table 2a Non-standardized factor loadings for CFA people management

Non-st. B
HR practices development (Cronbach’s Alpha .7391)
Education and personal development 1
Moving on to a different function 1.24 ki
HR practices current (Cronbach’s Alpha .7353)
Task relief and task change 1
Vitality and a healthy, save working environment 1.10 ki
Work- home balance 1.01 *
Tailor fit HR (Cronbach’s Alpha .8496).
My team manager makes arrangements with me that fit my personal situation 1
My team manager makes individual arrangements with me (on working hours, education possibilities) that
allow me to do my work better. 1.09 ke
Team manager support daily functioning (Cronbach’s Alpha .9178)
My team manager shows interest for the way | do my work 1
My team manager shows interest for my personal functioning .96 ke
My team manager shows appreciation for the work | do .91 ki
Team manager support personal development (Cronbach’s Alpha .8783)
My team manager draws my attention to possibilities for further education 1
My team manager helps me to make promotion 1.05 ki
My team manager helps me to move to another function at the same level as my current function. .98 **

2 All of the variables have been measured on a 5 point Linkert scale. All statements were given to the

respondents in Dutch. The statements given in this article are the English translations.
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HR outcomes; opportunities, abilities and motivatio

The dimension opportunities is measured by autonampgrationalized based on Knies, 2012
and by possibilities for participation, materiaéprquisites, non-material prerequisites and co-
worker support, operationalized based on Bijste(2d11) and Onwezen (2011). The
autonomy scale and the participation scale ar@ided into one CFA based on the theoretical
notion that these two scales together cover theemnof opportunities as discussed in the
AMO theory by Appelbaum et al (2000). (RMSEA .05B1C993) The material prerequisites
scale and the non-material prerequisites scale shvewy strong fit indicators (RMSEA .000
CFI .998). The co-worker support scale shows angtfd (RMSEA .0509 CFl .9644) (CFA
also included OCB).

The concept of abilities is measured by six itéased on both contextual abilities and
general abilities formulated by Knies (2012) anagh®wing an acceptable fit (RMSEA .07
CFl.9644).

The dimension motivation is measured by mean$®f3DT motivation scale based
on Vandenabeele (2008) and short proxies PSM gdalgor 2008). The SDT motivation
scale consists of 7 items of Vandenabeele, compitadeavith one item out of the Gagne et al
(2010) scale. The CFA of the motivation scales shawjood fit (RMSEA .03 CFI .988). For

the analysis the SDT RAI score is constructed.

> When existing measurement scales have been used, the items have been rephrased for the respondents to
understand the statement correctly. Existing scales are often formulated for higher educated employees
whereas the respondents in this research are mainly lower educated employees.
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Table 2b Non-standardized factor loadings for CFA opportunities, abilities and motivation

Non-st. B
Autonomy (Cronbach’s Alpha .7847)
In my function | have the opportunity to use my knowledge and my skills 1 o
In the execution of my tasks | have enough decision authority .87 *x
| feel at my place in my function .86 *x
Participation (Cronbach’s Alpha .7327)
During the team meeting | have enough space to have input 1 o
My team manager invites me to give my opinion 1.12 *x
Material prerequisites (Cronbach’s Alpha .7431)
There are enough materials present to execute my care tasks (bandages ed.) 1
There is enough equipment (such as lifts) to execute my care tasks .75 *x
Non-material prerequisites (Cronbach’s Alpha .6186)
| can perform my tasks with clients without disturbances 1
| have enough time per client to perform my tasks .97 *x
Co-worker support (Cronbach’s Alpha .8906)
My direct co-workers support me in the execution of my tasks 1
My direct co-workers show interest in my personal situation 1.06 b
My direct co-workers give me advice in difficult situations 1.12 *x
My direct co-workers help me when | need help 1.08 b
Abilities (Cronbach’s Alpha .7479)
| know what the importance of the service is (care, administration and support) that we deliver 1
| have enough knowledge to execute my care tasks. 1.30 b
| am capable to communicate with the family of clients 1.15 *x
| am capable to show empathy for the situation of my clients. 1.48 b
| can keep my calm in different work situations 1.17 *x
| can relate to the personal situation of my clients 1.33 b
Intrinsic (Cronbach’s alpha r=.828)
Because | like my job 1
Because | enjoy it .99 ok
Identified (Cronbach’s alpha r=.581)
Because the job connects to things that | find important 1
Because | want to be a good caretaker 1.09 Fkk
Introjected (Cronbach’s alpha r=.782)
Because | will feel guilty otherwise 1
Because | will feel bad otherwise .86 ik
Extrinsic (Cronbach’s alpha r=.733)
Because | will get problems otherwise 1
Because | will get a bad evaluation otherwise 1.03 Fkk
PSM (Cronbach’s alpha r=.604)
Because | find it important to help other people in my work 1
Because | find it important to make a contribution to society .90 rkk

Correlation is significant at level <0,01**
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M easurement of dependent variables

Employee behavior

Based on the research of Bijsteren (2011) and Oemve2011) task performance is
operationalized in three dimensions; 1) persoriahtibn, 2) respect and 3) individual care fit.
CFA shows a good fit (RMSEA .0569 CFl .9492).

OCB is measured by means of an OCBI scale and Ogtia@ both based on the Lee

& Allen (2002) scale. The CFA fit overall is accaple (RMSEA .0509 CFI .9644).

Table 2c Non-standardized factor loadings for CFA behavior

Non-st. B
Attention (Cronbach’s Alpha .7201)
During my work | often make small talk with my clients. 1 ke
| listen to the problems of my clients 1.39 ki
When problems occur | will look for a solution with the clients 1.35 *x
Respect (Cronbach’s Alpha .7139)
| do not argue with clients about their norms and values (such as religion or room decorations) 1 ki
| give my clients information about the actions that | take (such as new medication or delays) .98 ki
| always keep my appointments and deals with my clients 1.15 ki
| respect the personal space of my clients (such as with toilet use) 1.04 ki
Individualistic approach (Cronbach’s Alpha .7445)
| meet the wishes of my clients 1 ki
| keep the personal rituals of my clients intact 1.11 ki
| involve my clients in the choices that need to be made 1.03 ki
OCBI (Cronbach’s Alpha .8024)
I help co-workers in solving work related problems, even if | have to stay a bit longer 1
| try hard to make new co-workers to feel welcome 1.12 ki
| help co-workers with their tasks 1.20 ki
OCBO (Cronbach’s Alpha .6250)
| am loyal towards my team 1
| try to avoid problems within the team 1.10 ki
Within the team | suggest new ideas to perform better .94 ke
Employee well-being
Psychological well-being
| am emotionally drained by my job
| am tired when | get up in the morning and have to go to work.
Job satisfaction
Overall, | am satisfied with my job
Physical well-being
| have no health issues as a result of my job.
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Employee well-being

Based on (Grargt al 2007), four items are included to measure em@ayell-being. Three
items focus on psychological well-being and onepbmgsical well-being. One of the items
measuring psychological well-being is the oftendugeb satisfaction item (Wanous et al.,
1997). Although the CFA shows a very good fit (RMSB00 CFI .9964) the factor loadings
and item error show a different picture (loadingsaeen 1.08 and .50, errors between .29 and
1.22). Based on these results the choice is madeetde three different dimensions of well-
being; job satisfaction based on one item (Wanb9987), psychological well-being based on

two items and physical well-being based on one.item

RESULTS

The results are discussed in three stages. Fistlyesults of task behavior are discussed.
Secondly the results with OCBI & OCBO as dependmmiables are discussed. Thirdly, the
results on employee well-being are discussed. Basedhe partial correlation matrix

(appendix 2) all suggested mediation paths areilpess

Results of task behavior

The results of task behavior are discussed bas#ueahree sub dimensions of task behavior.

In respect to the dimension attention for cliehg tmodel indicates that the impact of the
people management variables on attention for diest mediated by the opportunities
variables. The impact of opportunities is indicatedbe partly mediated by abilities. The
impact of both autonomy and participation disappedeaving a direct impact for the
opportunities variable non-material prerequisitsth abilities and motivation (RAI) have a
direct impact on attention for clients. The impatiRAI is minimal compared to the impact

of abilities.
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In respect to the sub dimension respect for clightsanalysis indicates a mediated effect for
the people management variables when adding thermmity variables, except for HR
practices focused at developniefthis people management variable remains to haread

but significant impact throughout all the modelfieTopportunities variables have both a
direct and mediated effect. The impact of auton@amg co-worker support is suggested to be
mediated, whereas patrticipation has a small deffect. The abilities variable has a direct
effect, and the motivation variables (PSM and R#$p both have a direct effect. The impact

of RAIl is again small, compared to both abilitiesld&SM.

With respect to the sub dimension individual apphpahe analysis indicates a mediation
affect for the people management variables by dppiies, with a small direct effect for HR
development. The test again suggests a partlyateztieffect for opportunities. Participation
and material prerequisites are suggested to beateelliwhereas autonomy and non-material
prerequisites have a direct effect. The effect lohitees is direct and so is the effect of the
motivation variable PSM. The impact of abilitieSNM and autonomy (opportunities) is most

substantial.

“In respect to the significant negative impact of personal development (people management variable), based
on the correlation matrix (appendix 1) this result is seen as a suppression effect and is therefore not considered
a relevant outcome
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TABLE 3a muliilevel regeression Attention

Attention
1 model Step 1 Step 2 Med Sig Step 3 Med Sig Step 4 Med Sig
B (SE) B |SE} B {SE) t distr. 3 {SE) t distr. B (SE) t distr.
Gender 0,126 0,129 0,120 0,147 0,137 0,117 0,127 0,099
Education D,019 0,012 0,017 0,015 0,012 0,013 0,010 0,014
SenviceYears 0,002 0,002 o002 0,003 0,003 0,002 0,004 0,002
Age 0,001 0,002 0,001 0,002 0,000 0,002 0,000 0,002
HR. development 0,082 0,037 * 0,041 0,035 0,040 0,051 0,037 0,049 0,028
HR cumrent 0,053 0,042 0,008 0,038 0,007 0,042 0,018 0,049
HR tailor Fit -0,010 0,051 o,o12 0,040 0,007 0,042 0,017 0,044
Support daily functioning 0,209 0,047 **= 0,054 0,051 0,109 0,063 0,045 0,053 0,040
Support personal development -0,038 0,041 -0.051 0,032 -0,046 0,034 -0,047 0,043
Autonomy 0,170 0,051 == 0,083 0,049 0,060 0,058 0,054
Participation 0,085 0,043 * 0,036 0,049 0,045 0,035 0,042
CaWs 0,064 0,050 0,011 0,045 0,007 0,045
Material Prerequistes 0,044 0,037 0,012 0,036 0,008 0,037
MNon-Material Preraquistes 0,116 0,029 ** 0,082 0,028 =+ 0,030 0,093 0,027 ==
Abilities D434 0,058 *** 0,393 0,052 = 0,028)
PSM 0,039 0,038
RAI 0,024 0,040 *
constant 4372 0,021 =+ 2,841 0,326 ** 1,771 0,359 = 1,043 0,346 = 1,089 0,259 ==
1CC 0,260
(variance 2th level) T 2 0,166 0,012 0,131 0,018 0,090 0,013 0,061 0,011 0,054 0,016
(variance 1st level) o 2 0472 0,016 0443 0017 0,418 0,016 0,396 0,016 0,391 0,017
LL (afy| -298,972 3 -267 925 12 -237 944 17 -211,869 18 -205,507 20
Deviance test: LL change (df change) p= 31,048 9 0o 29,981 5 00 26,075 1 op* 6,362 2 021
R'1 1 R% 0,062 ! 0,210 0,115 [ 0,458 0,161 ! 0,630 0,172 ! 0,671
MSE 0,180 0,162 0,158

Correlation is significant at level <0,05* N groups { mean group M) 63 (B.7)

Correlation is significant at level <0,01**
Correlation is significant at level <0, 001"

N

421
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TABLE 3b multilevel regeression Respect

Respect
0 model Step 1 Step 2 Med Sig Step 3 Med Sig Step 4 Med Sig
& ({SE) [ (SE) & [SE) t disir. i3 (SE) t distr. B (SE) t distr.
Gender 0,041 0,123 0.048 0,124 0.058 0,095 i} 023 0,089
Education -0,004 0,012 0,013 0,014 -0,020 0,012 -0,019 0,013
ServiceYears -0,007 0,003 * -0.008 0,003 * -0,006 0,002 *=* -0,005 0,003
Age 0,003 0,002 0.003 0,002 0,001 0,002 0,002 0,002
HR development 0,133 0,032 = 0,064 0,036 0,070 0,075 0,030 * 0,064 0032 * 0,017
HR current 0,032 0,032 -0.004 0,028 -0,023 0,034 -0,032 0,031
HR tailor Fit 0,035 0,041 0,048 0,040 0,043 0,038 0,050 0,045
Support daily functioning 0,176 0,041 = 0.001 0,048 0,135 0,006 0,046 -0,006 0,040
Support perscnal development 0,113 0,041 * -0.114 0,032 *== 0,005 0,113 0,030 === -0,109 0,033 ==
Autonomy 0,187 0,052 == 0,103 0,049 = 0,058 0,085 0,044 0,013
Parficipation 0,151 0,040 *+* 0,093 0,039 * 0,050 0,082 0,034 * 0,011
CoWs 0,106 0,040 * 0,051 0,039 0,048 0,038 0,029
Material Prerequistes 0.038 0,034 0,007 0,034 -0,001 0,032
Mon-Material Prereguistes 0,020 0,028 -0,002 0,026 0,000 0,024
Abilities 0423 0,057 === 0,368 0,048 == 0,036
PSM 0,119 0,034 =+
RAl 0,015 0,007 *
constant 4 365 0,021 = 3,176 0,304 *=* 2,182 0,210 = 1,525 0,253 == 1,420 0,301 =
IcC 0,251
{vanance 2th level) 12 0,151 0,016 0,147 0,020 0,132 0,026 0,087 0,010 0,079 0,012
(variance 1stlevel) o 2 0,449 0,016 0,410 0,018 0,376 0,016 0,358 0,015 0,350 0,015
LL (dfy| -277,160 3 -240,150 12 -203,660 17 -175,102 18 -164,113 20
Deviance test: LL change (df change] p= 37,010 g 0= 36,490 5 DO+ 28,558 1 it 10,869 2 ooz2+
R% 1 R%: 0,088 I 0,023 0,162 ! 0,126 0,203 f 0421 0,221 I 0477
MSE 0,144 0,130 0,124
%ﬂgnma at level <0, 05 N groups { mean group N} 63 (6,7)

Correlation is significant at level <0,01*
Correlation is significant at level <0 001**

N

an
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TABLE 3c multilevel regeression Individualistic approach

Individualistic approach

0 model Step 1 Step 2 Med Sig Step 3 Med Sig Step 4 Med Sig
B (SE) [} (SE) 1] (SE) t distr. 1] (SE) t distr. 1] (SE) t distr.
Gender 0,014 0,132 -0,050 PEIm -0,041 0137 -0,065 0,121
Education -0,003 0,012 -0,009 0,015 -0,015 0,011 -0,012 0,011
ServiceYears -0,002 0,002 -0,002 0,003 -0,001 0,003 0,000 0,003
Age 0,002 0,003 0,002 0,002 0,000 0,002 0,000 0,002
HR development 0,131 0,080 = 0,065 0,043 0,048 0,077 0,043 0,060 0,030 * 0,015
HR current 0,017 0,045 -0,034 0,041 -0,050 0,051 -0,052 0,040
HR tailor Fit 0,042 0,053 0,070 0,042 0,065 0,044 0,062 0,047
Support daily functioning 0,155 0,054 = -0,036 0,056 0,120 -0,024 0,046 -0,033 0,055
Support persenal development 0,045 0,043 -0.055 0,035 -0,049 0,038 -0,040 0,035
Autonomy 0,224 B.O5T "= 0,127 0,050 * 0,067 0,124 0,042 *= 0.002
Participation 0115 0,051 * 0,046 0,047 0,049 0,030 0,039
CoWs 0,047 0,051 -0,012 0,042 -0,006 0,050
Material Prerequistes 0113 0,038 * 0,078 0,030 ** 0,036 0.071 0,040 0.007]
MNon-Material Prerequistes 0,099 0,027 ** 0,073 0,023 ** 0,036 0,073 0,028 *
Abilities 0477 0,069 *** 0,431 0,060 *** 0,025
FSM 0,143 0,040 ***
RAl -0,002 0,009
constant 4232 0,030 =+ 3,081 0401 = 1,850 0,345 ** 1,065 0313 ** 0,853 0,343 *
ICC 0226
(variance 2th level) 12 0.148 0,019 0,111 0,021 0,074 0,012 0,049 0,010 0,065 0,014
{wariance 1stlevel)o 2 0,504 0,018 0477 0,019 0430 0,016 0412 0,018 0.403 0,016
LL (dfy| -322811 3 -205 484 12 -266,433 17 -227,156 18 -219,964 20
Deviance test: LL change (Gf change) p= 27,326 g 0o 39,051 5 0o+ 29277 1 D= 7,192 2 0,014 *
R% 1 RS 0,054 ] 0,244 0,129 ! 0,501 0,183 '} 0,669 0,201 i 0,556
MSE 0,198 0176 0,169
amelation is significant af level <, N groups { mean group N} 63 (6,7)

Correlation is significant at level <0 01*
Correlation is significant at level <0,001**

N

421
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Results of OCB

The results of OCB are discussed in two stagestlfFi@CBO, secondly OCBI.

In the analysis with OCBO as dependent variable,pdople management variables show both
direct and mediated effects. A small direct effectHR practices current and a mediated effect
by opportunities for support in daily functioninglso the opportunity variables show both a
direct effect, from the co-worker support variabbnd a mediated effect for autonomy,
participation and material prerequisites. The gbilariable has both a mediating effect for the
opportunities variables, as well as an additiofifdce The motivation variables have no effect

as shown by the deviance test.

In respect to OCBI, the people management varidbddls have a direct and mediated effect.
The small direct effect is from the HR tailor fianable. The mediated effect is from support in
daily functioning, mediated by the opportunity wdulies. The opportunity variables autonomy
and co-worker support also have an additional effeoth the ability variable and motivation

variable PSM have a direct additional effect, boitnmediation effect. The impact of co-worker

support and ability is the most substantial.
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TABLE 3d multifevel CCBOD

QOCBO
0 model Step 1 Step 2 Med Sig Step 3 Med Sig Step 4 Med Sig
B (SE) ] {SE) [ [SE) t distr. i [SE) t distr. B {SE} t distr.
Gender 0,175 0,137 0,176 0,123 0,178 0,124 0,190 0,125
Education -0,007 0,014 -0,018 0,012 0,021 0,010 * -0.020 0,010 *
Service'Years 0,002 0,003 0,002 0,002 0,003 0,002 0,003 0,002
Age 0,002 0,002 0,003 0,002 0,002 0,002 0,002 0,002
HR development 0,014 0,040 -0,072 0,038 0,064 0,034 -0.067 0,033 *
HR current 0,133 0,049 = 0,093 0,034 = 0,033 0,080 0,035 " 0,013 0,078 0,037 * 0,002
HR. tailor Fit 0,022 0,050 0,013 0,034 0,011 0,042 0,013 0,042
Support daily functioning 0,133 0,048 = -0,042 0,046 0,143 0,038 0,042 -0.041 0,038
Support personal development 0,044 0,034 0,049 0,032 0,055 0,032 0,056 0,031
Autonomy 0,141 D045 ** 0,074 0,049 0,049 0,071 0,047
Participation 0,117 0,037 *** 0,072 0043 0,042 0,069 0,035
CoWs 0,267 0,041 = 0,225 0.044 = 0,033 0,221 0,033 0.0048
Material Prerequistes 0,080 0,032 * 0,058 0,034 0,022 0,057 0,030
Mon-Material Prerequistes 0,014 0,026 0,005 0,022 -0,004 0,022
Abilites 0,325 0,055 == 0,311 0,061 =+ 0,008
PSM 0,038 0,033
RAl 0,003 0,005
constant 4033 0,027 2,875 0,315 % 1614 0,344 == 1,105 0,334 = 1.071 0,348 =
ICC 0,211
(varance 2th level) 1 2 0,126 D024 0,111 0,017 0,059 0,015 0,074 0,014 0,084 0,013
{variance 1stlevel)o 2 0,471 0,018 0,426 0,016 0,379 0,018 0,361 0,018 0,359 0,016
LL (af)| -292,517 3 -249.058 12 -194,025 17 176,373 18 -175.645 20
Deviance test: LL change (df change) p= 43 480 L) e 55,033 5 gt 17652 1 1 0,728 2 0,347
R 1 R 0,097 ! 0,117 0,195 ! 0,529 0233 ! 0,415 0,238 ! 0,336
MSE 0.145 0,132 0,131

Cormrelation is mﬁ:mnm_.: at level <0,05* M groups ( mean group N) 63 (6.7)

Correlation is significant at level <001
Cormrelation iz significant at level <0,001"*

N

421
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TABLE 3e muiltilevel regeression OCBI

ocCBl
0 model Step 1 Step 2 Med Sig Step 3 Med Sig Step 4 Med Sig
B (SE) B {SE) i3 (SE) L disir, B (SE) L disir, i {SE) t distr.
Gender -0,188 0,125 -0,185 0,137 0177 0,144 0,194 0,141
Education -0,007 0,013 -0,015 0,012 -0,019 0,012 0,019 0,013
ServiceYears 0,002 0,003 0,000 0,002 0,001 0,002 0,002 0,002
Age 0,002 0,002 0,002 0,002 0,00 0,002 0,001 0,002
HR. development 0,074 0,047 -0,027 0,033 -0,021 0,036 -0,027 0,037
HR. cumrent 0,048 0,049 0,004 0,037 -0,007 0,033 0,014 0,035
HR: tailor Fit 0,069 0,041 0,051 0,036 0,048 0,030 0,056 0,027 *
Support daily functioning 0,193 0,054 ** -0,023 0,038 0,159 -0,019 0,039 -0,030 0,041
Support personal development 0,011 0,041 0,025 0,028 0,030 0,028 0,031 0,023
Autonomy 0,166 0,050 = 0,111 0,045 * 0,040 0,093 0,036 = 0,015
Participation 0,080 0,045 0,023 0,049 0,017 0,038
CaWs 0,449 0,043 == 0417 0,048 *= 0,024 0,403 0,040 *= 0,011
Material Prerequistes 0,038 0,021 002 0,022 0,014 0,028
Mon-Material Prerequistes -0,003 0,025 -0,018 0,022 -0,016 0,022
Abilities 0,267 0,050 *= 0,224 0,056 *** 0,02e8
PSM 0,076 0,037 *
Ral 0,017 0,009
constant 4294 0,024 == 3092 0,325 ** 1,590 0,286 ** 1,156 0,433 = 1,112 0,270 *=
1cC 0,279
(variance 2th level) T2 0,190 0,022 0,175 0,019 0,104 0,017 0,100 0,019 0,108 0,018
(varance 15t level) 5 2 0,490 0,019 0435 0,016 0,352 0,016 0,342 0,016 0,334 0,020
LL (dfy] -317,270 3 -268 684 12 -172,081 17 -158,989 18 -151,529 20
Deviance test: LL change {df change) p= 438,536 g oo+ 96,604 5 oo 13,092 1 0o+ 7459 2 Do *
Ryl RS 0,111 i 0,075 0,280 ! 0,451 0,302 ! 0474 0,318 ! 0,433
?___m_ 0,127 c_am _“_L__._m

Comrelation is significant at level <0,05* N groups { mean group N} 53 (6,7)

Comelation is significant at level <001
Comelation is significant at level <0,001**

N

421
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Results of employee well-being

Employee well-being is discussed in three stagestlyjobs atisfaction, secondly psychological

well-being and thirdly physical well-being.

In respect to job satisfaction, the people managémariables show both direct and mediated
effects. The variable HR practices current is satggk to have a mediated effect by
opportunities. Support in daily functioning has med effect. The opportunity variables
autonomy, material prerequisites and non-mateniategguisites have a direct effect on job
satisfaction. The abilities variable does not hawmeeffect, not mediating nor additional. The
motivation variables RAI have an additional direffect. The most substantial effects are from

support in daily functioning (PM), autonomy (O) amah-material prerequisites (O).

In the analysis with psychological well-being agpe@®edent variable, the people management
variable support in daily functioning is indicatexlhave a mediated effect by opportunities. HR
practices current has a direct effedthe opportunities variable non-material prereitgsshas a
direct effect. The abilities variable does not hawy effect, not mediating nor additional. The

motivation variable RAI has a small additional effdout no mediating effect.

In respect to physical well-being, the model shthed the people management variable support
in daily functioning has a mediated effect by thmpartunity variables. However, adding the
people management variables or the opportunityalbles does not result into a significant
model fit change. The only variable that has a dflireffect is the opportunities variable
autonomy. Adding the ability and motivation variedbldoes result in a significant change in
model fit, however none of these variables havegaificant effect. The explained variance is

very low (R, . 044 R, .277).

> The negative effect of people management variable HR practices development is considered a suppression effect
based on the correlation matrix (appendix 1).

31



TABLE 3f multilevel regeression Job satisfaction

Job satisfaction

0 model Step 1 Step 2 Med Sig Step 3 Med Sig Step 4 Med Sig
B (SE) B (SE) B [SE) t distr. B (SE) t distr. B [SE) t distr.
Gender 0,032 0,206 0,036 0,177 -0,036 0,209 -0.041 0,161
Education 0,018 0,013 0,012 0,012 0,011 D016 0,004 0,014
Sendce'fears -0,003 0,003 -0,004 0,003 -0,004 0,003 -0.004 0,002
Age 0,002 0,002 0,003 0,002 0,003 0,002 0,004 0,002
HR development 0,071 0,052 0,015 0,046 -0,014 0,037 -0,002 0,048
HR cument 0,148 0,049 = 0,105 0,039 =* 0,025 0,103 D052 * 0,001 0,081 0,042 0,016
HR tailor Fit -0,084 0,040 * -0,040 0,048 -0,041 0,039 -0,019 0,043
Support daily functioning 0,337 0,044 = 0,174 0,050 = 0,119 0,176 D057 ** 0,162 0,053 ** 0,009
Support personal development 0,011 0,041 0,016 0,036 0,017 0,039 0008 0,037
Autonomy 0,398 0,058 **= 0,385 0,083 = 0,008 0,336 0,058 == 0,028
Participation -0,100 0,055 0,111 0,054 * -0,098 0,054
CoWs 0,069 0,054 0,062 0,044 0,024 0,053
Maternial Prerequistes 0,092 0,044 ~ 0,085 D038 * 0,004 0,087 0,041 " 0,000
MNon-Material Prereguistes 0,105 D,029 == 0,101 0037 ** 0,205 0,102 0,036 **
Abilities 0,066 0,076 0,021 0,097
PSM -0,042 0,047
RAI 0.049 GO0 =
constant 4,323 -0,036 * 2,295 0,528 *= 1,069 0,469 0,964 0,603 1,262 0,480 **
ICC 0,170
(variance 2th level) 7 2 0,121 -0,020 0,054 0,010 e e 0.007 0,027
{variance 1st level) o 2 0,592 -0,026 0,526 -0,022 0,476 0,019 0,475 D024 0,458 0,020
LL {dfy| -384, 669 3 -329,294 12 -284 852 17 -284,395 18 -270,493 20
Deviance test: LL change (df changs) p= 55,375 9 BT 44 242 5 1 0,457 1 0,245 13,902 2 a1
R% 1 R% 0,111 ! 0,554 0,196 ! e 0,197 ! e 0,226 ! 0,945
MSE 0,225 0,226 0.210

Correlation is significant at level <0,05* M groups { mean group N} B3 {8,7)

Correlation is significant at level <0,01*
Correlation is significant at level <0, 001

N

4
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TABLE 3g muitilevel regeression Paychological Wellbeing

Psychological Wellbeing

0 model Step 1 Step 2 Mad Sig Step 3 Med Sig Step 4 Med Sig
& (SE) B (SE) 1] [SE) t distr. B |SE) t distr. ] (SE) t distr.
Gender 0,175 0,189 0,109 0,172 0,109 0,168 0,103 0,133
Education 0,035 0,019 0,044 0,018 * 0,044 0,019 * 0,034 0,020
ServiceYears -0,005 0,005 -0,003 0,005 -0,003 0,005 -0,003 0,004
Age -0,002 0,003 -0,001 0,003 -0,001 0,003 0,001 0,003
HR development -0,118 0,064 -0,133 0,057 * 0,009 -0,133 0,062 * 0,120 0048 *
HR current 0281 0,067 *= 0,206 0,056 = 0,042 0,205 0,067 ** 0,000 0,178 0,085 = 0,014)
HR tailor FRt -0,132 0,076 -0,099 0,059 -0,099 0,065 -0,070 0,066
Support daity functioning 0271 0,069 = 0,117 0,073 0,075 017 0,059 * 0,099 0,078 0,009
Support personal development 0,027 0,062 0,17 0,080 0,017 0,055 0,007 0,046
Autonomy 0,175 0,076 ¢ 0,174 0,092 0,000 0,113 0,083 0,024)
Participation 0,005 0,062 -0,006 0,070 0,008 0,087
CoWs 0,109 0,057 0,108 0,067 0,060 0,055
Material Prerequistes 0,035 0,057 0,035 0,050 0,033 0,052
Mon-Material Prereguistes 0,252 0,051 == 0,252 0,043 = 0,000 0,253 0,056 ***
Abilities 0,005 0,107 -0,052 0,080
PSM -0,049 0,079
RAl 0,061 0,014 ==
constant 3,998 0,031 *= 2,368 0,486 = 1,080 0,540 * 1,072 0,608 1444 0,497 =
ICC 0,180
(variance 2th level) 12 0,160 0,022 0,100 0,019 e e e
(variance 1st level) o 2 0,731 0,024 0,694 0,027 0,658 0,027 0,658 0,027 0,640 0,027
LL (gf)| -473,890 3 447 717 12 421125 17 421,123 18 -409,690 20
Deviance test: LL change (df change) p= 26,172 g 001 26,593 5 g 0,001 1 0487 11,433 2 .0p2+
R, R: 0,050 i 0,377 0,100 ! e 0,100 ! e 0,124 /
- E 0457 0457 _u.bmlw

Correlation is significant at level =0,05* M groups { mean group M) 83 (B,T)

Correfation is significant at level <0,01*
Correlation is significant at level <0,001***

N

421

33



TABLE 3h muitilevel regeression Physical Wellbeing

Physical Wellbeing

0 model Step 1 (PM) Step 2 (0) Med Sig Step 3 (A) Med Sig Step 4 (M) Med Sig
i (SE) 4] {SE) B (SE) t distr. (SE) t disfr. (1] [SE) f disir.
Gender 0,203 0,340 0,163 0,364 0,158 0,315 0,183 0328
Education 0,018 0,036 0,018 0,044 0,021 0,038 0,014 0,034
SenviceYears -0,013 0,007 * 0,013 0,006 * -0,014 0,005 * -0,014 0,008
Age -0,006 0,005 0,005 0,005 -0,004 0,007 -0,004 0,005
HR development -0,0449 0,108 -0,084 0,089 -0,099 0102 -0,076 0,093
HR cumrent 0,137 0,105 0,100 0,109 0,108 0,109 0,094 0,054
HR tailor Fit -0,040 0,121 0,010 0,114 -0,007 0,114 0,008 0138
Support daily functioning 0,337 0,119 ** 0,215 0,138 0,033 0,212 0111 0,208 0,125
Support personal development 0174 0,101 0,175 0,098 0,179 0,101 -0,190 0,120
Autonomy 0,247 o122 * 0,291 0,123 * 0,260 0130 0.002)
Participation 0,048 0,102 -0,018 0,105 0,002 0,102
CoWs 0,064 0,089 0,088 0,083 0,063 011
Material Prerequistes 0,043 0,107 0,057 0,096 0,066 0,082
MNon-Material Prerequistes 0,120 0,061 * 0,132 0,073 0,131 0072
Abilities -0,207 0,179 -0,192 0127
PSM -0,183 0107
RAl 0,034 0,021
constant 3,562 0,054 = 2530 0,925 ** 1,559 0,940 = 1,896 0,791+ 2284 0,735 *
ICC 0,198
(variance 2th level) 1 2 0,269 0,042 0,238 0,042 0,211 0,039 0,213 0,040 0,194 0,030
{variance 1st leval) o 2 1,087 0,043 1,055 0,046 1,045 0,041 1,043 0,048 1,040 0,048
LL (df)| 642915 3 -628,620 12 623417 17 622 512 18 -620, 286 20
Dewviance fest: LL change (0f change) p= 14,295 g 0,061 5,204 5 0,208 0,904 1 0013 = 2276 2 0041 *
R R 0,030 ! 0,114 0,038 f 0,214 0,041 ! 0,208 0,044 ! 0277
MSE 1,131 1,128 1,129

Correlation is significant at level .,.m.mm4
Correlation is significant at level <0,01*
Correlation is significant at level =0 001**

M groups { mean group N}

N

4

63 (6,7)
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DISCUSSION
Although the complexity at the variable level/suimension level is highly interesting, the
discussion of the results is limited to the theammng dimension level, since the research considers

the relationship between theories and differeneetspof theories.

The results of these analyses have several impliafor the theoretical framework that we
started from. Focusing on the relationship betwd&M, in this case people management, and
both task behavior and OCB, the assumed relatipnishpresent (Hypotheses la, 2a). In the
majority of cases the effect of people managemerthe behavior variables was partly mediated
by the opportunity variables. These mediation patbee not found to be significant. However
they do create an outline for further research. fEselts show a similar picture when focusing
on the relationship between people management mptbgee well-being (Hypothesis 3a). The
results give an indication that indeed the AMO tigexan be used to fill in the ‘black-box’ as
Knies (2012) did before. In respect to the peopmagement measurement, the measurement
scale as suggested by Knies (2012) is not stalilesrresearch. Not only does the HR practices
dimension consist out of two separate dimensionshis research, but there also is a high
correlation between several of the dimensions. @hmwrelations actually cause difficulties
when performing the regression tests. These outs@meald be related to the current sector with
low education jobs compared to the research of K(@2812)or to differences in HRM systems
between the researched organizations. It wouldnberasting to see how the measurement
instrument behaves in different contexts and teestigate the possibility to create a people
management measurement that is not sensitive texdoal differences.

With respect to the AMO theory, the results arequote so similar to earlier findings as
the results on people management. Knies (2012)dfoojportunities to be mediated by
motivation whereas this research finds indicatithrag opportunity is (partly) mediated by ability

instead of motivation (Hypotheses 1b, 2b, 3b). €hesults could be caused by the following
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main differences in the measurement of the concétstly, the current research uses the RAI
index of the self determination theory and a pulsiévice motivation proxy as motivation
measurements, whereas Knies (2012) used commit®eobndly, this research involves several
sub dimensions of opportunities, whereas Knies tisecdutonomy scale. Based on the research
of Onwezen (2011) and Bijsterveld (2011), the newpastunity dimensions were included.
However, one could debate whether or not thesedsubnsions are opportunities. As we have
defined opportunities as all that the employeesitegerform, it should be included. However
when going back to Appelbaum (2000) the focus istloa participation in decisions on
organizational routines. When focusing on oppottesifrom this perspective, only the sub
dimension autonomy and participation can be seediraensions of opportunities. The AMO
theory has become one of the most popular theorieiRM (Boselie et al. 2005). However, we
have just started to use the theory to actuallycegpthe black-box. Do we wish to take this
research a step further and create comparablercbsélaen there is a need to define what these
dimensions of the AMO theory actually entail. Whea are measuring different concepts, it is
no surprise that the results will be different.

An interesting result looking at PSM is that PShkla significant effect on two out of
three task behavior aspects. As discussed inhgardtical framework, PSM was expected to
relate strongly to the context of the sector. Thsults show that indeed the PSM proxy is
strongly connected to the context based task behaVhe interpretation of these results is
limited due to the fact that in the survey theresvemly room for a two item PSM proxy.
However, these results should be reason enouglrtteef investigate the relationship between
PSM and context based task behavior in social secto

When focusing on the employee well-being multi@sults stand out. Firstly, how little
can we say about the physical well-being of empdsyaVhereas both job satisfaction and

psychological well-being show several effects wikie included independent variables, the
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outcome of the physical well-being analysis is tisbang. These results show that in order to
really grasp the antecedents for physical well-pdinther research is necessary. Secondly, it is
striking that none of the well-being measuremestafiected by the abilities variable. It seems
that behavior is related to abilities but that wedl-being is not. Finally, for the measurement of
employee well-being, many have used the single itdnjob satisfaction or other single
dimension measurements (Voorde 2011). Howeverrdhelts of the factor analysis show that
employee well-being is definitely not a single ardenstruct. The dimensions of satisfaction,
psychological and physical well-being are relat@each other, but are not the same. Therefore
when focusing on employee well-being, a distinctghould be made between types of well-
being.

As we have introduced the employee well-being etspas part of the balanced theory,
the results should also be seen in this perspediive concepts of behavior, both task and OCB,
and employee well-being were not connected in thsearch as dependent or independent
variables. They were all treated as dependenthlasain the first place because of the balanced
approach of the research, in the second placevisiigate in communalities, differences and
perhaps contradictions in antecedents. In resmethd antecedent of behavior and both the
happiness dimensions of employee well-being (jdisfsation and psychological well-being),
the current research finds support from the mugja@ths approach similar to the conclusions of
Van de Voorde (2011) (hypothesis 4a). Althoughedlghces are present, such as the non effect
of abilities on well-being whereas it has a larffect on behavior, the direction of the effects
that are present are similar. Therefore there isuggestion of conflicting outcomes. The results
for the physical well-being dimension in comparigonbehavior are similar. Van de Voorde
(2011) indicates that conflicting outcomes can tes@nt in this relationship. However these are

not found within the current research (hypothebis 4
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CONCLUSION

The results of this research indicate that thereoigeason for organizations not to pursue a
balance between employee outcomes and organizhtbateomes. Although both outcomes
have different antecedents there are no conflicinggcedents and many mutual gains. In the
organizational outcomes, behavior, both people gamant and AMO, have an influence. In
respect to employee outcomes, well-being, peopleagement, opportunities and motivation

have an influence.

Although this research reduces the outcomes to dimeension levels, such as people
management, opportunities and motivation, the cerigyl within the different dimensions of the
model should not be underestimated. With each dsimarhaving one or more sub dimensions
the interplay between the sub dimensions of thémiht dimensions of the model is too
complex to grasp within one article. This reseanas set out to create a holistic view on the
interplay between several theories within and surding the black-box of the HRM-
performance chain. When focusing on managing thanba between both organizational
outcomes and employee outcomes, we can see tlmivedl the same mechanisms work
positive for both outcomes. Although more reseatobuld be done at the sub dimension level,
this research does not show contradicting mechanism

The results of this study should be seen withi lthnitations of the study. Firstly, the
study was a cross-sectional study. This meansthiese was no possibility for testing causal
effects. By creating a longitudinal dataset ondtbject, these tests can hopefully be performed
in the future. Secondly, unfortunately none of thediation effects was significant. This could
be caused by the statistical power of the reseaiithonly a sample of 421 completely filled in
surveys. However, it could also be due to the lagping technique that was used with the
multilevel analysis. Using the bootstrap metho@mwfihas an increasing effect on the coefficient

error (Lockwood & MacKinnon, without date), thersfohaving a negative effect on the
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mediation testing.

To conclude a note for researchers and practitgsorferactitioners should bear in mind
the impact of the perception of support in dailgdtioning by the team manager. It has an effect
on all the forms of task behavior, OCB and employed-being, and therefore it has a large
effect on both organizational outcomes and emplaygeomes. As for research suggestions,
this research has many limitations that could ber@me in further research. The choice to
focus on the abstraction level of the relationdepveen the theories has left the complexity on
the individual variable and sub dimension level xplered. However, in light of all the
measurement issues that have been discussedigiase still work to be done at the theoretical
level before we can claim to actually understand tklationships within the black-box,

connecting HRM and performange.
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Appendix 1: correlation matrix

Correlations

1 2 k! 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 12 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 2
1. HR development 1

2. HR current 4317 1

3. HR tailor Fit 408" 506 1

4. Support daily fuctioning 3447 #1117 B8t 1

5. Support personal development 5427 2897 488" 505 1

6. Autonomy 4097 286 3027 4866 337 1

7. Participation 3337 356 437 5827 386 5517 1

8.  Coworker support 326 297 385 440 2827 4537 305 1

9. Material Pre 2347 2317 2607 3277 877 2327 2497 2387 1

10. Non-Material Pre 001 183" 1415 91" 077 417 457 059 2ag” 1

11 Abilities 225" 279 286 385 210 508 488 401 304 230 1

12. PSM 2547 2017 2207 286 452 2727 37 207 2120 A1 366 1

13. RAl 493 2247 167 271 478 385 271 337 A77T 098 363 346

4. Aftention 2187 237 2447 3417 1697 4047 3827 289 2527 271 B40T 2947 357 1

15. Respect 245" 2100 255 3127 097 4237 415 331 2160 1417 557 4100 348 495 1

16. Individual approach 2547 2137 2897 311 AT1T 416 379 276 3117 2597 5517 379 2527 523 574 1

17. OBCI 286 260 380 4017 281 479 415 6700 225 065 408" 308" 379" 363 4637 3637 1

18. OCBO 2217 315 307 385 2600 4317 4290 5117 267 135 518 248 284 383 366 373 594 1

19. Psychological WEB D46 246" 1407 2547 1087 2477 215 2017 2047 35a 2287 421 336 2080 1987 4737 1897 166 1
20. Physical WB 018 116 103 71 009 1627 1120 121 125 158 081 M5 453" pgy 093 061 142" 057 206
21. Job Safisfaction 2567 3100 295 447 2647 5127 3287 3417 3127 2807 3700 2097 427 3500 3137 327 378 as1T 4247 159
_Corelation is significant at the 0.01

leve! (2-tailed).

*_ Correlation is significant at the 0.05

leve! (2-tailed).

N 421
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Appendix 2: Partial correlation matrix

Partial Correlations

Control Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 11 12 13
gender & 1. HR development 1,000
education & 2- HR current 42" 1,000
ServiceYea 3. HR tailor Fit 408"  4g98™ 1,000
rs & Age 4. Support daily fuctioning 374" 418" eo2” 1,000
5. Support personal development 531" 275" 403" 522" 1,000
6. Autonomy 4200 2037 3127 474" 3437 1,000
7. Participation 3727 3737 445 5787 3927 549”7 1,000
8.  Coworker support 3227 2917 3007 4437 280" 4477 3947 1,000
9. Matenal Pre 241" 242" 2657 339" 181" 220" 250" 256" 1,000
10. Non-Matenal Pre 018 208" 126" 197 090 441" 477" 097 277" 1,000
1. Abilities 242" 288" 2877 3507 2007 507" 480" 3897 3117 253" 1,000
12. PSM 2747 2077 2147 2477 1627 2847 3217 2127 190" ,068 387" 1,000
13. RAI 200" 221" 170" 289" 185 385 249" 3297 174" 102" 346" 3527 1,000

**_Correlation is significant at 0.01 level
*_ Correlation is significant at 0.05 level
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