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[bookmark: _Toc189173733]Abstract
Research has demonstrated the implications of employee HR attributions in the causal chains linking strategic human resource management (SHRM) to employee and organisational outcomes. Despite this perspective, there is a gap in the literature about the simultaneous effects of HR attributions on both the line managers and employees’ behavioural responses to HR strategy. This is critical because line managers are responsible for implementing HR practices and thus contribute to how employees make sense of and respond to SHRM practices. Integrating signalling theory (Spence, 1973) and the social information processing perspective (SIP) (Salancik and Pfeiffer, 1978), this study argues that line managers are likely to modify their leadership behaviour based on their interpretation of HR context, with the leadership behaviour acting as HR signals that inform employees’ HR attribution and responses, measured as affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout. Additionally, the study proposes that employee’ levels of human capital and their uniform perception of HR practices (HR strength) will moderate the relationship between employee HR attributions and the above employee outcomes. 
To examine the hypothesised relationships, this study formulated four research questions and collected data from 176 employees matched across 48 teams and their line managers across 20 organisations. To test the first research question, I used hierarchical regression because the variables are at the same level (team level). I found that that line manager’s HR attribution for well-being has a non-significant effect on their benevolent leadership behaviour, whilst their HR attributions for exploitation and labour law have significant effects on their authoritarian leadership and moral leadership behaviours respectively. Using multilevel mediation analyses for research question two, I found nonsignificant mediating effects of benevolent, authoritarian and moral leadership behaviours in the relationships between line manager’s attributions for wellbeing, exploitation and labour law, and employee HR attribution for wellbeing, exploitation and labour laws respectively. For the third research question, the results revealed that line managers’ benevolent leadership has a significant effect on employee HR attribution for well-being whilst authoritarian and moral leadership behaviours have non-significant effects on employee HR attributions for exploitation and labour law respectively. Further, results also showed non-significant mediating effects of employee HR attributions for wellbeing, exploitation and labour laws in the relationship between benevolent, authoritarian and moral leadership behaviours and affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout respectively. For the fourth research question, the results showed that human capital moderated a positive relationship between employee HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality, and affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low. On the other hand, I found that human capital moderated the negative relationship between employee HR attribution for well-being and burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. In addition, I also found that human capital moderated the relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and service quality, and affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. However, I found no support for moderating the effects of human capital in the relationship between employee external HR attribution for labour laws and the above employee outcomes. Lastly, I found no support for the moderating effects of HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions (i.e., wellbeing, exploitation and labour laws) and burnout. 
 	This project contributes to the study of HR process as it considers both the role of line manager HR attributions and leadership behaviour and context in fostering employee HR attributions and outcomes. It recognizes the influence of HR attribution as an antecedent of leadership behaviour as previous leadership research focused mainly on physiological attributes and personality traits as antecedents of leadership behaviour. It also contributes to the understanding of the antecedents of employee attribution and the importance of human capital in the attribution process. 
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[bookmark: _Toc158839419][bookmark: _Hlk162967486]1.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk156299191]Research has demonstrated the tangible effect of SHRM on organisational performance. However, there remains a paucity of studies regarding the simultaneous impact of line manager and employee HR attributions in the causal chain linking SHRM to organisational performance (Hewett, Shantz, Mundy, and Alfes, 2018; Hewett and Shantz, 2022). Existing research indicated that line manager and employee HR attributions are likely to account for the variations in the effect of SHRM on organisational performance (Nishii, Lepak, and Schneider, 2008; Guest, Sanders, Rodrigues, Oliveira, 2021; Beijer, Van De Voorde, Tims, 2019; Koys, 1991). Indeed, significant variations in HR perceptions tend to influence the magnitude to which SHRM impacts performance outcomes (Wright and Nishii, 2007), such that more varied HR perceptions limit the impact of SHRM on organisational performance than less varied HR perceptions (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). Therefore, there is an urgent need for further research to elucidate how and why the attributional processes account for variations in HR perceptions and attitudinal and behavioural responses. HR attribution indicates causal inferences about the purpose of SHRM practices stimulate differences in their attitudinal and behavioural responses to HR strategy, which in turn, influence organisation performance (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Nishii et al., 2008). 
Broadly, Nishii et al. (2008) demonstrated that an employee could make either a positive internal HR attribution (i.e., commitment-focused HR attributions that the HR practices are designed to enhance service quality and employee well-being) or a negative internal HR attribution (i.e., control-focused HR attributions that the HR practices are designed to maximise cost reduction and to exploit employees). On the other hand, an employee could make an external HR attribution (i.e., that the HR practices are designed to comply with legal or other requirements). Accordingly, when an employee makes positive internal HR attribution that their organisation’s intent for designing HR practices is to enhance service quality and wellbeing, they are likely to develop a positive perception, attitude, and behaviour towards their organisation’s goals. Conversely, when an employee makes negative internal HR attribution that their organisation’s intent for designing HR practices is to reduce cost and for employee exploitation, they will develop a negative perception, attitude, and behaviour towards their organisation’s goals. Similarly, when an individual makes an external HR attribution that the organisation’s intent for designing HR practices is to comply with legal or other requirements, they will develop a neutral perception, attitude, and behaviour towards the organisation’s goals (Nishii, et al., 2008). 
Building on this framework, recent studies have indicated that HR attribution could emerge through social processes (e.g., social exchange theories or the social information processing perspective – see for example Nishii et al., 2008; Beijer et al., 2019; Hewett et al., 2018). However, most of these studies fail to capture the totality of causal chains in the HR process that starts from line managers to employee perception and reactions to HR strategy (with the exception of Guest et al., 2020 and Meier-Barthold, Biemann and Alfes, 2023). For example, Beijer et al. (2019) adopting the social processing perspective (SIP) (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978) and social exchange theory (SET) (Blau, 1969), explained how line manager HR attributions influence employee HR attributions and how similarity in co-workers’ work-related motivations relate to employee’s similarity in HR attributions. Although this study accounted for the influence of line managers and work context in the HR attributional process, it doesn’t explain why line managers’ attribution affects employee attribution. Therefore, the overarching research question is ‘how and why line manager HR attributions influence employee HR attributions and employee outcomes.  To answer this question, this study draws on signalling theory (Spence, 1973) to examine the causal chains in the HR process. Signalling theory indicates, that in situations characterized by information asymmetry, the respective parties will send and interpret signals to infer information about the respective other party (Spence, 1973) and those signals can influence attitudes and behaviour towards that party (Connelly, Certo, Ireland and Reutzel, 2011; Stiglitz, 2002).  A signal is the observable information that reveals or informs the less-informed party about the value or characteristics of a phenomenon. In a recent review of signalling theory, Connelly et al. (2011) differentiate the primary elements that characterise signalling, namely, the signaller, receiver, and the signal itself. Included in these key elements are ancillary mechanisms such as feedback to the signaller and the signalling environment. Building on this framework, the current study argues that line managers constitute a signaller of HR cues, their behaviours are the signal of HR attributes, while employees who make causal attribution of the line manager’s leadership behaviours are the receivers, leading to the employees’ outcomes as a form of feedback. Therefore, utilising signalling theory, this study presents a more holistic picture of the HR process as it considers both the role of line manager HR attributions and leadership behaviour in fostering employee HR attributions and outcomes. 	Comment by nonso anthony: Ensure that you include an overarching research question, in addition to the more specific ones, and that this is tied to the motivation for the study.	Comment by nonso anthony: Ensure that you include an overarching research question, in addition to the more specific ones, and that this is tied to the motivation for the study.	Comment by Anna Topakas: Not clear how this links to the motivation of the study above? Why did you decide to look at line manager attributions in response to your interest in the poor translation of SHRM to outcomes?
Not sure the revision requires you to make the link to signaling theory here. I think it is more about highlighting the significance of the study (motivation) and how the RQ specifically flows from this. 
Although research has indicated that HR attribution could influence employee behaviour, there is a gap in the HRM literature about the effects of line managers’ causal attribution on their behavioural responses to HRM practices (Hewett et al., 2018; Hewett and Shantz, 2022). This is important because line managers are responsible for signalling and enacting HR practices at the operational base of an organisation (Bos-Nehles et al., 2006; Guest, Sanders, Rodrigues, and Oliveira, 2020; Purcell and Hutchinson, 2007; Kuvass and Buch, 2018; Hewett et al., 2018), which thus, makes their HR attribution a critical source of line manager’s  behaviour.(Nishii and Paluch 2018) Therefore, the first objective of this research is to examine the influence of line managers’ HR attribution on their leadership behaviours. Scholars have suggested that the former is likely to precede leadership behaviour in the causal chain linking intended HR policy to employee HR perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours (Leroy, et al., 2018; Hewett and Shantz, 2022; Hewett et al, 2018). This is because people’s subjective interpretation of social stimuli (e.g., HR practices) influences their attitudinal and behavioural response (Nishii, et al., 2008; Hewett et al., 2018).Therefore, this thesis argues line managers could develop leadership behaviours that are mapped onto their interpretation of the organisation’s HR strategy, practices, and values, which thus render their leadership behaviours cognitive vessels through which employees conceive their organisation’s HR strategy, practices and values (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). 
Drawing on this perspective, this study proposes to examine the influence of line managers’ HR attribution on their paternalistic leadership behaviours. Paternalistic leadership is a culturally construed leadership behaviour that simulates familial-oriented relationships and atmosphere in the workplace (Farh, Cheng, Chou, and Chu, 2006; Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). Paternalistic leaders assume the parental role in organisations and naturally feel obliged to protect those under their care in exchange for loyalty and deference (Aycan, Kanungo, and Sinha, 1999; James, Chen and Cropanzano, 1996). They also take a personal interest in employees’ on-the-job and off-the-job well-being (Gelfand, Erez, and Aycan, 2007). As Farh and Cheng (2000) define it, paternalistic leadership is “a style that combines strong discipline and authority with fatherly benevolence and moral integrity” (p.94). Recent conceptualisation of paternalistic leadership has shown that it is a three-dimensional construct, consisting of authoritarianism, benevolence, and morality (Farh and Cheng, 2000). Following this framework, this study argues that variations in the line manager’ HR attributions may result in the display of different components of paternalistic leadership behaviour. In support, this study draws on social information processing perspective (SIP) (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). SIP indicates that a line manager who seeks guidelines from their work environment (i.e., HR department, fellow line managers and past HR experience) to inform their HR intent is likely to develop appropriate HR-driven leadership behaviour.  For example, a line manager who makes a positive internal HR attribution for employee wellbeing is more likely to develop benevolent leadership behaviour. 
[bookmark: _Hlk156297956][bookmark: _Hlk156298000]There is a dearth of research on the role of line managers in shaping employee HR attribution (with a few exceptions – see Katou Budwar and Patel et al., 2020; Hewett and Shantz, 2022; Nishii and Paluch, 2018). Rather, previous research on HR attributions has focused mainly on the employees’ attribution process and its effects on employees’ outcomes such as affective commitment and job satisfaction (Nishii et al, 2008; Koys, 1991; Van Devoorde et al., 2015; Shantz et al., 2016; Tadung, 2016; Valizade et al., 2016), employee turnover (Chen and Wang, 2014), stress (Hameed and Ghani Khwaja, 2022) and emotional exhaustion and job performance (Shantz et al., 2016). As already stated, research explicating the structure of HRM has emphasised the importance of the line manager’s position in the effective implementation of HR practices (Wright and Nishii, 2007; Khiiji and Wang, 2006). Indeed, line managers are responsible for translating HR strategy and practices in a way that stimulates immediate employee responses (Hewett et al., 2018, Nishii and Paluch, 2018; Bos-Nehles et al., 2019). Although a previous study has adopted this perspective to theorise how line manager’s implementation behaviour could influence employee HR attribution, (Katou, Budwar and Patel, et al., 2020), research has yet to investigate how the variability in the line manager’s leadership behaviours could trigger variations in employee HR attributions. This is important because employees’ interpretations of the underlying intent of leadership behaviours are likely to stimulate differences in their responses (Fischer and Sitkin, 2020). Therefore, the second objective is to examine the effect of line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviours on the variability in employee HR attribution foci. SIP theory (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978) provides a theoretical basis for this argument. According to SIP theory, employees are likely to seek guidance from their work context, including line manager leadership behaviour, to interpret the intent of their organisation’s HR philosophy and practices. This is because line manager leadership behaviour is a signaller of HR content (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). 
Research has indicated that line managers’ attributions could coincide with employee HR attributions through the social information process that involves direct communication of organisation intent from line manager to employees (Beijer et al., 2019), or indirectly through the trickle-down effect of line manager HR implementation behaviour (Wo et al., 2019; Katou, et al., 2020, Yang and Arthur, 2019) or based on line manager behaviour itself (Hewett and Shantz, 2022). Despite these theoretical insights, research has yet to examine the effects of line manager’s specific leadership behaviour on the relationship between their HR attributions and employee HR attributions. Scholars have suggested line managers’ leadership behaviour could influence employees’ perception and attribution of HR practices through the social exchange process (Gardner et al., 2019). However, research has not examined this relationship. Therefore, the third objective of this research is to examine how different dimensions of paternalistic leadership behaviour could mediate the relationship between the variations in line managers’ HR attribution foci and variations in employees’ HR attribution foci. 
Although research has reported that paternalistic leadership behaviour influences employee outcomes (See Bedi, 2020, Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008), most of this research relies on overt leadership behaviours without examining the underlying intent behind such behaviour. In particular, research has yet to examine whether there is an HR intent underlying leadership behaviour. This is important because research has indicated that conflating overt leadership behaviour with their behavioural intentions could cause conceptual problems (e.g. amalgamation, causal indeterminacy and construct redundancy) in the study of leadership’s influence process (Fischer and Sitkin, 2020). To disentangle conflation in the study of paternalistic leadership, Fischer and Sitkin, (2020) distinguish behavioural content from underlying intentions, quality of execution and effects. They indicated that while the behavioural content is descriptive, the other three aspects are evaluative. As such, this research disentangles the behavioural content (paternalistic leadership behaviours), behavioural intention (employee attribution of HR intent as per whether it is related to their wellbeing/exploitation or labour laws), and effects (service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout). Although this study did not capture the quality of executive (e.g. HR implementation effectiveness) as an evaluative component, it represents an important step towards a nuanced understanding of leadership effectiveness. As such, the fourth objective of this study is to shed light on employee interpretation of HR intent as a mediating mechanism through which paternalistic leadership influences employee outcomes, namely self-reported service quality, burnout, and affective organisational commitment. 
Service quality involves the behaviour displayed by frontline employees while interacting and attending to customers’ needs and interests, such as providing adaptive and creative service and being helpful, friendly, and attentive to customers (Liao and Chuang, 2004). Significant features of the service in comparison to the manufacturing sector include simultaneous production and consumption of service, intangibility of service, and the role of customers as co-producers (Bowen and Schneider, 1988). Based on the intangibility of service, high service quality has been noted to constitute a non-imitable source of competitive advantage (Ogden and Watson, 1999; Heskett, Sasser and Schlesinger, 1997). Empirical evidence indicates that the way an employee handles complex customers’ concerns and demands will influence customer satisfaction (Brown and Lam, 2008; Johnson, Ryan and Schmit, 1994; Storbacka, Strandvik, and Grönroos, 1994) and customer loyalty (Liao and Chuang 2004, Hong, Liao, Hu and Jiang, 2013), which ultimately contributes to financial outcomes of sales growth, revenue growth and profit growth (Schneider, Macey, Wayne, and Young, 2009), firms’ increased revenues and market value (Lovelock and Wirtz 2004), as well as market performance (Borucki and Burke, 1999). As such, understanding the HR attributional process that explains how employees develop positive customer service behaviour could be essential to organisational effectiveness (Liao and Chuang 2004). 
Secondly, burnout is “a state of physical, emotional, and mental exhaustion that results from long-term involvement in work situations that are emotionally demanding” (Schaufeli and Greenglass, 2001, p. 501). Scholars have demonstrated that burnout has several implications for individuals, families and organisations (Frenkel, Li, Lloyd and Restubog, 2012). Specifically, research has reported that burnout is positively related to physical (e.g., insomnia, fatigue, and cancer) and psychological health problems (e.g., somatic complaints, depression, anxiety) (Schaufeli and Bakker 2004; Grandey 2000). Research has also linked employees’ burnout to lower levels of job satisfaction and organisational commitment (Moore 2000), job engagement (Halbesleben and Buckley, 2004), turnover intention and absenteeism (Chen and Yu, 2014) and poor performance and lower organisational citizenship behaviour (Cropanzano, Rupp and Byrne, 2003). As such, investigating the HR attribution foci that increase or lower employee experience of burnout is key to understanding how manage to employee stress and wellbeing in the workplace. 
Lastly, affective organisational commitment is defined as an individual’s emotional ties to “identification with organisation and involvement in the organisation” developed through positive work experience (Allen and Meyer, 1990, p. 1). Meta-analytic research has reported that affective organisational commitment positively affects lower turnover intention and absenteeism, higher organisation citizenship behaviour (OCB), job performance, attendance, and employee health and wellbeing (Meyer et al., 2002), which ultimately contribute to organisational performance (Nishii et al., 2008). Given these positive attributes of affective organisational commitment, this study will help delineate how employee cognition of HR intent could influence employee affective organisational commitment.  
As already stated, research has shown that employee HR attributions predict several employee outcomes (see Hewett et al., 2018). However, scholars have noted that this relationship is complex because employee HR attributions are likely to interact with multiple factors such as employee levels of competence and context in predicting outcomes (Nishii et al., 2008; Hewett et al., 2018; Hewett and Shantz, 2022, Markinto et al., 2004). Research that focuses on a singular factor (e.g., HR attributes) to explain the attribution process might be underspecified because it neglects several factors that may interact with the attribution process to explain the resulting affective and behavioural responses (Martinko et al., 2004). Therefore, the present study's sixth objective is to examine the boundary conditions of employee HR attributions in predicting affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout. In particular, this research examines the moderating effects of employee human capital and HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and the aforementioned outcomes. 
Human capital refers to the “knowledge, skills and abilities [KSA] residing with and utilised by individuals” (Subramaniam and Youndth, 2005, p. 451). It is a set of valuable individual resources that help in the management of complex and uncertain work situations (Ployhart, Weekley and Ramsey, 2009). Based on such a perspective, this study argues that an employee’s level of human capital is likely to interact with their HR attributions to influence their customer service behaviour (Ployhart, et al., 2009), level of stress (Halbesleben et al., 2014) and motivation (Aryee et al., 2016). On the other hand, HR strength refers to the uniform perception of HR practices based on how consistent, distinctive, and integrated they are in transmitting SHRM practices to organisational performance (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). Scholars have noted that HR strength could determine the level of variability that exists between an employee’s interpretation of HR intent and their behavioural and attitudinal response (Meier-Barthold, Biemann and Alfes, 2023). Based on this framing, this thesis considers levels of HR strength as a context that is likely to interact with employee HR attribution foci to increase or decrease their effect on employee outcomes. 
Lastly, although research has examined the effects of HR attribution in the relationship between SHRM and organisational performance, most of these studies were conducted in the Western context. Scholars have acknowledged the influence of contextual factors such as local customs and values, institutions, economic conditions, and legislation in the evaluation of the effects of HRM on organisational performance (Latukha, Poor, Mitskevich and Linge, 2020; Oppong, 2018). Moreover, the one-size-fits-all rationale of Western-developed HR practices has been criticized for overlooking the particularities of the local business environment (Gerhart and Fang, 2005). More importantly, it failed to consider the role of employees’ cognitions of and reactions to HR practices in disparate contexts. Therefore, the seventh objective of this study is to explicate the role of the attribution process in evaluating Anglo-American-developed HRM in the African context. This is likely to shed light on the salient cognitive complexities associated with how the line managers and employee formulate belief about their organisation’s intent to select specific HR practices. Examining HR cognitions in Africa is theoretically important, as they are critical in theorising the effect of HRM on organisational outcomes.	Comment by nonso anthony: Please ensure that the research context is described earlier than the methodology chapter – this will help the hypotheses to make more sense.	Comment by Anna Topakas: I think this is good, no further suggestions from me.
 line with these preceding gaps and limitations, this study develops and tests a multilevel model that examines the role of line managers’ HR attributions in driving manager and employee reactions. In doing so, it provides insights into how line managers can facilitate better employee HR attribution through their paternalistic leadership behaviours, which will then potentially boost employees’ affective organisational commitment, increase their service quality, and decrease their burnout. Finally, this study considers the boundary conditions of human capital and HR strength in the relationship between the employee HR attributions and employees’ affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173737]1.2 Research questions
This thesis aims to answer the following overarching research question:
The  	Comment by nonso anthony: Ensure that you include an overarching research question, in addition to the more specific ones, and that this is tied to the motivation for the study.
How and why line manager’s HR attributions influence employee HR attribution and outcomes?
This is achieved by addressing the follow set if specific sub-questions:
1. What is the role of line managers’ HR attribution in predicting their leadership behaviour? 
2. What is the role of line manager’s leadership behaviour in the relationship between line manager and employee HR attributions?
3. What is the role of employee HR attributions in the relationship between   line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviours and employee outcomes (i.e., service quality, burnout, and affective organisational commitment)?  
4. What are the boundary conditions that explain the relationship between employee HR attributions and employee outcomes (service quality, burnout, and affective organisational commitment)?
[bookmark: _Toc158839421][bookmark: _Toc189173738]1.3 Theoretical contributions
This section presents the theoretical contributions of this research. There are four main contributions discussed below.
	First, this study represents a growing body of HR literature that seeks to examine the process through which HRM influences employee and organisational outcomes (i.e., black boxes). In particular, it recognises the value of the HR attribution process in the study of the effects of HRM on organisational performance (Nishii et al., 2008, Hewett et al., 2018), shedding light on the influence of line managers’ HR attribution on their paternalistic leadership behaviours. This is critical because previous studies have treated leadership behaviour and HRM as independent constructs (Jiang et al., 2015, Liao et al. 2015, Guest and Conway, 201, Leroy, et al., 2018). Specifically, there are three main ways line managers’ leadership behaviour has been theorized in the HRM literature. First, past studies have considered the role of line managers’ leadership behaviours in implementing HR strategy at the employee level (e.g., Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Vermeeren, 2014; Guest and Conway, 2011; Paauwe et al. 2013). Secondly, scholars have noted that a line manager’s leadership behaviour supplies the missing elements that HR practices fail to provide and consequently, if HR practices supply those missing elements that come from leadership behaviour, then leadership behaviour becomes redundant (Jiang et al., 2015, Liao et al. 2015). Lastly, scholars have indicated that a line manager’s leadership behaviour represents an interpretive filter that aligns strategic human resource messaging to employee experiences, attitudes, and behaviours (e.g., Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Bowen and Schneider, 2014; Eisenberger et al., 2010). Studies have adopted this perspective to theorise how leadership influences work climate (Stringer, 2002; Walumbwa, Hartnell and Oke, 2010; Grojean, Resick, Dickson and Smith, 2004; Sarros, Cooper and Santora, 2008), yet despite these theoretical insights, research has yet to examine how line managers’ HR-related cognitions influence their leadership behaviour. This places managers at the core of HRM effectiveness. Therefore, the first contribution of this study is to examine the crucial role of HR attribution processes in facilitating specific line managers’ leadership behaviours. 
Moreover, as HR attributions indicate the interpretation of HR intent (Nishii et al., 2008), this research accounts for the underlying intention of leadership behaviour, specifically from the line manager perspective. Specifically, this study considers whether line managers’ leadership behaviour is shaped by their interpretation of HR strategy and practices. Conducting this research departs from previous research that has focused solely on employee interpretation of leadership behavioural intention (Fischer and Sitkin, 2020) to line managers’ cognition of their own leadership behaviour. 
Secondly, previous research has concentrated mainly on employees’ HR attributions and their behavioural reactions (Nishii et al., 2008, Xian et al., 2017, Hewett et al., 2018); this extends the theoretical significance of HR attributions by considering the downstream effects of line manager HR attributions. This is important because focusing on employee HR attribution may underestimate the influence of line managers who are responsible for translating the intended HR practices (HR policies and practices designed by the HR department) into perceived HR practices (i.e., how employees interpret the system). In addition, although scholars have emphasised the importance of adopting the multiple-stakeholder perspective in the study of the HR process (e.g., Guest and Conway, 2011; Hewett et al., 2018), research has shown little attention to the simultaneous examination of line manager and employee HR attribution in a study. As such, this study contributes to the study of the HR process by capturing both line managers’ and employees’ HR attribution processes in examining the HR process. Conducting this research renders a more holistic picture of the HR implementation process. 
Moreover, this study also extends our understanding of the mechanisms through which line managers' HR attributions could influence employee HR attributions. Although previous research has shown that line manager and employee HR attributions are positively related (Beijer et al., 2018), research insights suggest that this relationship may emerge indirectly via line manager implementation (Katou et al., 2020) or line manager’s behaviour (Hewett and Shantz, 2022). Consistent with perspective, this study sheds light on the mediating influence of paternalistic leadership behaviours in the relationship between line managers’ HR attributions and employee HR attribution outcomes (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). In addition, it also contributes to the literature on HR attribution by examining the antecedents of employee HR attributions. Although scholars have acknowledged the value of leadership behaviour in the understanding of HR implementation effectiveness (e.g., Gilbert et al. 2011, Guest and King, 2004; Purcell and Hutchinson, 2010), research has yet to articulate how line managers’ leadership behaviour could shape employee HR attributions. In particular, research has yet to examine how differences in leadership behaviour could stimulate differences in employee HR attributions. Pursuing this research objective offers new insights into how and why variations in line managers’ leadership behaviour stimulate differences in employees’ HR attribution within a team.
Thirdly, this study contributes to the leadership literature by examining the effect of a line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviour on multiple individual-level positive outcomes (service quality and affective organisational commitment) and negative outcomes (burnout) through employee HR attributions. Although previous research has demonstrated that paternalistic leadership influences employee outcomes through the socio-psychological process (Bedi et al, 2020; Chen et al., 2004), scholars have called more research attention to the behavioural intention underlying leadership behaviour instead of focusing only on overt leadership behaviour (Fischer and Sitkin, 2020). As such, this study represents an important step towards accounting for the underlying intention of leader behaviour in the study of the influencing process of paternalistic leadership.
 Fourth, by examining the moderating effects of human capital and HR strength, this study contributes to the understanding of boundary conditions of employee HR attributions in predicting employee outcomes. In other words, this study extends our understanding about the complexities associated with attribution process by considering how individual competence level, (human capital) and HR context (HR strength) interact with employee HR cognitions in predicting employee outcomes. Finally, this study makes practical contributions on how organisations can manage line manager and employees HR cognitions to realise a synergy between them, which thus, contribute to superior organisational performance (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). It also provides insights on how organisation can develop the right conditions and communication strategies for positive HR interpretations, which in turn will stimulate positive employee behaviours, attitude, and reduce the experience of burnout. Additionally, as the service sector has continued to dominate the economies of most countries (Anderson, 2006), it contributes to how organisations can manage employee HR cognitions for superior service performance. 
[bookmark: _Toc158839422][bookmark: _Toc189173739]1.4 Structure of the thesis
Chapter 2 reviews the conceptual developments in the strategic human resources literature, especially the literature on devolution and the influence of line managers on the HR implementation process. I also review the factors influencing line manager’s implementation behaviour as well as employees’ perceptions of the implemented HR practices. Thereafter, I introduce the concept of variability of HR perceptions and behaviours as the basis for the conceptualisation of HR attribution. Here, the general theory of attributions as well as its applications to HRM and leadership research is considered, alongside some of the criticisms of general attribution theory. 
Chapter 3 presents the theoretical perspectives that underpin this research. These include the overall theoretical framework, i.e., signalling theory and other subsidiary theories such as the SIP perspective (Salancik and Pfeiffer, 1978) and HR attribution theory (Nishii et al., 2008). Discussion of the central components of these theories, their appropriateness to the model and how they inform the choices of variables is undertaken in this chapter. This is followed by an examination of key constructs in relation to paternalistic leadership behaviour and performance outcomes variables. The rationale underlying the choice of these variables is also discussed. Here also, I examine hypothesis development, including linking HR attribution to line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviour and examining the mediating effects of this in the relationship between line manager’s HR attributions and employee HR attributions etc. The theoretical and empirical arguments are also presented in this chapter to justify the hypotheses. 
Chapter 4 involves a discussion of the philosophical approach used in this research and the methods deployed. This chapter also presents an overview of the context where this study is conducted, namely the evolution of HR practices and the role of line managers in the implementation of HR practice in Nigeria. The research design, samples, control variables and procedures are also outlined, followed by a discussion of the analytic technique and the rationale for the use of a multilevel approach to test the hypothesized relationships. 
Chapter 5 presents the findings and results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) that reveals the distinctiveness of the group level and individual level variables. This chapter also presents the results of the aggregation statistics and tests of hypotheses and is followed by Chapter 6 which provides discussion. This includes reconsideration of the objectives of the study as well as how it relates to broader literature in HRM literature. Specifically, this chapter summarizes the key findings and discusses their theoretical, practical, methodological and policy implications. It further discusses the limitations of the study and highlights directions for future research. 
[bookmark: _Toc158839423][bookmark: _Toc189173740]1.5 Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc158839424]This chapter has noted relevant gaps and limitations in the previous research relating to the HR process and demonstrates how this thesis fills these gaps. Specifically, this study examines the effects of line managers’ HR attributions on their paternalistic leadership behaviours and the role of the latter in shaping the variations in employee HR attribution, leading to employee outcomes. I also make a case for the mediating influence of line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviour in the relationship between line managers’ HR attributions and employee HR attributions. Further, I propose that employee HR attributions mediate the relationship between line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviour and employee outcomes (e.g., service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout). Based on the complexities of the attributional process, I also suggest the value in examining the boundary conditions of human capital and HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and employee outcomes. The critical role of HR attributions in accounting for variations in line managers' leadership behaviour and employees’ behavioural responses are core drivers of my research objectives.	Comment by Anna Topakas: Something went wrong with your formatting here
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[bookmark: _Toc158839425][bookmark: _Toc189173742]2.1 Literature review: Conceptual developments in Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM)
[bookmark: _Toc158839426][bookmark: _Toc189173743]2.2 Introduction
This chapter reviews the conceptual developments in strategic human resources management (SHRM). In particular, I will review the two dominant frameworks in SHRM research plus the literature on HR devolution, as well as the limitations of devolving HR responsibilities to line management. Building on this, I will present a comprehensive review of the conceptual models of the HR process, andprocess and highlight the importance of HR implementation in the causal chain linking espoused HR policy/strategy to organisational outcomes. This will provide the basis for exploring the critical role of the line manager in the HR implementation process and factors affecting the line manager’s implementation effort, and the factors affecting the employee reactions to the implemented HR practices. Building on the latter, I will present the concept of variability in HR implementation and perceptions. In particular, I will introduce the concept of HR attribution as a source of variations in HR perception and reactions. For a better understanding, I will present a short review of attribution theory with a focus on the three theoretical trends of attribution theory as well as the criticisms of the theory in general. Finally, I will highlight how the attribution theories have been applied to leadership and HRM research. 
[bookmark: _Toc158839427][bookmark: _Toc189173744]2.3 The conceptualisation of Strategic Human Resource Management. 
The development of the field of SHRM can be traced to the two pioneering works of US scholars: Fombrun et al. (1984; the ‘Michigan HRM model’) and Beer et al. (1984; ‘Harvard HRM model’). These models are based on the notion that “people” are crucial organisational “resources” which, when managed in alignment with organisational strategy, can contribute to important outcomes and competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). SHRM involves all the activities that are implemented by an organisation to affect the behaviour of individuals to implement the strategic needs of their business goals (Nishii and Wright, 2007). Wright and McMahan (1992) described it as a planned human resource deployment and activities intended to enable an organisation to achieve its goals. Delery, and Shaw, (2001) highlighted two distinguishing features of strategic HRM research from traditional HR management (HRM) research. 
Firstly, SHRM research places its main emphasis on macro-level performance outcomes, such as gross returns on assets (GRATE) and variants of Tobin’s Q (firm market value; Huselid, 1995), return on assets (ROA) and on equity (ROE) (Delery and Doty, 1996). In contrast, traditional HR management research focuses more on individual-level outcomes such as task performance (Locke and Lathan, 1990) and labour turnover (Griffeth, Hom and Gaertner, 2000). A third distinguishing feature is the level of analysis (Delery and Shaw 1996): HRM management research has traditionally had an individual-level focus while strategic HRM (SHRM) research is typically conducted at the business unit or organisational level of analysis. In a similar vein, scholars have also differentiated SHRM and traditional personnel management. First, SHRM is primarily on the management of teams whereas traditional personnel management is centred on the control of employees (Truss and Gratton, 1994). Secondly, a line manager plays a strategic role in SHRM to coordinate resources towards organisation performance, whereas in personnel management, a line manager is mainly tasked with enforcing work rules and regulations (Truss and Gratton, 1994). 
 	These distinctions between SHRM and a more traditional HRM dovetail with their different philosophies about employee relations. Specifically, SHRM primarily assumes a unitarist/universalistic perspective, which is the belief that people in organisations share the same goals and that the strategic application of the system of HR practices will align employees' and employers’ goals and values in the organisation. On the other hand, traditional HR research has assumed a pluralist stance, recognising that the interests of employees will not necessarily coincide with those of their employers and that the application of the system of HR management will not align the goals and values of employees and employers as different stakeholders have different preferences and conflicting interests in the organisation (Godard and Delaney, 2000). 
Recent HRM research has further categorised these perspectives into the mutual gain versus the critical perspective of SHRM. Broadly, the mutual-gains model of SHRM describes the HR system that promotes high-commitment or high-involvement management HR practices. Specifically, organisations view their employees as important “human” resources that need to be developed, supported and cared for. The employees will respond by interpreting their organisation’s HR practices positively, as they will feel valued by their organisation and feel that their lives are more manageable, comprehensible, and coherent (Mackie, et al., 2001). They will further reciprocate accordingly with higher levels of commitment, satisfaction and trust (Klimchak, Bartlett and Mackenzie, 2022) leading to both operational (productivity and quality) and financial gains in organisational performance (Combs, et al., 2006; Appelbaum et al. 2000). Here, the emphasis is more on the ‘human’ aspect than the ‘resources’ aspect of human resources management (Kaufman, 2015) and it reflects a “win-win” situation for both employees and their employers (Wood and Ogbonnaya, 2018). Past research that has adopted the mutual-gain perspective has utilised the behavioural and cognitive theories (i.e. organisational support theory and relational model of the employment relationship (e.g. Sun et al., 2007), social exchange theory (Wood and Ogbonnaya, 2018), self-concept theory (Wang, Zhang and Wan, 2021), ability, motivation and opportunity (AMO) (Appelbaum et al. 2000) and empowerment theory (Ogbonnaya and Aryee, 2022; Aryee et al., 2012) to explain how SHRM reduces employee stress level and wellbeing while at the same time enhancing organisational performance (van de Voorde et al., 2012; Van de Voorde, 2010).  
In contrast, the critical perspective views SHRM as an exploitative mechanism introduced by organisations to maximise profit at the expense of employee wellbeing (Legge 1995; Ramsey, 2000; Budd et al., 2002). Specifically, these authors assume that the organisation introduces HRM as a means of achieving gains through cost reduction and work intensification (Nishii, et al, 2008; Ramsay et al. 2001). Peccei (2004) describes this view as a ‘sceptical’ and ‘pessimistic’ view of the employment relationship. In this case, there is more emphasis on the ‘resources’ side than the ‘human’ aspect of HR management. Most research within a critical perspective has adopted a labour process theory (Godard, 2000). For example, in a study of the Canadian industrial sector, Godard (2001) found that the high-intensity application of HR practices for productivity results in the experience of stress and job strain as opposed to the low-intensity application of HR practices. This suggests that, in some more liberal economies like Canada, labour intensification through increased employee participation and emphasis on performance management may yield greater productivity and financial performance but may lead to employees experiencing higher levels of stress and job strain (Ramsay et al. 2000). This conflicting view suggest that there may be a trade-off between employee outcomes and organisational performance (Peccei; 2004). Hence, Boxall and Purcell (2008) indicated that employee well-being and organizational performance represent two distinct organisational performance goals, and as such, are influenced by different sets of HR practices. 
Although these distinctions in perspectives have continued to attract scholarly interest, SHRM research is dominated by a mutual gain/universalistic perspective (Ogbonnaya and Messersmith, 2018), whereas industrial relations scholars have largely assumed critical/pluralist perspectives in their work (e.g. Godard, 2004). To demonstrate this universalistic orientation, SHRM scholars have suggested that integrating or bundling HRM practices into a systemic framework, rather than focusing on individual HRM practices, is more appropriate in explaining its impact on employee and organisational outcomes (e.g., Delery and Shaw, 2001; Appelbaum, et al, 2000). However, this universalistic perspective (otherwise known as the ‘best practice approach’) has been criticized for various reasons. First, there is little consensus about the structure of HRM systems and practices. Second, critiques have suggested that HRM strategy can potentially be imitated by competing organisations. Third, it has been suggested that it may limit organisational creativity and innovation, as well as the ability to develop a new practice that corresponds to organisational culture. Fourth, this approach has been criticised for rarely examining the interaction between HRM and other organisational and institutional factors (Colbert, 2004). For example, scholars such as Brewster (2004), Festing (2012) and Gooderham and Nordhaug (2010) have observed that the US, similar to the UK, operates a liberal market economy, where employees’ interests are barely considered employment contracts, and even government influence is restricted to issues like regulation of working hours, and legislation on age and race discrimination etc. Therefore, the suggestions of the universalistic/mutual-gain perspective of SHRM may be unrealistic, as different countries have specific differences in their employment legislation, including the varying degree of labour union influence in employment contracts (Festing, 2010). For example, the national business system of Germany demands coordination through non-market forces, such as relational contracting, and there is clear support for collaborative inputs from all organisational stakeholders (government functionaries, CEO, business managers, and employees) in building the firm’s competence (Gooderham and Nordhaug, 2010; Boselie and Dietz, 2003). This country-specific institutional environment has an impact on the differences between societies regarding the design and application of SHRM (Muller, 1999). Drawing on this perspective, several scholars (e.g., Budd et al., 2004; Francis and Keegan, 2006) have criticised strategic SHRM research as being too managerial, normative and prescriptive. In particular, scholars (e.g., Godard, 2004; Godard and Delaney, 2000; Ramsey, 2000) assert that the SHRMS is too simplistic as it overlooks the complexity of employment relationships. 
However, current researchers have attended to these criticisms by developing models of the HRM system’s structure and practices (Applebaum, Bailey, Berg and Kalleberg, 2000; Arthur and Boyles 2007) and how HRM can interact with other organisational variables (e.g. leadership) (Leroy et al., 2018; Hong, Liao, Raub and Han 2016) and institutional factors (Oppong, 2018) to influence outcomes. Research has also examined how systems of HRM can enhance flexibility and innovation (Seeck and Diehl, 2017). In particular, the critiques of the ‘universalistic approach’ have prompted an alternative explanation for HRM-firm performance known as the concept of fit or contingency theory (Delery and Doty, 1996). The ‘contingency’ perspective emphasizes the fit between business strategy and HRM policies and strategies. The contingency theory also suggests that the way best practices are applied should be conditional upon the type of employee groups, the organisational setting (e.g. size of firms) and the national context. Similarly, the ‘configurational’ perspective was also developed proposing that particular HRM practices can enhance the firm performance when organisations design their HRM system to ensure both a horizontal fit (i.e., HR practices that complement each other) and a vertical fit (i.e., high-performance work system (HPWS) that is aligned with organisational strategy) (Delery, 1998). Research has recognised the importance of such alignment as evidenced in various strategic-oriented HRM systems such as service-oriented HPWS (Liao et al., 2009), initiating-enhancing HPWS (Hong et al., 2016), safety HPWS (Zacharatos et al., 2005) and knowledge-intensive teamwork HPWS (Chuang, Jackson and Jiang, 2013). Building on these theoretical refinements, research has reported positive relationships between SHRM and individual performance (e.g., Zhai, Zhu, and Zhang, 2023), team performance (Pak, 2021) and organisational performance outcomes (Li, et al., 2022). 
Although these conceptual refinements have yielded significant contributions to the study of SHRM, scholars have indicated that variations exist in how HR practices are perceived in an organisation and thus called for more research to examine the process through which SHRM influences outcomes (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004, Nishii and Wright, 2008). In response, this study will examine the role of HR attributions on the line managers and employee attitudes and behaviours in the HRM implementation process. This will shed light on the cognitive nuances involved in how line managers and employees respond to the HR signals in the HR implementation process.  To better understand this HR process first, I will review the literature on conceptual models of the HR process, with particular attention to the importance of HR implementation. 	Comment by Anna Topakas: Which revision does this link to?	Comment by nonso anthony: Please include one or more sections in the literature review explaining the extent of the
relevance of the different aspects of the literature to your research. For example, the SHRM conceptualisation is fine, but it is not clear how it is linked to your objectives/research
questions
[bookmark: _Toc158839428][bookmark: _Toc189173745]2.3.1 The conceptual models of HR process and implementation
Research on the HR process can be traced to theoretical issues that were raised about the structure of SHRM and the size of the effect of SHRM on organisational effectiveness (Lepak, 1995; Liao et al., 2009). For example, in their meta-analytic study, Comb et al. (2006) reported that, after correcting for sample and measurement error, the effect size of SHRM on organisation performance is about 20%. This relatively small effect size suggests that there is a need for more research focus on the HR process otherwise referred to as the black box (Comb et al., 2006). Responding to this, scholars suggested that one (among others) of the key variables that might explain is the implementation of SHRM (Guest, 2011; Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Nishii and Wright, 2006; Khiiji and Wang, 2006). Fombrun et al. (1984) observed that SHRM initiatives might often yield only modest results and lack staying power because companies spend so much time analysing and planning strategies, with little time allotted for their implementation. In other words, if significant effort is devoted to HR implementation, the positive relationship between SHRM and organisational effectiveness may be enhanced (Wright and Nishii, 2013). In keeping with this perspective, Truss and Gratton (2003), in a three-dimensional model of people management strategy, argued that it is not enough only to ensure an alignment of people strategy with business goals (vertical fit) and an alignment across individual HR practices (horizontal fit); rather, research should also consider actual/implementation of HR practices for better understanding of its effects on performance. They suggested that two aspects critical for successful SHRM are the presence of HRM practices and the success of HRM implementation (Gratton and Truss, 2003). 
In similar terms, scholars also have argued that most of the previous research on the SHRM-performance relationship utilised managerial reports of the use of SHRM and organisational performance (e.g. Boselie et al., 2005; Huselid, 1995; Delery and Doty, 1996). These authors contend that using managerial reports could overestimate the strength of a relationship between SHRM and organisation performance, as it does not consider the actual or implemented HRM practices and the employees’ experience of those HR practices (Kehoe and Han 2020; Nishii and Wright, 2006). The managerial report of the use of SHRM connotes the content approach, while the evaluation of the actual or implemented HR and employee experience of SHRM practices reflects the process approach to SHRSM. It has been indicated that the implementation of HRM practices is likely to be more salient for employee behaviour, motivation, and satisfaction than the design of the HRM practices as reflected in the managerial reports. Indeed, this perspective led to further research on the structure of SHRM theory (Nishii and Wright, 2006; Schuler, 1992; Khiiji and Wang, 2006). For example, Schuler (1992) clarified that HRM is comprised of five underlying levels (a so-called ‘5-P model’): philosophy, policies, programmes, practices, and processes. A firm’s HR philosophy reflects how the organization regards its human resources, what role the resources play in the overall success of the business, and how they are to be treated and managed. HR policies are statements that provide the procedure for action on the HRM’s strategic business needs, while HR programmes are coordinated HR efforts that support the implementation of strategic business needs and HRM practices that are used to motivate or reinforce appropriate employee behaviours. HR processes involve how those activities are to be carried out. Lastly, HR practices are those practices experienced by the employees, which to a large extent, are those enacted by line managers, especially front-line managers with direct supervisory responsibility (Schuler, 1992). 
Similarly, Nishii and Wright’s (2008) model suggest that there is a difference between intended HR practices (those designed on a strategic level to elicit appropriate employee role behaviour), actual HR practices (those implemented by direct-line managers), and perceived HR practices (as viewed/experienced by the employees). Following this model, research evidence revealed that the intended impacts of SHRM are dependent on whether the line managers’ implementation of SHRM is consistent with the espoused policy (Wright and Nishii 2013; Ang, Bartram, McNeil, Leggat, and Stanton, 2013; Van Iddekingeet al., 2009). Wright and Nishii (2006) presented the HR process models thus:  
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Source: Wright and Nishii, 2006, p.7
 
Intended HR practices are those practices designed and developed at a strategic level; actual HR practices are those that are implemented (by line managers) at the operational base; perceived HR practices are those perceived by employees; employee reactions are based on their cognitive evaluation of the intention behind the HR practices, which then leads to performance outcomes. A seamless transition of the HR process determines HR effectiveness in yielding stronger desired outcomes. 
In keeping with this perspective, research has demonstrated the importance of successful HR implementation to HR effectiveness. For example, Gratton and Truss (2003) reported that HR implementation is fundamental to successful employee management and, in turn, to improved firm performance. Huselid, Jackson, and Schuler (1997) also examined the impact of HR practice implementation on firm performance. In their research, they made the distinction between technical HR implementation (i.e., HR practices such as benefits, compensation, and safety) and strategic (i.e., HR practices such as employee empowerment, management development, and teamwork). Their findings showed that most firms implemented technical HR practices more effectively than strategic HR practices. However, they indicated that the firm’s performance returns (i.e., sales growth, employee productivity, and gross rate of return) for effectively implementing the strategic, rather than technical, HR practices were much higher. Becker and Huselid (2006) also acknowledged the importance of HR implementation in driving firm performance. Additionally, research reports have shown that line managers’ HRM implementation influences employee perception of high-performance work practice (HPWP) and, in turn, leads to motivation, satisfaction and performance (Neheles and Meigerink, 2018; Op de Beeck, Wynen and Hondeghem, 2017; Gilbert, De Winnie and Sels, 2005). Wright et al. (2001) also reported that many firms fail to meet top performance targets because their line managers did not implement the HR practices developed by the organization’s HR department.
Given the conceptual models of the HR process, this study leverages signalling theory to examine how line managers (signallers of HR attributes) and employees (as receivers of HR signals) respond to HR strategy via their HR attributions. This conceptual framework represents an important theoretical framework for this study as it presents a holistic approach to studying the HR process. Specifically, it considers the role of the line managers and employees’ HR attributions and responses in the HR implementation process. Moreover, to better understand the role of line manager in the HR implementation process, I will review literature on HR devolution, especially how it relates to SHRM theory. Scholars have advocated that the HR devolution to the line management will increase HR effectiveness (Guest and Conway, 2011).	Comment by nonso anthony: Please include one or more sections in the literature review explaining the extent of the relevance of the different aspects of the literature to your research. For example, the SHRM conceptualisation is fine, but it is not clear how it is linked to your objectives/research questions.	Comment by Anna Topakas: IT is a tentative link, so an improvement for sure. I am not sure how it can be made any stronger, so no suggestions from me here.
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Devolution is defined as “the degree to which HRM practices involve and give responsibility to line managers rather than personnel specialists” (Brewster and Larsen, 1992, p.412). The HR responsibilities of line managers include day-to-day operational HR activities like individualized pay awards, appraisal, training and development, motivating teams and on-the-job training (Cunningham and Hyman, 1995). Moreover, scholars have indicated that the reasons for devolving HR responsibilities to the line managers are overlapping. It may be to facilitate a better HRM approach, to cut the cost of the HR department, to help in effective control as line managers are always in contact with employees, to speed up the decision-making process, and/or to reduce the scope for HR outsourcing (Budwar and Sparrow, 1990; Friede, Kossek, Lee, and Macdermid, 2008). In particular, scholars have suggested that devolution could determine the effectiveness of HRM strategies, as line managers are responsible for putting those HR strategies into practice (Guest and Conway 2011; Perry and Kulik, 2008). At the employee level, Kuvaas, Dysvik, and Buch (2014) reported that devolving HR practices to line managers was positively related to employees’ perceived supervisor support, which thus led to increased intrinsic motivation and affective commitment and reduced turnover intention. Other HR-related research has also reported that where actual devolution exists, there is an increase in employee performance (Thornhill and Saunders, 1998). 
At the organisational level, and drawing from HR strength theory, Ryu and Kim (2013) reported that front-line managers’ involvement in HR activities within their units was related to firm-level HR effectiveness in terms of perceived increases in employee skills and motivation, labour productivity, in the organisation’s ability to attract top talent and reduce voluntary turnover. They further revealed that the positive effect of line managers’ involvement in HR activities is moderated by the organisation’s adoption of an “institutionally emerging HR system”, the latter being hypothesised to weaken the positive effect due to line managers’ lack of knowledge of the emerging HR practices. Knowledge transfer from the HR department to line managers is also found to reduce the line managers’ confusion about the institutionally emerging HR system. In another study, Wright, McMahan, Snell and Gerhart (2001) indicated that line managers frequently believe that employee attraction, selection, retention, and motivation are critical to their firm's success and that effective HR service delivery is vital to organisations’ competitive advantage. Therefore, line managers are likely to be motivated to refine and enact HR practices that will have a positive influence on these functions’ effectiveness. 
From a strategic perspective, scholars have indicated that devolution of HR responsibilities to line managers will allow HR specialists/HR departments to focus more on the strategic contributions to their organisations and other long-term goals like HR planning/design and industrial relations (Francis and Keegan, 2006; Whittaker and Marchington, 2003, Sisson and Storey, 2000). Empirical evidence has also revealed that the devolution of HR responsibilities between the HR function and line managers contributes to organisation performance (Mitchell, Obeidat, and Bray, 2013). Based on its strategic importance, HR specialists/departments in many countries are devolving HR responsibilities, though at varying degrees, to the line managers (Budhwar, 2000; Cunningham and Hyman, 1995; Kulik and Bainbridge, 2006; Larsen and Brewster, 2003). However, some scholars have argued that by focusing only on the strategic issues of their organisation, HR specialists/HR departments may detach from the employees, as they are not in direct contact with them (Najeeb, 2013; Gilbert et al., 2011). This detachment may also expose employees to abusive supervision because they may no longer be able to voice their concerns through HR specialists/HR department to top management (Gilbert, et al., 2011). As such, it is recommended that HR specialists/HR departments retain indirect responsibilities towards employees and provide support such as expert advice and information, consultancy, and training/coaching line managers (Whittaker and Marchington, 2003; Francis and Keegan, 2006, Saundry, Fisher, and Kinsey, 2021). These sources of support are crucial to line managers’ effective execution of HR responsibilities and could reduce confusion that may impede the achievement of organisational strategic goals (Renwick, 2000; Marchington and Wilkinson, 2002). 
However, the devolution of HR responsibility to line management has several implications for the role of line managers, the role and development of HR functions, the feasibility of establishment-wide HR strategy and consistency in the handling of daily operational issues (Hall and Torrington, 1998; Currie and Porter, 2001). For example, research has indicated that, based on role theory, devolving HR responsibility to the line manager could result in the experience of role overload, role conflict, and role ambiguity (Evan, 2017; Gilbert, De Winnie and Sels, 2011). In this scenario, line managers could feel stressed with their additional HR responsibilities and would be ‘reluctant’ to take them on (Whittaker and Marchington 2003). Research has also stated that when line managers are pursuing other relevant organisational business targets, they may be unwilling to take on HR tasks because of a lack of time to commit to additional responsibilities, and a lack of competencies to apply HR practices (Nehles, Bondarouk, and Labrenz, 2017). At the contextual level, research has suggested that a lack of support from HR managers and a lack of clear policies and procedures for performing the additional HR tasks influence line manager HR implementation efforts (Op de Beeck et al., 2016; DeWettinck and Vroonen 2017, Whittaker and Marchington, 2003; Guest and King, 2004). In particular, Khilji and Wang (2006), distinguished between intended and implemented high performance work practices (HPWP), and found a gap between the two to be attributed to the poor quality and communication of the intended HR practices, lack of support for implementation from senior line managers, and the lack of competence and reluctance to implement them among operational line managers. Nehles et al. (2006) developed a measure of these line managers’ attitudes, namely, desire, capacity, competence, support and policy procedure. In the context of a country, McGovern et al. (1997) also argued that the low educational and technical base of line managers in Britain is a significant constraint on the effective devolution of HRM. In the context of workplace conflict, Saundry et al., (2021) indicated that managerial capability combined with a refusal to treat conflict as a strategic HR issue is undermining early and informal processes of conflict resolution.
Moreover, there are concerns over line managers’ ability, motivation, and opportunity (AMO) to take on new HR responsibilities (Guest and King, 2004; Harris, 2002; Knies, Leisink and Thijssen, 2015). Armstrong (1991) also suggests that when line managers are facing competing demands (e.g. productivity versus quality) they may manage human resources in line with short-term goals rather than a long-term strategic vision of their organisation. On another note, scholars have argued that the line managers’ experience of autonomy or greater control over their new HR responsibilities can lead to difficulty in following a uniform approach to HRM. Line managers could act inconsistently, thereby deviating from the strategic goals of their organisation (Nehles and Boon, 2006). For example, Woodrow and Guest (2011) have reported that well-designed policies and practices for reducing bullying and harassment of staff in hospitals were neglected by some line managers, who prefer to devote more attention to other aspects of their jobs rather than deal with this intended HR policy. In this context, employees may feel that are treated inconsistently within their organisation, thus, negatively affecting their well-being and the perception of distributive justice, motivation, behaviour, and performance (Colquitt, et al., 2007).
On the other hand, devolving HR responsibility to line management has implications for the HR specialists/HR department. Wilkinson and Marchington (1994) argued that there are disagreements as to whether devolution reflects giving away responsibility or having it taken away from them. In their case study research, Hall and Torrington (1998) reported that HR specialists, in most cases, resist devolving specific HR responsibilities (e.g. budget allocation) to line management, as this might diminish their influence in organisations. This perspective has led many researchers to examine which HR roles are devolved to line managers (Currie and Procter, 2001). Although Casco´n-Pereira et al. (2005) noted that the HR roles that are devolved are likely to vary depending on organisational characteristics, it is generally believed that operational duties (e.g. employee relation, on-the-job training, performance appraisal, individualized pay awards) should be devolved to the line managers while the HR specialists/department should focus on strategic issues (e.g. design of HR policies, industrial relations) (Guest and Bos-Nehles, 2013; Kulik and Bainbridge, 2006; Hope-Hailey et al., 2005). However, this distinction has further led to arguments on how to align the HR specialist’s strategic HR role to line managers’ HR operational responsibilities (Guest and Conway, 2011; Kuipers and Giurge, 2017). Studies have increasingly suggested that top managers, HR specialists/department and line managers are required to form a partnership in developing this strategic alignment to achieve a unitarist approach to HRM (Beer, et al. 1984; Bos-Nehles et al., 2018; Budhwar, 2000). Advocating for this sort of partnership, Fombrun et al. (1984) also suggested that “any attempt to redesign the role of the human resource management function requires the line’s participation since most of the activities of selection; appraisal, reward and development are prerogatives of the line” (p. 236). Research evidence has also supported this form of partnership. For example, Trullen and Valverde (2017) revealed that involving line managers in the development of HR practices increased the chances of successful implementation, as this allowed these managers to ‘own’ the process and make better sense of it. 
Given the account of the strategic value of HR devolution to HRM effectiveness, it is important to explore further, the role of the line manager in the HR implementation process. Therefore, in the next section, I examine the importance of line managers in HR implementation based on previous conceptual and theoretical insights on the topic. This will lay the foundation for understanding the role of line managers (as HR signaller) in shaping employees’ perception of HR practices and outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc158839430][bookmark: _Toc189173747]2.3.3 The critical role of the line manager in the HRM process
Line managers have been identified as the bridge between HRM strategy, policies and practices and the bottom-line employees. Bos-Nehles et al. (2006) defined line managers as individuals who manage a team of operational employees daily and are responsible for performing HRM activities. Indeed, while top managers in partnership with HR managers, are expected to design effective HR strategies and practices, line managers are increasingly becoming responsible for enacting them (Larsen and Brewster, 2003). In addition, scholars have argued that line managers, in comparison to HR managers/professionals, are better positioned in an organisation to understand employees’ competencies and concerns and to implement HR strategy, policies and practice more effectively for better motivational and behavioural outcomes (Najeeb, 2013, Davenport and Prusak, 2000). As such, scholars have indicated line managers could influence employees’ perception of HRM systems as well as their attitude, behaviour, and performance (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). In the context of workplace conflict, research evidence has revealed that line managers’ and supervisory involvement in conflict management is positively related to organisational outcomes, such as productivity, absence rates and the ability to handle change relative to other firms in the same industry (Teague and Roche, 2012). They further found that line manager and supervisory engagement in conflict management at the firm level is positively related to the use of commitment-focused HR practice and a proactive approach to conflict resolution (Teague and Roche, 2012). Research evidence has also linked line managers’ implementation of HR practices to employees’ organisational affective commitment (DeWettinck and Vroonen, 2017; Ang, et al, 2013; Shipton et al., 2016) and job satisfaction (DeWettinck and Vroonen, 2017), employees’ procedural justice perceptions (Sikora and Ferris, 2014) and negatively related to employees’ turnover intentions (Ang et al., 2013).  
From employee perspectives, research has also indicated that employees’ evaluation of the line manager’s implementation of the performance appraisal system is positively related to employee affective commitment (Farndale and Kelliher, 2013). In addition, research has also reported that employee perception of line managers’ proactive enactment of bullying and harassment practices is negatively related to the intention to leave and positively to job satisfaction among employees (Woodrow and Guest, 2014). Purcell and Hutchinson (2007) also reported that employees’ evaluation of line managers’ implementation of HR practices (i.e. training, performance appraisal, and information sharing) was positively related to employees’ job autonomy, affective commitment, sense of achievement and job challenge. Drawing from justice literature, Fu, Flood, Rousseau, and Morris (2018) indicated that employees’ satisfaction with two specific aspects of line managers’ HR implementation – consistency (i.e. equality in line manager HR implementation across employees within a team) and individual responsiveness (i.e., equity in individual differences regarding contributions in HR implementation) – jointly influenced their job performance. These studies underscore the critical role that line managers play in the HR effectiveness, both from line manager and employee perspectives.
In the next section, I review various factors influencing line managers’ HR implementation. This will illuminate why and how line managers could stimulate differences in the employee’s perception and interpretation of HR practices. 
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Several factors have been identified as influencing the effectiveness of line managers’ HRM implementation (Gratton and Truss, 2003; Guest and Conway, 2011; Guest and Bos-Nehles, 2013; Mirkfakhar, Trullen and Valverde, 2018). At the individual level, studies have argued that the line manager’s degree of satisfaction with HRM practices and employee assessment of those HR practices are vital to HRM implementation effectiveness (Gratton and Truss, 2003). In other words, when a line manager is dissatisfied with their new HR role, they are likely to interpret HR practices in a way that undermines HR’s value. In such a scenario, they may either implement HR practices in a way that is inconsistent with the underlying HR policies or overlook their use entirely (Purcell and Hutchinson, 2007). This process is also likely to diminish employee perceived effectiveness of HPWP, motivation, and performance (Guest and Conway, 2011, Bos-Nehles et al, 2018). Similarly, Watson, Maxwell, and Farquharson (2007) noted that line manager HR behaviours are dependent on the degree to which they believe that HR practices are important to their organisations. In a similar study, DeWettinck and Vroonen (2017) found that the line managers’ perceived support from the HR department was positively related to their belief in the usefulness of the performance management activities, which in turn, increases their implementation effort for performance management activities. Moreover, Guest and Bos-Nehles (2013) also indicated that line managers’ perception of the inherent quality of HR practices may influence how they implement the HR practices and how employees perceive them. Bos-Nehles et al. (2018) also demonstrated that the three-way social exchange relationships involving top HR managers, lower-level line managers and bottom-line employees influence the more positive perception of high-performance work practices among employees, which in turn, leads to an increase in employee commitment and performance.
In another study, Sikora and Ferris (2014) and Sikora et al. (2015) proposed a multilevel model, which indicates a variety of social factors that could influence line managers’ HR implementation effectiveness. They argued that organisational culture, work climate, political skill and social interactions could influence the level of line managers’ implementation of HR practices. Collectively, they indicated that these factors influence line managers’ decisions and behaviour, such that when organisation culture supports the use of SHRM practices, and a work climate signals goals and rewards for implementing HPWP, line managers will increase their efforts to implement HPWP. In contrast, when line managers believe that these factors do not support the use of HPWP, then subsequent implementation of HPWP will be lower (Sikora and Ferris, 2014). This view is consistent with the idea that HPWPs operate through organisations’ internal social structures to increase flexibility and efficiency (Evans and Davis, 2005). Similarly, Whittaker and Marchington's (2003) study about the line managers' views on HPWP revealed that line managers see HR support and senior management encouragement as crucial to their performance and that social interaction with HR managers is important to their new HR responsibilities. Renwick (2003) also examined the tensions between HR and line management over the transfer of HR duties to the line and found that when line managers assumed greater HR responsibilities, they expected some level of HR function/manager reciprocity in terms of support and rewards. This, in turn, is expected to enhance HR/line manager relationship quality and the desire to implement the intended HR policy. 
More insights about how social interaction factors can influence line manager implementation are found in Perry and Kulik (2008). For example, studying US HR managers’ perceptions of people management effectiveness, Perry and Kulik (2008) revealed that the positive effect of devolution on perceived people management effectiveness is dependent on training and HR support. The latter factors can be considered as social exchange actions that could trigger trusting relationships between the line manager and HR managers (Sikora and Ferris, 2014). In the context of the unitarist perspective, Gilbert, De Winne, and Sels (2015) found that line managers’ HR abilities mediated the positive relationship between their perceptions of strong HRM processes (distinctiveness, consistency, and consensus) and employees’ perceptions of effective HR implementation. Similarly, Klaas et al., (2012) suggested that the positive relationship and communication quality between business leaders and consultants is expected to foster a shared interpretation of the intended HR strategy. This process is also likely to enhance line managers’ awareness about the content of HR practices, and how to implement these for improved organisational performance (Klaas et al., 2012). Likewise, Harrington, Rayner, and Warren, (2012) suggested that trust between employees, managers and HR practitioners is critical for the successful resolution of bullying claims. Bondarouk, Looise, and Lempsink (2009) also reflected this perspective in case study research of a construction company, where they indicated that an alignment in the understanding of HRM between line managers and HRM professionals is critical to the successful implementation of innovative HR practices. In another study, Op de Beeck, et al., (2017) found that organisational support (HR department, supervisor and co-worker), red tape (bureaucratic rules and regulations), and HR information, account for the discrepancies between HR managers and line managers’ perceptions of HR practices. They indicated that if line managers do not receive the necessary organisational support, have clear policies and procedures, and are involved in the HR devolution process, they might lack understanding of the critical value of HR strategy. There may be also a lack of expectations for both the HR manager and line manager about their role in the HR implementation process (Op de Beeck, et al., 2016). Therefore, organisations need to provide ‘social information’ from the start of introducing new HRM practices to improve their implementation process (Wright and Nishii, 2013). In a similar vein, Bos-Nehles, Van Riemsdijk and Looise (2013) showed that support from HR professionals strengthens the relationship between line managers’ HR abilities and employees’ satisfaction with their HR implementation (i.e., concerning recruitment and selection, career development, and evaluation and rewards practices). 
Furthermore, research has indicated that line manager’s leadership behaviour is likely to influence their implementation of HR practices (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Vermeeren, 2014; Guest and Conway, 2011; Paauwe et al. 2013). In a multilevel study on various work units of a Dutch municipality, Vermeeren (2014) revealed that line managers’ transformational leadership behaviour explained about 18.6% between-unit variance in the implementation of HR practices. Harney and Jordan’s (2008) study also showed that when leadership style is transactional and task-oriented, line managers are more driven by quantity-focused outcomes with little or no attention to their employees’ development and participation, apart from monitoring their performance. When they realise that this performance-driven orientation is insufficient to ensure successful operation, they redirect their attention to accommodate the use of HR practices for employee development practices and employee participation. Den Hartog and Boon (2015) also illustrated the role of line managers’ leadership in implementing HR practices, arguing that line managers’ fair and consistent implementation of HR practices as well as leadership behaviour are likely to influence the extent to which employees perceive and appreciate the HR practices that are enacted in their organisations. Klaas et al. (2012) also found that the strength of a leader’s HR background, defined as the extent to which the leader’s experiences facilitate the understanding of the relevance of HR programs, policies as well as the complexities associated with their use, and implementation, positively moderated the impact of HPWS on perceived HR effectiveness. Moreover, Purcell and Hutchinson (2007) indicated that variability in the employee perception of HPWS is not only caused by the line manager’s implementation but also by their leadership behaviour. They differentiated between two people management activities: implementation of HR practices (i.e. devolved HR responsibilities) and leadership behaviour and suggest a symbiotic relationship between the two in terms of their impact on employee motivation and performance. Similarly, Guest (2007) distinguishes levels of HR implementation. First, line managers’ implementation of general practices, which are those HR practices that apply to all employees in a team, and second, the line manager’s discretionary application of specific HR practices to individual employees (e.g. new employees). The discretional application of HR may be considered a key characteristic of a line manager’s leadership behaviour (Knies, Leisink and Kraus-Hoogeveen, 2018). For example, a line manager’s leadership behaviour could be responsible for providing newly employed employees with personalised support and mentoring. Research has also indicated that differences in values and experience of the line managers influence the implementation of HPWP (e.g., Nehles et al. 2006; Nishii and Wright 2008; Gilbert et al. 2011). 
Another work context that has been shown to influence the implementation process is the pre-existing HR policies that an organisation has before the introduction of new policies (Khiligi and Wang, 2006; Kossek et al, 2016, Hall and Torrington, 1998). Scholars have suggested that line managers may resist the introduction of new HR policy if they perceive that it will diminish their influence or gains in the organisation (Wilkinson and Marchington, 1994; Hall and Torrington, 1996; Riach, 2009). For example, Kossek et al (2016) reported that line managers would only agree to offer flexible workload arrangements to their employees when these did not include a reduction in the budget allocated to them for supervising the employees in their work units. On another note, scholars have suggested that monitoring the process of HR implementation or holding line managers accountable may increase their intention to implement HPWP (Sikora and Ferris’ 2014; Makhecha et al., 2016). However, line managers’ characteristics and behaviour are not the only factors influencing HR implementation effectiveness: top management’s beliefs, values, and knowledge have also been identified to influence HR implementation (Woodhams and Lupton, 2006, Arthur, Herdsman, and Yang, 2016). For example, Arthur et al. (2016), utilising upper-echelon theory, demonstrated that the CEO’s HR belief about the strategic value of HR (e.g. financial pay-off of investing in HR) will impact the degree to which HPWP were adopted (as perceived by HR manager), and this, will influence HR implementation (as perceived by employees). Top management’s employee-centred value belief was also found to positively moderate these relationships. 
On another note, research has also indicated that HR professional’s demographic factors (academic background and years of experience), previous experience with HR policies, personalities, and beliefs could influence the decision about investing in HR policies (Mirfakhar, Trullen and Valverde, 2018; Harrington, Rayner, Warren, 2012). Research evidence has suggested that HR professionals’ social capital within the organisation further facilitates senior and front-line managers’ support for HR initiatives, resulting in the successful implementation of new HR practices (Najeeb, 2013). Mirfakhar, et al. (2018) developed a multilevel-level model that seeks to integrate different antecedents of effective HR implementation. They delineated the content, processes, and contexts that are involved in the effective implementation of HPWP and revealed that user-friendly or ‘easy to use’ HR policies and practices are important to the effective implementation of HPWP. They also demonstrate that the HR process which involves positive sense-making of HPWP, and support (training, incentive, planning, and resources) is likely to influence successful HPWP implementation. At the contextual level, they show that macro factors (organisation level: national culture, industry types), mezzo factors (group level: organisational culture, work climate, and existing policies) and micro factors (individual level: ability, belief, credibility/power) all influence the effectiveness of line managers’ implementation. 
Based on the above, it is clear that line managers play a strategic role in the HRM implementation, but they are not always equipped with personal, technical, social and organisational resources to support their HR implementation effort. Moreover, one of the most overlooked but critical resources is the cognitive assessment of HR intent (Nishii et al., 2008). As such, the goal of the research is to examine how line managers' cognitive interpretation of HR intent influences their leadership behaviour and employee outcomes. Before I examine the relationship, in the next section, I first examine factors that influence employee perception and reaction to HR practices. These factors are the likely causes of variations in HR perceptions.
[bookmark: _Toc158839432][bookmark: _Toc189173749]2.3.5 Factors affecting employee reactions to implemented HR practices.
Scholars have noted that employee perceptions of HR practices are likely antecedents of their reactions, attitudes and behaviour towards such practices (Nishii and Wright, 2004; Bowen and Ostroff, 2004), and ultimately therefore, the effectiveness of HR practices (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). Underlying this chain of reasoning is that employees, as the direct recipients of HR practices, play an important role in realising the benefits of implemented HR strategy through their development of appropriate role behaviour (Bowen and Schneider, 2004). However, employee perceptions of implemented HR practices are likely to be shaped by their values, personalities, goals, needs, social roles and identities, as well as their experiences, competencies, and expectancies (Meijerink, Bondarouk and Lepak, 2016; Nishii and Wright, 2007). For example, adopting an interactionist perspective and an experimental design, Turban, and Keon (1993) demonstrated that individuals low on self-esteem are more attracted to decentralised and larger organisations, while individuals high in ‘need for achievement’ are more attracted to firms that reward performance than seniority. Therefore, the potential effect of a particular HR practice (in this case in the context of recruitment) may depend on perceived values in fulfilling individual personal needs and goals (Nishii and Wright, 2006; Bowen and Ostroff, 2004).
Moreover, research on person-organisation and person-job fit (Bretz and Judge, 1994) has shown that employee perception and interpretation of HR practice are influenced by individual values and goals (Boon et al., 2011). For example, using data from retail and healthcare industries in the Netherlands, Boon et al. (2012) showed that when employees perceive organisational and job characteristics match their values and needs, they develop a stronger perception of SHRM, which in turn leads to organisational commitment, satisfaction, OCB. In addition, self-regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1998) may also provide another theoretical perspective on how employees perceive and react to implemented HRM practices. The self-regulatory theory describes the important processes through which an individual seeks to align themselves (i.e., behaviour and self-conception) with appropriate goals and standards (Brockner and Higgins, 2001). Specifically, people are described as having two self-regulatory foci systems – promotion- and preventive-focus. When people are promotion-focused, they are motivated by growth, rewards, and development. On the contrary, when people are preventive-focused, they are more responsive to security needs, ensuring no losses and seeking avoidance of punishment (Higgin, 1998). Promotion represents the ‘ideal self’ and includes hopes, wishes, and aspirations, whereas preventive focus represents the ‘ought’ self and includes duties obligations and responsibilities. Previous research has noted that these two distinct regulatory foci have different consequences for perception, decision-making, and emotions, as well as for individuals’ behaviour and performance (Higgins, 1998; Scholer, and Higgins, 2011: Karks and Dijk, 2007). Indeed, employees holding a promotion focus may perceive implemented HR practices more positively such that training will be perceived to enhance individual development, performance appraisal will be perceived to support informal learning, rewards will be perceived as care and concern from the organisation, etc. In contrast, employees with a preventive focus are likely to assume that training is a formal organisational practice aimed at exploiting their abilities, performance appraisal will be perceived as monitoring and surveillance performance management practices and rewards will be perceived as an inducement for better performance outcomes.
Drawing on this perspective, Hsieh and Wang (2012) showed that employees’ locus of control (internal locus as opposed to external locus) moderated the influence of job stress on burnout in the accounting firms of Taiwan. Locus of control is defined as the extent to which an individual generally perceives events to be under the control of powerful others (external locus) as opposed to under their own control (internal locus) (Rotter, 1966). Hence, individual personality may regulate the perception of one’s task, stress levels, and potential burnout, and possibly how they perceive implemented HR practices. In addition, in interviews with 52 HR managers in the US, Friede et al., (2008) found that employees’ self-regulatory work habits, i.e. an ability to regulate work habits to meet individual goals, influence successful implementation of reducing work arrangements. In a multiple-case study of German health and social services organisations, Piening, Baluch, and Ridder, (2014) found that employees’ previous experience with the HR practice of their organisation shapes their expectations about new HR practices that are being introduced, and this, in turn, affects how they perceive the implemented HR practices. In another study, Pak and Chang (2023) reported that employee conscientiousness influences the relationship between workgroup-level HR practices and employee affective commitment, subsequently to task performance. Specifically, they found that employees low on conscientiousness perform better under motivation-enhancing HR practices while employees high on conscientiousness perform better under opportunity-enhancing HR practices. They did not find significant results for the same relationship with the ability-enhancing HR bundle (Pak and Chang, 2023). 
At the contextual level, Stirpe, Trullen, and Bonache (2013) found that differences in the perceived credibility of the HR department affected the extent employees were satisfied with the introduction of new HR practices. Moreover, Bowen and Ostroff (2004), drawing on the situational strength theory (Michel 1968) and attribution theory (Kelley, 1971), suggested that HRM implementation is likely to be successful when employees perceive HRM to be distinctive (i.e. stands out in the environment), consistent (i.e. HRM messages and their effects are the same across modalities and time), and involves consensus (individuals’ views on HRM messages and their effects are similar). They further argued that line managers and organisational culture can foster this shared understanding as they represent the critical mirrors of HR strategy. Scholars have also associated employee perception of HRM with organisational culture (Guest, 1994; Legge, 1995, Den Hartog and Verburg, 2004). Specifically, organisational culture is noted to shape employee perception about the values, norms and expectations of HR strategies and practices.
At the country/cultural level, studies have suggested national cultural differences may influence the employee perception of implemented HR practices (Mittal, 2012). For example, Xian et al. (2017), in a survey of the Chinese state-owned railway system, found that attribution process involving the Chinese cultural value known as Guanxi shaped employee perception of high-performance work practices. Guanxi, in Chinese culture, describes social relationships that are characterised by reciprocal social practices of individuals in a social network (Hwang, 1987). In the Chinese context, therefore, employees may perceive implemented HR practices as social reciprocal practices of their organisation and this may lead to employees’ affective commitment and job satisfaction (Xian et al., 2017). In addition, Sparrow and Wu (1998) also found that cultural values influence individual preferences for specific HR policies and practices in a sample of Taiwanese employees. If an organisation develops HR practices that contradict employees’ cultural values and expectations, then employees may show a lack of commitment to the organisation. Moreover, scholars have argued that the implementation of a single HRM practice across multinational companies might diminish the effectiveness of the HR strategy. It is argued that host countries’ local culture may influence employees’ perception of the content of multinational HRM, and this may have consequences for employees’ attitudes behaviour and performance (Schneider 1988, Gilbert et al., 2015). Lastly, research has also suggested that implementation and perception of HR practices may vary based on the characteristics of the organisation (Batt, 2000; Datta, Guthrie, and Wright, 2005). For example, research has suggested the implementation of HR practices in small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) may pose a different challenge than in large firms (Mirkfakhar et al., 2018). Typically, implementation of HR practices in the SME business consistently changes because of its informal and flexible nature than large firms that operate a more formal structure (Woodhams and Lupton, 2006). 
Following this review, employees do not always perceive SHRM the same way. As such, the present research will further extend our understanding of employees’ perceptual differences in HRM by examining their HR attributions. This will fill the vacuum in the HR literature about the sources of perceptual differences of HR practices. However, before I delve into the concept of HR attribution, it is important to introduce the concept of variability in HR perceptions. This will help shape our understanding of the core arguments of this research. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173750]2.4 Variability in HR perceptions and behaviours 
Given the review of the factors that influence line manager’s implementation effectiveness and employee experience of HR practices, research has acknowledged that the causal chain linking espoused HR strategies and policies to employee and organisational outcomes is not a seamless process, where line managers perfectly translate HRM practices to predict organisational strategic outcomes (Nishii and Wright, 2007). Rather, contextual, individual difference, cognitive and leadership factors could cause variations in how line managers enact espoused HR policies and in how employees experience those HR practices (Pak and Chang, 2023; Vermeeren, 2014; Sikora, Ferris and Van Idekinge, 2015; Nishii and Wright, 2008, Pak and Kim, 2018). Indeed, line managers are considered a source of content and process-based variance of HR practices within and across organisations (Kehoe and Han, 2020, Vermeeren, 2014). For example, Kehoe and Han, (2020) suggested that line managers cause variations in HR processes such as HR practices that are implemented in different workgroups (i.e. HR architecture), their discretional implementation of HR practices to individual employees (i.e. idiosyncratic deals) and their autonomous strategic behaviour. The last is defined as active and agentic involvement in the refinement (i.e., facilitating adaptability and championing) of an organisation’s emergent strategy and initiatives (Kehoe and Han, 2020; Mirabeau and Maguire, 2014). In keeping with this perspective, Nishii, Lepak and Schneider (2008) introduced the concept of HR attribution. They suggested that individual subjective interpretation of the purpose behind an introduction of HR practices is a likely cause of variation in perception and attitudes towards HR practices, which in turn, predict differences in behaviour and organisational outcomes (Nishii, Lepak and Schneider, 2008). Based on this perspective, therefore, there may be differences in how line managers interpret HR practices at the work unit, which could lead to variation in their behaviour and how they implement HR practices (Vermeeren, 2014). This is likely to further cause variation in the employee interpretation of implemented HR, their attitudes and outcomes across and within the work unit (Bowen and Ostroff 2004; Nishii and Wright 2008). 
Before I fully review the concept of HR attribution (in Chapter 3), it is important to present an overview of the theory of attribution. This will help provide a background of different theoretical trends of attribution theory and how it has been applied to HRM and leadership research.
[bookmark: _Toc189173751]2.5 Overview of attribution theory
The core premise of attribution theory is that people have an innate drive to control their environment and to understand the causes (attribute) of significant events of their behaviour, including how attribution process determines their responses and future behaviour (Martinko et al., 2007). In his illustrative example of this theoretical perspective, Heider (1958) suggests that people are naïve psychologists, who are in a conscious quest to ascertain the cause of positive and negative outcomes. As such, attribution can be defined as a “causal ascription for positive and negative outcomes” (Martinko et al., 2007 p.562). Attribution theory has been applied, inter alia, to understand the causality for a specific event (Kelley 1973), leadership processes (Martinko et al., 2007), leader-member exchange (Martinko and Gardner, 1987), and HRM process (Nishii et al., 2008; Bowen and Ostroff, 2004), including performance appraisal (Lord and Smith, 1983). 
Historically, Heider (1958) presented the foremost typology of the attribution theory, arguing that people's attributions are dependent on whether the locus of causality for their behaviour or event is dependent on the person, the environment, or both. Internal locus of causality consists of both motivations and ability while external locus of causality includes environmental factors such as lack of organisation support etc. For example, an employee may fail to meet his/her performance target because she or he lacks the ability, is unmotivated or because of the task difficulty. In this scenario, the line manager will use the information about the motivation, ability and environmental factors to infer the cause of employee poor performance. Heider (1958) further extended this theory by investigating the type of errors people make during the attribution process, formerly known as errors of attribution. The first is the fundamental attribution error, which occurs when individuals infer the cause of an outcome to internal factors, rather than external factors. For example, when an employer ascribes the causality of employee’s poor performance to internal factors (ability and motivation) instead of environmental factors (task difficulty). Secondly is an actor-observer effect, which describes the tendency for actors to ascribe the causality of an outcome to external factors while observers infer the same actions to internal factors (Martinko et al., 2011). For example, when an employee (an actor) attributes his/her poor performance to external factors such as a line manager’s unfairness, and line managers (an observer) ascribe the causality of an employee's poor performance to internal factors such as lack of effort (Jones and Nisbett, 1972). Lastly, the self-serving bias is another attribution error that may influence how individuals make causal ascriptions of positive or negative events. For example, an applicant may attribute their success in a job interview to competency and talent while failure in the interview is attributed to external factors such as luck. 
Kelley (1973) extended Heider’s attribution theory by evaluating the information pattern used to make attribution, otherwise known as the covariation principle (consensus, consistency and distinctiveness information). Kelley (1973) noted that when an individual has access to multiple instances of the same behaviour and situation, they would employ the covariation principle to infer the causes. The covariation principle describes the different combination of the information pattern that influences whether an observer attributes an actor’s behaviour to internal (disposition) and/or external (situation) causes (Martinko et al. 2007). Distinctiveness refers to the extent to which an individual behaves in the same way across identical situations. Consensus refers to the extent of the collective agreement in the observation of different people about an actor's behaviour. Consistency refers to the extent to which individual behaviour is consistent over time. An observer is likely to attribute the causes of an actor’s behaviour to internal factors when there is high distinctiveness, high consistency and high consensus (Kelley 1967; Martinko et al., 2007). 
Finally, Weiner (1986) extended Heider and Kelley's works by explaining how attribution influences future expectations, emotions and behaviour. Specifically, Weiner (1986) extends attribution theory by evaluating the consequences of causal attributions and how the dimensions such as locus of causality, stability and controllability of attributional explanation affect emotion and behaviour. Weiner (1986) indicated that any task success and failure is followed by a search for the cause of the outcome along the three dimensions of locus of causality, stability and controllability. He noted that causal analysis is more informative when stable causes such as individual disposition are identified. Controllability is also an important aspect of Weiner’s (1986) attributional theory because people do not make attribution only to understand why an event occurs, but also to control future events (Fiske and Taylor, 1991). Notably, Weiner examined attribution within more domain-specific contexts, such as helping and achievement, and is often referred to as attributional theory (Martinko et al., 2007). It is noted that different combinations of locus of causality, stability and controllability in an achievement context are associated with attributions of ability, effort, task difficulty, and luck (Weiner et al., 1971). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173752]2.5.1 Criticisms of attribution theory 
There are two major criticisms of attribution theory (Martinko et al., 2007). First, research has suggested that there are many factors influencing people’s response to behaviour and events besides the attribution process (Mitchell and Lord, 1982). In a work context, research has suggested that factors such as task outcomes, the costs/benefits of the supervisor’s response, and the policies guiding the supervisor's response to poor performance may influence the supervisor’s reactions to employee performance besides the attribution process (Green and Mitchell, 1979). In particular, Martinko et al. (2004) noted that research that focuses on a singular factor to explain the attribution process might be underspecified in that several factors may interact with the attribution process, which makes it difficult to identify the causes of behaviour based on the dichotomous categories (internal and external) that are used to characterise the attribution process. As such, research in attribution theory is encouraged to control for moderators such as individual difference variables such as attributional style (Martinko et al., 2004), social exchange between supervisor and employee (Martinko and Gardner, 1987), work context and self-schema (Nishii and Wright, 2007). Building on this perspective, this study will examine the boundary conditions (human capital and HR strength) of employee HR attributions in predicting behavioural and attitudinal outcomes.
Secondly, scholars have argued that the cognitive process involved in making rational judgments as described by attribution theorists cannot be applied to everyday events (Lord and Maher, 1990). Indeed, they have suggested people are more likely to use the most salient and immediate cues and heuristics when responding to everyday events than engage in (unboundedly) rational processes, which are symbolic in the attribution process. In response to this criticism, researchers have suggested that the attribution process is mostly likely to occur when behavioural outcomes are important and unexpected (Lord and Smit, 1983). As such, it has been suggested to consider the boundary conditions under which attribution processes are most likely to be salient. 
Given that the focus of this thesis is to examine the influence of HR attribution on the line managers’ leadership behaviour and how such leadership behaviour acts as a signal for employee HR attribution and outcomes, it is important to provide a brief overview of how attribution theory has been applied to leadership and SHRM research, to which we now turn. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173753]2.5.2 Application of attribution theory to leadership research
Despite the scholarly arguments about the minimal effect of the attribution process on leadership behaviour (Mitchell, 1982), studies have continued to demonstrate the importance of attribution theory in leadership processes (Martinko et al., 2011, Ashkanasy and Gallois, 1994). For example, Martinko et al., (2007) examined antecedents of leaders' behaviour and found attribution processes explained a variance ranging from 17-36% in leadership behaviour, which was superior to other factors such as charisma, political skill, and self-core evaluation, which ranged from 5-18%. Similarly, Ashkanasy and Gallois (1994) reported that attribution accounted for a range of 23-51% of the variance in leaders’ appraisal of employee performance. Indeed, the foremost research about the influence of attribution theory on leadership behaviour has primarily focused on how leaders’ attribution for subordinates’ performance is related to disciplinary actions and rewards (Green and Mitchell, 1979). These authors proposed a model indicating how employees’ behaviour and performance led to informational cues that influenced leader attributions, which, in turn, influenced leader relationships with subordinates. Specifically, Green and Mitchell adapted Kelley’s (1973) covariation analysis to explain how distinctive, consistent, consensus information about a subordinate’s behaviour influences a leader's behaviours towards the subordinate. For example, they theorised that a leader who attributes his/her subordinate poor performance to lack of effort as opposed to ability is likely to mete out severe disciplinary action, especially when the employee performs poorly consistently and distinctively (from other employees) (Green and Mitchell, 1979). However, they acknowledged that there are boundary conditions for leader behaviour towards subordinates. These include the actor-observer effect, self-serving biases, self-based processes, leaders’ expectations, the personal characteristics of the leader and member, the effects of subordinate behaviour, and the perceived ease of changing people as opposed to situations and organisational policies. As such, they suggested that the relationship between attribution processes and leaders’ behaviour might be more indirect than direct. Subsequent research has expanded on Mitchell and Green (1979) by identifying the factors that influence leaders’ reactions to poor subordinate performance. Ashkanasy (1995) indicated that an immediate impression of employee performance (e.g., negative nature of an employee outcome) influenced leadership evaluation more strongly than attribution based on (a fuller) work history. In another study, Offermann, Schroyer and Green (1998) demonstrated that performance attributions had significant effects on leaders’ communications with subordinates and their disciplinary actions. In addition, Markinto et al. (2007) introduced the concept of attributional styles, which are stable, trait-like tendencies to make certain types of attribution that affect behaviour across studies. They indicated that incompatible attribution styles could influence members' perception of leader-member exchange (LMX) quality (Martinko et al., 2007).  These research findings suggest that a context-specific attribution process, such as, HR attribution, may influence line manager’s leadership response to the HR strategy and practices. 
On another dimension, attribution theory has also been applied in the discussion of implicit theories or the framing of social stereotypes (Schyns and Hansbrough, 2008). Research in this area has focused on how people characterise a leader's behaviour across situations and time (Bresnan, 1992). Notably, the Implicit Leadership theory (ILT) indicates that leadership is a “socially constructed concept that is filtered, interpreted, and acted upon in very different ways, dependent upon diverse cognitive outlooks, and experiential consequences” (Bresnan 1992, p.510). In particular, Schyns and Hansbrough, (2008) reported that subordinates' perception of leader mistakes in organisational context is influenced by the implicit perception they hold about the leader, the characteristics of the mistake, as well as the nature of the leadership-subordinate relationship.  
[bookmark: _Toc189173754]2.5.3 Application of attribution theory to HRM research
Research examining the processes (black box) through which HRM influences organisational performance has considered the influence of attribution theory (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Nishii et al., 2008). For example, Bowen and Ostroff (2004) adopted Kelley’s (1973) covariation principle and Michel’s (1973) situational strength perspective to conceptualise how consistent, distinctive and consensus HRM messages impact the strength of the relationship between HRM and organisational performance. Bowen and Ostroff (2004) indicated that the relationship between the system of HR practices and organisation performance is contingent on employees’ shared perception about the type of behaviour that the organisation expects values and rewards. They framed their concept as HR system strength. Many studies have adopted the concept of HR system strength to examine how the system of HR practices influences work satisfaction and vigour (Li et al., 2011), motivation, commitment and work engagement (Katou et al., 2014). 
In another vein, Nishii et al., (2008) adopted Weiner’s (1985) attributional theory to explain how employees’ subjective interpretation of HR practices influenced their attitudinal and behavioural reactions towards it. Nishii et al., (2008) noted that employees could make either internal or external attributions about the purpose of HR policies and practices, which could result in the attachment of different meanings and behaviours. In particular, employees can make either positive internal HR attribution (i.e., that HR practices are designed to enhance service quality and employee well-being) or negative internal HR attribution (i.e., that HR practices are designed to maximise cost reduction and exploit employees). On the other hand, employees can also make external HR attribution (i.e., that HR practices are designed to comply with legal or union requirements). Accordingly, when employees make positive internal HR attribution that their management’s intent for designing HR practices is to enhance service quality and wellbeing, they are likely to develop positive perceptions, attitudes, and behaviour towards their management’s goals. Conversely, when employees make negative internal HR attribution that their management’s intent for designing HR practices is to reduce cost and for exploitation, they will develop negative perceptions, attitudes, and behaviour towards their management goals. Similarly, when employees make an external HR attribution that the management intent for designing HR practices is to comply with legal or union requirements, they will also develop a negative perception, attitude, and behaviour towards the management goals (Nishii and Wright, 2006). 
Lastly, attribution theories have also been used in the field of HR to explain interpersonal dynamics and attributions of behaviours and events within several specific HR functions. Much of this research has drawn from Heider’s (1958) conceptions of locus of locality and attributional errors, Weiner’s (1985) attributional theory and Kelley's (1967) covariation model. Most of these studies applied specific functional HR attribution concerning performance management, grievances and disciplinary actions, recruitment and selection, training and occupational health and safety (see Hewitt et al., 2018). It is noteworthy that the object of the attribution is on peoples’ behaviour rather than on HRM systems and practices. For example, Tolli and Schmidt (2008) reported that employees reacted more strongly to performance feedback when they made internal attributions about their performance; when making internal attributions, positive feedback enhances self-efficacy and goal revision, and negative feedback diminishes these outcomes. In another study, Tay et al. (2006) examined the moderating role of locus of causality attributions on the relationship between interview success and subsequent self-efficacy for interviewing. They reported that successful interviewees had higher levels of interviewing self-efficacy when they believed that their success was due to internal causes, than external factors.
Given the foundations of attribution theory, its different theoretical trends and its applications to HRM and leadership research, the present research will examine the influence of HR attribution on a line manager’s leadership behaviour and how the line manager’s leadership behaviour influence employee HR attributions and employee outcomes. As already stated, I expect HR attribution to account for differences in leadership behaviour and employee HR attributions and outcomes. However, in Chapter 3, I will examine in detail how this relationship is established using relevant theories and concepts. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173755]2.6 Conclusion
In this chapter, I examined the mutual gain and critical perspectives as two existing paradigms in HR research. I further examined the conceptual models in the HR process whilst emphasising the potential impact of the disconnection between espoused HR policy and enacted HR practices to the HR effectiveness. Drawing insights from this examination, I reviewed the literature on HR devolution whilst highlighting the limitations of devolving HR practices to line management. I further examined the critical role of line managers in the HR implementation process and the factors affecting line managers’ HR implementation effectiveness and employee perception of implemented HR practices. Building on this, I introduced the concept of HR attribution as a source of variations in the HR implementation process and outcomes. I examined the three theoretical trends of attribution theory and presented the two main criticisms of attributional theories. I concluded by highlighting how attribution theories have been applied to HR and leadership research. In the next chapter, I will examine the theoretical frameworks adopted in this study and describe the selected constructs of the research and hypothesis development. 


[bookmark: _Toc189173756]3.0 Chapter 3
[bookmark: _Toc189173757]3.1 Theoretical frameworks and hypothesis development
[bookmark: _Toc189173758]3.2 Introduction
This multilevel study examines the effects of HR attributions on the line manager’s leadership behaviour and employee outcomes as well as the moderating role of human capital and HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. Accordingly, this study draws on signalling theory, the social information processing (SIP) perspective, and HR attribution theory to underpin the hypothesised relationships. Therefore, I first provide an overview of these theories and the reasons for selecting them are presented. I also provide reviews on paternalistic leadership and organisational performance as the main constructs of this study. Thereafter, I utilise the selected theories to develop my research hypotheses and further support them with scholarly literature. Lastly, the conceptual framework for this study is presented showing the theoretical links between the constructs. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173759]3.2.1 Theoretical frameworks
The overall theoretical framework for this study is signalling theory (Spence, 1973). It will be used to explicate each step of HR implementation process that starts from line managers’ HR attributions to their paternalistic leadership behaviour, employees’ HR attribution and finally to employee outcomes and the work context. Although signalling theory is the main theoretical framework for this study, it does not fully capture the complexities of the socio-cognitive process that explains how line managers’ HR attributions influence leadership and employee outcomes. Rather, it denotes a static process involving each component of the signalling timeframe. Therefore, a supplementary theoretical framework will be used to explain the socio-psychological processes involved in the hypothesised relationships. Specifically, I will use social information processing theory (SIP) (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) to explain the link between line managers’ HR attributions and paternalistic leadership behaviour, employee outcomes. Adopting a SIP to explain how a line manager as a signaller of HR strategy develops appropriate leadership behaviour and how employees respond to line manager leadership behaviour via their attribution process recognises the agentic approach to understanding human behaviour (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). In other words, it acknowledges the dynamic process involved in how individuals regulate their behaviour, motivation and values based on their cognition of work environments. 	Comment by nonso anthony: Please give a good explanation for why using multiple theories is desirable. There are pros and cons of using this approach and we are not asking you to change it, but rather give a fuller justification for it.	Comment by Anna Topakas: To strengthen this you could add a sentence or two on the overarching benefits of combining or synthesising theories to test complex phenomena that involve both behaviours and cognitions, and have within-person and between-person components. 
	The integration of these theories will help elucidate the understanding of the dynamic processes associated with each element of the signalling timeframe, involving the line manager (signaller), leadership behaviour (signals), employee (receiver), employee outcomes (feedback), and the strength of HR (signalling environment).
3.2.1.1	Signalling theory
Spence (1973) originally developed signalling theory to explain the informational asymmetry involved in the labour market between job applicants and prospective employers. As prospective employers lack information about the quality of job applicants, they are likely to rely on signals to select higher-quality applicants. In this scenario, high-quality applicants attempt to distinguish themselves from low-quality applicants by, for example, sending a signal of rigorous higher-level education (Spence, 1973). Obtaining higher-quality education represents a costly signal that is likely to reduce the information asymmetry between a job applicant and the prospective employer. The intuitive appeal of his seminal work led to a proliferated application of signalling theory to a range of research disciplines such as anthropology (Bird and Smith, 2005), marketing research (Kirmani and Rao, 2000), and diversity research (Miller and Triana, 2009). It has also been extended to corporate governance (Zhang and Wiersema, 2009), entrepreneurship (Certo, 2003), strategic management (Bergh, Connelly, Ketchen and Shannon, 2014) and human resource management (Guest, Sanders, Rodrigues and Oliveira, 2019; Suaza, Martinez and Sandoval, 2009) etc. 
As noted, signalling theory essentially deals with reducing information asymmetry between two parties (Spence, 2002). More broadly, the theory contends that while some individuals ‘insiders’ are privy to certain information, others ‘outsiders’ who could potentially make better decisions with the information have no access to it. Therefore, information asymmetries arise between those who are privy to the information and those who are not (Connelly, Certo, Ireland and Reutzel, 2011; Stiglitz, 2002). There are two types of information where asymmetry is considered important, namely, information about quality and information about intent (Stiglitz, 2000). In the first instance, information asymmetry is important when one party is not fully informed about the characteristics of another party. For example, when an employee is not fully aware of the strategic focus of their organisation. In the second instance, information asymmetry is considered important when one party is concerned about another party’s behavioural intentions (Connelly et al., 2011). For example, when an employee is concerned about the intent of the line manager’s leadership behaviour in the HR implementation process. As such, signalling theory is concerned with understanding how parties try to resolve information asymmetries about the unobservable attribute of an individual or context (Connelly et al., 2011). When a signal fulfils its role of reducing information asymmetry, then the signal is appraised to be of high quality. Quality, in this sense, is the “underlying, unobservable ability of the signaller to fulfil the needs or demands of an outsider observing the signal” (Connelly et al., 2011. p43). 
In an organisational context, when an employee makes a job-related decision by selecting a higher quality signal (e.g., line manager’s behaviour and HR department) amidst other signals (e.g., fellow employees’ insights), this will create a separating equilibrium for all parties. From the employee’s perspective, when this job-related decision attracts positive feedback, it separates high-quality signals (e.g., line manager behaviour and HR department) from low-quality signals (e.g., fellow employee insights). Therefore, equilibrium is achieved when the signal is confirmed to fulfil employee post-decision expectations in terms of receiving positive rewards and the line manager’s expectation of meeting the team performance targets. In this instance, the equilibrium solution is optimal, as both line managers and employees receive beneficial outcomes from the signal. As such, a separating equilibrium occurs when an individual evaluates the rewards and costs of investing in a signal and makes optimizing decisions about the signal; their post-signal experiences either confirm or disconfirm their expectations about the signal in term of the receiver’s response (Bergh, et al 2014). 
There are primary elements that define the signalling timeline, namely, the signaller, receiver, and the signal itself. Included in these key elements are ancillary mechanisms such as feedback to the signaller and the signalling environment.
[bookmark: _Toc163075858]Figure 2: The signaling timeline.
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(Connelly et al., 2011, p44)

Signaller: The signallers are the ‘insiders’ (executives, HR directors, managers) who obtain information about individuals (Spence, 1973), HR strategy (Guest 2020), or job applicants (Ehrhart and Zeigert, 2005) that is not privy to others (employees). The private information provides insiders with a privileged perspective regarding the underlying quality of some aspect of individual, product or organisation” (Connelly et al., 2011. p. 44). ‘Outsiders’ also consider this information, whether positive or negative, as valuable, since it is useful in their decision-making. In an organisational context, this information may include previous performance, pending lawsuits, organisational strategy, and union negotiations. However, as the signaller and receiver may have conflicting interests, there is a potential for the signaller to send a false signal, which has implications for the receiver in judging between high-quality and low-quality signallers (Connelly et al., 2011). As such, signal honesty (Durcikova and Gray, 2009), which can be described as the extent to which the signaller actually possesses the underlying quality associated with the signal (Connelly et al., 2011), is considered one of the main determinants of signal quality. The usefulness of a signal is also determined by the extent to which it corresponds with the quality of the signaller, otherwise known as signal fit. Indeed, Connelly et al. (2011) labelled these two signal attributes as signal reliability, that is, the extent to which the signaller is honest and the extent to which the signal corresponds with the value of the signal. In the context of the present study, the signallers are the line managers because of their role in the HR implementation process. Specifically, line managers are more likely to be privy to the information about the strategic direction of their organisation’s HR practices, which thus allows for a more salient interpretation of those practices as well as development of appropriate leadership behaviour capable of reducing information asymmetry that may arise between intended HR practices and employee perception of those HR practices.  
Signal:  This refers to the information that is intentionally communicated to the ‘outsider’ to convey positive attributes of an organisation, individual, product and services, and potentially reduce the information asymmetry.  An’ insider’ could hold positive or negative information about an organisation but must decide to share this information to the ‘outsiders’ to reduce information asymmetry and gain feedback while the ‘outsiders’ rely on it to make right decision and meet the post-decision-making-rewards (Connelly et al., 2011). As there are likely to be multiple signals from one organisation, there are two main characteristics of high-quality signals. First is signal observability, which implies the extent to which ‘outsiders’ are aware of or notice the signal (Connelly et al., 2011). Second is signal cost, which refers to the cost associated with acquiring a signal. In addition, signalling effectiveness can be improved by sending multiple observable signals aimed at reducing information asymmetry, or what Janney and Folta, (2003) described as signal frequency. Using multiple signals to communicate the same message is likely to help reduce confusion about the unobservable quality of the product, service or organisation. Moreover, when a signal is repeatedly propagated, the signalling effectiveness of the signal will be enhanced (Connelly et al., 2011). In the context of this study, line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviour is conceptualised as the signal of HR practices. This perspective corroborates with studies indicating that line managers’ leadership behaviour is an interpretive filter that aligns SHRM messaging employee experience, attitude, and behaviour (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Bowen and Schneider, 2014). As such, line manager paternalistic leadership behaviour could offer employees critical informational cues about HR strategy and practices, which thus reduce the information asymmetry that may exist between intended HR practice and employee interpretation of those HR practices.
Receiver: This includes an outsider who will benefit from information conveyed by the signal. Connelly et al, (2011) described the receivers as “outsiders who lack information about the organisation in question but would like to receive this information” (p.45). A receiver depends on the information elicited from the signal to make important decisions, which is likely to be mutually beneficial to both the receiver and the signaller, especially, as the signaller is believed to have consciously sent out the signals (Connelly et al., 2011). In the management literature, receivers include individuals or groups of individuals such as employees (Guest et al., 2020). However, research has suggested that the characteristics of receivers determine signalling effectiveness, otherwise referred to as receiver attention (Gulati and Higgins, 2003). The latter is defined “as the extent to which receivers vigilantly scan the environment for signals” (Connelly et al., 2011 p.54). A receiver who monitors the environment for signals is likely to reduce the information asymmetry, make informed choices and attend to similar signals in the future (Bergh et al., 2014; Connelly et al., 2011). In addition, the way a receiver interprets a signal is important to signalling effectiveness. Receiver interpretation is defined as the “process of translating signals into perceived meaning” (Connelly et al., 2011 p. 54). In some cases, a receiver may cognitively misrepresent the inherent message conveyed by the signal based on a preconceived notion, thus deviating from the original intention of the signaller (Ehrhart and Zieger, 2005). In the context of this study, employees are the receivers. They benefit from the HR signals sent via line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviour to reduce the information asymmetry that exists between intended HR practices and their attribution of those practices.
Feedback: This implies the message that is sent back to the signaller. The mutual nature of the relationship between a signaller and a receiver in terms of their desire to seek information from each other suggests that the signalling process is bidirectional (Connelly et al., 2011). While a receiver seeks a signal to reduce information asymmetry, a signaller seeks information from the receiver to know which signal is more reliable. Receivers, in some cases, could send countersignals as a form of feedback (Connelly et al. 2011).  In this case, the signaller could attend to the countersignal, re-evaluate it, and adapt future signals to enhance reliability (Gulati and Higgins, 2003). In the context of this study, the feedback are employee outcomes, namely, service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout.  Specifically, these are reliable indicators for measuring the quality of HR signal sent via line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviour. Line managers can also rely on the quality of these outcomes to re-evaluate their leadership behaviour and other means of sending the HR signals in order to enhance the reduction of information asymmetry between intended and employee attributions, response to the HR signals. 
Signalling environment: The signalling environment includes the organisation’s environment, team context and broader national and socio-cultural environment. A signalling environment could affect the extent to which signalling reduces information asymmetry (Connelly et al., 2011). It can for example, reduce the visibility of a signal by distorting the means through which the signal is communicated.  In addition, learning about the way others interpret signals in an environment may influence how a receiver interprets a signal. A receiver, who is unsure of how to interpret a signal may imitate the way others interpret a signal, which may or may not be correct (Connelly et al., 2011). In the context of this study, the signalling environment involves the work context that contributes to shared employee attribution of HR intent. It also denotes the social process that shapes collective employee perception and attribution about what type of attribution foci is dominant in a workplace. Employees rely on the signalling environment to modify their HR attribution process and respond accordingly to the environment informational cues or signals. Specifically, this study considers HR strength as the signalling environment to moderate employee HR attributions in predicting outcomes.    
Despite the considerable contribution of signalling theory management research, the theory has faced criticisms. First, scholars have argued that in a context where perceived quality is readily discernible, the information problem is minimised, thereby decreasing the usefulness of signalling theory (Kirmani and Rao, 2000). The second criticism of signalling models is that they assume that the receivers and signallers are aware of complexities in information exchange. For example, the theory assumes that receivers are unaware of the underlying quality of a product, individual or organisation. On the other hand, the theory assumes that signaller is rational and aware of their signalling process, an assumption that has been called into question (Kirmani and Rao, 2000).  In response to the criticisms, studies have suggested the signalling process is a cognitive process whereby a signaller intentionally sends out signals to reduce information asymmetry and to gain the beneficial outcomes attached to the signal, while the receiver consciously seeks for signal and cognitively interprets it to make informed decisions (Connelly et al., 2011, Lord and Maher, 1990). Based on this framing, management research has continued to demonstrate the importance of the signalling process to explain behavioural and attitudinal outcomes (e.g., Townsend et al., 2011; Guest et al., 2020; see Connelly et al., 2011). As such, the theory will be used in the present thesis to examine the HR implementation process. Specifically, the study proposes that a line manager is a signaller of HR practices while paternalistic leadership is a signal of HR intent (signal), which influences employees’ (i.e., receivers’) HR attributions leading the employee outcomes (feedback) in a context of high HR strength (signalling environment). This is similar to Guest and colleagues' (2020) study, which examines the effect of line managers as a signaller of HR practices, which in turn, influences employee HR attributions and outcomes. 
3.2.1.2 Social Information processing (SIP) approach to job attitude 
The rise of cognitive theories in the mid-70s spurred the development of the SIP perspective (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). This theory was developed as a response to relative inadequacies in need-satisfaction theories (e.g., Herzberg, 1968; Maslow, 1943; Vroom, 1964). The basic assumption of need satisfaction theories is that people have different needs and jobs possess different characteristics embedded in them. Therefore, people look for jobs to meet their specific needs. When a job meets the specific needs of an individual, the individual will be satisfied and if not, the individual will be dissatisfied (Pollock, Whitebred and Contrator, 2000). Although this perspective gained prominence in theorising the job-attitude relationship, it was criticised for assuming that individuals are static and incapable of cognitively restructuring their own needs and situations (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). In addition, the consistent failures of research to determine what constitutes universal human needs (e.g., Hulin and Blood, 1986) motivated Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) to seek alternative explanations on how the need-satisfaction-attitude relationship functions. In particular, Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) argued that the perception of job characteristics and individual needs are not fixed; rather they are a product of social context and the consequence of a person’s past actions and decisions (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). In addition, they also posit that people play a role in creating the social context by enacting the information cues they drew from the environment (Weick, 1977).  
Broadly, according to Salancik and Pfeffer (1978), individuals are adaptive organisms whose needs and perceptions of job characteristics are fluid based on the information they elicit from their work context, their cognitive evaluations of dimensions of work context and task (including relationships) and because of past and present actions in that environment. Individuals can also learn about other’s behaviour by studying the informational and social context within which that behaviour occurs and use information collected from others in their social environment to guide their perceptions, attitudes and behaviours. As such, informational cues drawn from the social context are the basis for an individual to make decisions in terms of adapting or not adapting a behaviour. For example, if an individual is exposed to positive cues (either directly or indirectly) about their role expectations, that individual is likely to adopt appropriate behaviour in response to what they perceive within their work context. Moreover, the salience and relevance of the information cues from the social context could determine whether an individual will exert more energy in adapting their behaviour to it. Salience means that the information is readily available to individuals while relevance refers to the possibility that individuals can evaluate whether the information available to them is more or less related to a specific attitude (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978).  
Therefore, the most crucial determinant of an individual’s behaviour is their immediate social environment (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). An individual’s immediate environment influences their perception, attitude and behaviour in so many ways. First, they could be influenced from communicating with others both directly via explicit messages about attitudinal and behavioural expectations and indirectly via suggestions of their experience in a social context. This is likely to assist people in developing an unambiguous interpretation of events, structure and meanings. Past studies have utilised this perspective to explain how co-workers influence employee perception of work-family conflict (Bhave, Kramer and Glomb, 2010) and employee HR perceptions (Jiang, Hu, Liu and Lepak, 2017) and how leadership behaviour influences employee attitudes (Lord and Maher, 1991). Secondly, social context could influence individuals’ perceptions, attitudes and behaviour by priming, directing and structuring their attentional processes to what is most important and valued. This is likely to be enhanced when an individual receives a repetitive account of events (e.g., HR implementation) from others in the same social context. Indeed, Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) noted that “social context is likely to make more or less salient some information about an individual’s past, statements and thoughts, and also provide norms and expectations that constrain the process of rationalising those past activities” (p. 233). In doing this, social context binds the individual in commitment to their behaviour (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). Previous studies have utilised this perspective to explain how employees develop a shared perception of what is valued, expected and rewarded in their organisation (Lam, Huang and Janseen, 2010; Hong, Liao, Hu and Jiang, 2013). These studies argue that exposing employees to similar social stimuli and through informational exchange with other employees, they will develop a consensual perception of job attributes such as service climate (Hong et al, 2013), justice climate (Liao and Rupp, 2005), and empowerment climate (Aryee et al., 2012). Thirdly, social context affects individuals’ perceptions, attitudes and behaviour through their interpretation of environmental cues. This is because individuals can construct social realities, interpret social events and develop appropriate behaviour through social cues and their experience of activities in an environment. As such, “the characteristics of the job or task, such as the style of supervision or conditions of the workplace, are not given but constructed” (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978, p. 227). For example, a line manager could interpret their HR practices to focus on reducing cost or improving quality based on the social cues and their interaction within the organisation, which subsequently elicit differences in the way they react to HR goals (Nishii et al., 2008). However, the more ambiguous the HR cues are, the more variations exist in the HR attributions process (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). Lastly, social context can affect individual attitudes by influencing how a person interprets their needs. This implies that the social environment presents an individual with an opportunity to re-evaluate their needs and values, especially through their interaction with others (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978).  
However, some scholars have criticised the SIP perspective because it did not specify the processes through which the work environment influences individual attitude, behaviour and perception (e.g., Blau and Katernberg, 1982). Responding to this criticism, Pollock et al. (2000) maintained that the inconsistent empirical support for SIP theory is not due to fundamental theoretical flaws; rather it is because of an inadequate application of the theory in the prior research. Despite these criticisms, studies have used the SIP perspective to hypothesise how HPWS and individual employee attitudes relate (Takeuchi and Lepak, 2009, Delery and Shaw 2001; Messersmith, Patel and Lepak, 2011). Nishii and Wright (2008) indicated, “social processes surely play a role in what aspects of the HR practices employees attend to, how they are interpreted, and the reactions that they feel are appropriate (p. 239).” As such, social information may play a role in how line managers and employees make causal explanations about the motive underlying their organisation’s HR practices (Wright and Nishii, 2013). Specifically, there are several reasons why social informational processing perspective could influence in HR attribution process of line managers and employees. 
First, line managers could rely on the information collected from the HR department about HR philosophy and through their interaction with other line managers to formulate a belief about the goal of their HR strategy and practices. In addition, line managers are likely to utilise the information from their previous experience of their organisation’s HR philosophy/strategy and practices to interpret their HR intent and goals. Ultimately, these informational cues are likely to shape their leadership behaviour in the HR process. The clarity of these social informational cues is likely to play important role in how the line managers adapts their behaviour to their organisation’s HR philosophy and practice (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). A similar process is also expected to describe an employee’s social information processing pattern. Indeed, an employee is likely to draw cues about the purpose of HR practices from their line manager’s leadership behaviour (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Wo et al., 2019; Katou, et al., 2020). Indeed, Nishii and Paluch (2018) have described line mangers’ leadership behaviour as an HR sense giver in that leadership behaviour helps employees articulate and evaluate their organisation’s HR system. Moreover, employee communications with other employees and their previous experience of their line manager’s leadership behaviour may serve as informational cues that shape their interpretation of the organisation’s HR intent, and this is likely to influence their attitudes and behaviours. Employees can also formulate their HR attribution based on direct communication with their line manager about the HR attributes (Beijer et al., 2019). 
Second, line managers could formulate a belief of their organisation’s HR intent and goals by relying on implicit cues deduced from observing how HR philosophy is interpreted and implemented in other teams within their organisation. In addition, through their interaction with other line managers and listening to their interpretation of their organisation’s HR philosophy, line managers may change their HR attribution process, which could lead to their attitudinal and behavioural changes. Similarly, employees can frame their HR attribution process based on the informational and contextual cues they elicit from how HR philosophy is interpreted by other employees within their team, which subsequently influence their attitudinal and behavioural adaptations. Lastly, line managers (and employees) may draw their interpretation of their organisation’s HR intent based on receiving repetitive accounts of how HR philosophy is interpreted by other line managers (and other employees) and HR personnel. Constant communication and interpretation of the HR philosophy are likely to make the HR philosophy more salient and relevant, which will further direct the attention of the line manager (and employees) to them. Ultimately, this is likely to lead to attitudinal and behavioural adaptations to the HR strategic foci.  
3.2.1.3	HR attribution theory
As briefly highlighted above, the concept of HR attribution was developed based on the notion of variability in employee perception regarding HRM policies and practices. Indeed, studies have indicated that employees (and line managers) in the same organisation could perceive HR policies and practices differently, which in turn, results in differences in their attitude and behaviour toward the organisation (Pak and Chang, 2023, Vermeeren, 2014; Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Wang, Kim, Rafferty and Sander, 2020). While the notion of employee ‘perception’ reflects how variability in employee perception of HR practice influences variations in outcomes, Nishii et al.’s (2008) concept of HR attribution deals with why variability in employee’s causal explanations of HR practices influences differences in outcomes (Wang, Kim, Rafferty and Sanders, 2020). Broadly, Nishii et al., (2008) argued that individuals could make different causal explanations regarding their organisation’s motivation (why) for using particular HR practices, which could lead to differences in their attitudinal and behavioural reactions to the organisation. This perspective is comparable to social attribution theory, which indicates that people attach different meanings to social stimuli (i.e., HR practices) and depending on how they cognitively process these stimuli, they may differ in their responses to the stimuli (Fiske and Taylor, 1991). 
As already stated, Nishii, et al., (2008) drew from Weiner’s (1985) attributional theory in their conceptualisation of HR attribution. While other attribution theories (e.g., Heider, 1958, Kelly, 1973) adopt a more generic and context-free causal principle for the attribution process, Weiner’s (1985) attributional theory represents a more domain-specific oriented attribution process. It is important to draw this distinction because the attributional process (Weiner, 1985) usually unfolds in specific “content domains wherein people utilize domain-specific knowledge structures to guide the attribution process rather than content-free attributional principles” (Nishii, et al., 2008 p.506). In addition, unlike the other attribution theories (i.e., Heider, 1958; Kelly, 1973) that presented a more static perspective of the attribution process because of their focus on the causal explanation of an individual’s behaviour, others’ behaviour, or events, Weiner’s (1985) attributional theory added dynamism to the attribution process. In particular, it examines how people's causal attribution follows a temporal order, whereby individuals consider reasons for behaviour and situation after the event, in that these attributions can change over time (Hewitt et al., 2018). This perspective dovetails with the concept of HR attributions as it “refers to employee causal explanations for HR policies and practices to which they are exposed on an ongoing basis” (Nishii et al., 2008 p.506). Therefore, the causal principles used in making attribution in a domain-specific context (e.g., HR attribution) cannot be generalised to context-free attribution processes for behaviour and events. 
In their typology, Nishii et al., (2008) adopted Heider’s (1958) original concepts of locus of causality to distinguish between internal and external HR attributions. They suggested that internally focused HR attributions are multidimensional in that they capture the two ‘contrasting’ SHRM traditions, that is, mutual-gain (commitment-based) and critical (control-based) perspective of SHRM and the external HR attribution that is focused on labour laws. Their work is a conceptual refinement to that of Koys (1988, 1991), who operationalised HR attribution to be two-dimensional, with one dimension focusing on mutual-gain traditions (HR attribution for commitment-based HR system) and the other on external HR attribution that is focused on complying with government regulation. Such conceptual refinement is important as employees in the same organisation could have different cognitive interpretations of the same HR practices, concerning the two contrasting SHRM traditions. For example, some employees in the same team may interpret the reason behind empowerment practices as their management's attempt to distribute the power of actions, which is likely to increase task autonomy (Seibert et al., 2011) and self-efficacy perception (Conger and Kanungo, 1988) leading to high-quality output in product and services. On the other hand, other employees may interpret the motivation behind the same empowerment practice as a means for controlling costs by shifting responsibility to them to get the most out of them (Ramsey et al., 2000). 
Nishii et al., (2008) further explicate their internal HR attribution typology to capture the two distinct strategic foci underlying HR practice, which are quality enhancement and cost reduction, and two differing philosophies underlying management, namely HR practices implemented to maximise employee wellbeing and HR practices implemented to maximise efficiency (see Nishii et al., 2008 p.509).  
[bookmark: _Toc163075859]Figure 3: The typology of HR attribution.
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As shown above, the business/strategic goal that underlies HR practices and employee-oriented philosophy are internal HR attributions, which suggests that the employee’s causal explanation of HR practices is due to factors ascribable to the management's internal disposition. In contrast, external attributions suggest that the attributions of implemented HR practices are due to environmental constraints or forces beyond the management's control. In this instance, employees are likely to perceive their management as adopting a passive posture in the employment relationship. Nishii et al. (2008) further differentiated internal HR attributions based on their positive and negative implications for employees, with the assumption that the underlying valence of these attributions will elicit different employee attitudinal and behavioural responses. Based on the social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964), they theorise that positive or commitment-based HR attribution (service quality and wellbeing) is likely to elicit a felt obligation on the part of employees to reciprocate with a positive attitude such as affective commitment and job satisfaction. In contrast, negative or control-focused is likely to result in a lower level of affective commitment and job satisfaction. 
Drawing from Nishii et al.’s (2008) model, this study develops a research model focusing on the HR attributions for the two distinct HR philosophies, which are HR attributions for wellbeing and exploitation. HR philosophy is described as ‘the guiding principles that identify and characterise the value and treatment of employees covered within a particular HRM system’ (Kepes and Delery, 2007, p. 390). It is a more proximal determinant of HR decisions (Lepak et al., 2002). Indeed, research explicating the structure of HRM systems has noted that it is at this level (firm level) that the effects of HRM systems are universal and generalisable (Becker and Gerhart, 1996). This is because it not only defines the overall value that an organisation places on its human resources in meeting its business goals but also determines the type of HRM that is adopted in meeting those goals (Boxall and Macky, 2009; Godard and Delaney 2000; Schuler, 1992; Monk, Kelly, Conway and Flood, 2012). Research has also differentiated HR philosophy from HR strategy (e.g., HR practices for service quality and cost reduction) (Monk et al., 2012). The latter can be described as the tying between business strategy and the management of human resources (Truss and Gratton, 1994, Boxall, 1991). As HR strategy is likely to be more subject to consistent alterations based on the line manager’s automatic strategic behaviour (Kehoe and Han, 2020), it is important to examine whether there are variations in how line manager and employees of the same team make different causal explanations of their HR philosophy, a universal component in the HRM system. Such investigation will shed light on the possible disconnection in the causal chain linking the HR philosophy to HR outcomes. This is consistent with previous studies that have called for more research to investigate the impact of HR philosophy on organisation performance (Lepak et al., 2007; Monk et al., 2012; Lepak and Snell, 2002). 
Although Nishii et al.’s (2008) work is focused on employee HR attribution, I expect line managers, who are responsible for implementing HR practice, to make causal attributions of their HR practices, which in turn, could lead to differences in their behaviours. Extending Nishii et al.’s (2008) work, I also anticipate line manager paternalistic leadership will lead to variations in employee HR attribution foci.  These ideas will fully be developed in the latter stage of this chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc189173760]3.3 Description of Constructs
This section reviews the main constructs of this research. This is to enable a deeper understanding of the selected constructs, its theoretical development and its applications to this study. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173761]3.3.1 Paternalistic leadership 
Leadership has been defined as the “ability of an individual to influence, motivate and enable others to contribute towards the effectiveness and success of organisations of which they are members” (House et al., 2002, p.5). Other scholars have also conceptualised leadership as a process of social influence through which new values, attitudes and behaviours are produced (Uhl-Bien, 2006). Although the influence process of leadership is a universal phenomenon, different styles of leadership have been developed in response to changing socio-cultural, business and organisational contexts (Luthans, 2000, Avoilo, Walumbwa and Weber, 2009; Donaldson and Davis, 1991). One of those leadership styles that has dominated international leadership research is paternalistic leadership. The origin of paternalistic leadership dates to the work of Weber (1968) in Economy and Society, where he suggested that traditional paternal authority is modelled on the patriarchal household, with filial responsibility to those under leaders’ rule. Traditional paternalism depends on values such as personal loyalty and unquestioned obedience to exercise their maximum influence (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). This top-down or asymmetric power relationship is expected to meet both the material and psychological needs of their subordinates (Padavic and Earnest (1994). Research has noted paternalistic leadership is prevalent in many non-western business cultures, such as in the Middle East, Pacific Asia, and Latin America (Farh, Cheng, Chou, and Chu, 2006; Pellegrini and Scandura, 2006; Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). Research has also reported the presence of paternalistic leadership in the African context (Jackson, Amaeshi, and Yavuz, 2008, Akanji et al., 2020). In paternalistic cultures, individuals in authority naturally feel obliged to protect those under their care in exchange for loyalty and deference (Aycan, Kanungo, and Sinha, 1999; James, Chen and Cropanzano, 1996). They also take a personal interest in their off-the-job lives and attempt to promote their welfare (Gelfand, Erez, and Aycan, 2007). As such, paternalistic leadership assumes a parental figure with a broader responsibility for their subordinates’ professional and personal lives (Gelfand et al., 2007). In keeping with this perspective, Aycan (2006) suggests that in paternalistic relations, the supervisor, at times, is like a father, a close friend, or a brother who is involved in employees’ personal lives and has the right to expect personal favours from them.  
However, the concept of paternalism has attracted criticisms from predominantly Western scholars (Uhl-Bien and Maslyn, 2005; Padavic and Earnest, 1994; Northouse, 1997; Colella, Garcia, Reidel, and Triana, 2005). In particular, they have questioned the benevolent intent underlying paternalistic leadership. This is metaphorically expressed in various terminologies used in describing paternalism such as “noncoercive exploitation” (Goodell, 1985 p.252) and “benevolent dictatorship” (Northouse, 1997, p.39). Scholars have also dubbed paternalistic leadership as “anachronism” (Padavic and Earnest, 1994, p.389) or “a hidden and insidious form of discrimination” (Colella, Garcia, Reidel, and Triana, 2005, p. 26). Broadly, Uhl-Bien and Maslyn (2005) argued that paternalistic leadership demonstrates benevolence with an ulterior motive, as their benevolent acts based on indebtedness and oppression. In other words, paternalistic leadership is perceived as an authoritative and manipulative leadership style that uses benevolent acts to induce unquestioned compliance and create oppression. =
Despite these criticisms, there is a plethora of theoretical insights suggesting that paternalism is distinct from authoritarianism and that benevolent intent is genuine (Aycan, 2006). Notably, Pellegrini and Scandura (2008) suggest that paternalistic leadership shares a resemblance with Theory Z of motivation (Ouchi, 1981), which is a blend of American and Japanese management ethos; a management system that combines Theory X and Theory Y theories of motivations (McGregor, 1960). Broadly, Theory X, reflective of the authoritarian management style, assumes that people dislike work, are unwilling to take responsibility, and that an average employee lacks self-direction. Therefore, management control and direction are required for effective employee management. In contrast, Theory Y, similar to the participative management style, assume that people are self-motivated, enjoy work, and do not need control and punishment. Therefore, empowerment and concern for employees are integral to effective employee management. For Pellegrini and Scandura (2008), integrating both management systems, yielding Theory Z, would stimulate higher morale and higher loyalty, which ultimately cumulate to high employee performance and productivity while creating a sense of “we are one big family in this organisation” (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008 p. 570). Indeed, research has also reported a negative correlation between paternalism and authoritarianism (Aycan and Kanungo, 1998), which indicates that once exploitation takes over benevolence and control takes over concern, the correlation will gradually shift from paternalism to authoritarianism (Aycan, 2006). 
Moreover, scholars have also added a cultural dimension to the critique of paternalistic leadership style (Ayan, 2006, Jackson, 2016, Farh and Cheng, 2000, Jackson et al, 2008; Mansur, Sobral and Goldszmidt, 2017). In particular, scholars have noted that paternalism is congruent with indigenous philosophies such as Confucianism in China (Farh and Cheng, 2000) or Ubuntu in East Africa (Wanasika, Howell, Littrell and Dorfman, 2011; Jackson et al., 2008). Confucianism relates to the Chinese cultural milieu that emphasises harmonious relationships, benevolence, moral standards, loyalty, and respect for those in authority (Danford and Zhao, 2012; Lin and Ho, 2009). On the other hand, Ubuntu is associated with a communitarian spirit, a humanistic view of human value, high moral standards, and a harmonious relationship between two people (Lutz, 2009, Metz, 2007). In these cultures, there is a greater individual cultural expectation that a leader will provide care and show concern for their subordinates, while the subordinates demonstrate loyalty and compliance in response to the leader's behaviour. Similarly, paternalism is also congruent with the values of collectivistic and high-power distance cultures (Saufi, Wafa, and Hamzah, 2002; Jackson, 2016; Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). In a collectivistic culture, there is an expectation that a paternalistic leader will be involved in subordinates’ personal lives, which otherwise would be considered a lack of concern for them on the part of the leader, whereas in an individualistic culture, it can be perceived as a violation of privacy (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). In a high power-distance culture, relationships are based on the assumption of power inequality between a leader and their subordinates. As such, a subordinate is more likely to demonstrate compliance and unquestioned loyalty to their leader in anticipation of favourable treatment from the leader. This is because unequal relationships are maintained mainly through “affective reciprocity” (Roland, 1984). Therefore, the benevolence component of paternalistic leadership is crucial in effective management in these cultures. Indeed, evidence shows that paternalistic leadership in high collectivistic and high power distance cultures yielded positive outcomes on job performance (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2006) and affective commitment, job satisfaction in Turkey (Ertureten, Cemalcilar and Aycan, 2013), satisfaction with leadership (Cheng, Huang and Chou, 2002) and OCB in Taiwan (Chou, Cheng and Jen, 2005), trust, loyalty and flexibility in Mexico (Martinez, 2003), and employee creativity in Ghana (Chen and Appienti, 2020).  
The conceptual developments of paternalistic leadership, with the focus on ensuring its construct clarity and validity, have identified several domains of observables that are related to the construct. First, scholars have indicated that paternalistic leadership is a unidimensional construct, combining authoritarianism and benevolence, since paternalistic leaders use control and care interchangeably (Wagstaff et al., 2015). More recently, Farh and Cheng (2000) developed a three-dimensional measure of paternalistic leadership consisting of authoritarianism, benevolence, and morality, where the first of these refers to leader behaviours that exert authority and control and demand deference from their subordinates. Research has noted that authoritarianism influences subordinates through personal dominance (Bedi, 2020). Based on dominance theory, authoritarian leaders establish successful relationships based on the principle of complementary dominance and submission, where one individual assumes a dominant role while the other assumes a submissive role (Carson, 1969). Such a leader leverages the organisational structure that promotes power inequality to assert and maintain control of their subordinates (Tsui, et al., 2004, Pizzolitto, Verna and Venditti, 2023). In addition, authoritarian leaders demand unquestionable obedience from their subordinates based on a socio-cultural orientation that emphasises a high-power distance complexion in social relationships. Based on principles of transference, an authoritarian leader would try to replicate this cultural prejudice in an organisational context to maintain their cognitive familiarity. As such, such a leader tends to monopolise power and accentuate the power distance between them and their followers in an organisational context (Schaubroeck, Shen and Chong, 2017; Bedi, 2020, Farh and Cheng, 2000; Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). They also impose strict discipline and use threats and punitive measures to ensure employee compliance (Kiazad et al., 2010). As such, they are likely to increase their subordinate perceptions of role overload (Zhang and Hui Xie, 2017) and of abusive supervision (Aryee et al., 2007) and exploitation (Kiazad et al., 2010). On the other hand, benevolence refers to leader behaviours that demonstrate individualized, holistic concern for subordinates’ personal and family well-being, thereby, stimulating obligation on the part of the subordinates to repay the favours. In other words, benevolent leaders recreate a familial dynamic in the workplace, whereby the follower is perceived as a family member and there is a holistic concern for her/his professional and personal well-being. Over time, this is expected to stimulate a high level of affective trust, obedience and loyalty in followers (Bedi, 2020, Farh, Liang, Chou, and Cheng, 2008, Cheng et al., 2004). Lastly, morality involves leader behaviours that demonstrate superior personal virtues (e.g., does not abuse authority for personal gain, acts as an exemplar in personal and work conduct), which lead subordinates to respect and identify with the leader. Consistent with this view, Bedi (2020) emphasised that moral leaders engage in two key behaviours, “they demonstrate integrity, and they move beyond self-interest to act in the best interests of their followers” (p. 969). Brown et al., (2005) defined moral leadership as “the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-way communication, reinforcement, and decision-making” (p. 120). Brown et al., (2005) suggested that moral leaders act both as moral persons and leader. They maintain fairness and honesty in relationships with their subordinates and as moral managers because they demonstrate and reinforce normatively appropriate behaviour. Predicated on their superior moral standards and integrity, scholars have noted that moral leaders are credible role models who inspire their subordinates to emulate ethical attitudes (Brown et al., 2005, Cheng et al., 2004), reward their subordinates for ethical conduct and apply punitive measures for “those who don’t follow the standards” (Brown et al., 2005, p. 120). Previous research has demonstrated that moral leaders engender a perception of trust, loyalty and identification with the leader (Cheng et al., 2004, Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). They also create a work environment that is fair and supportive (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008) and “combine a general, consistent moral character with a focus on organizational or cultural norms, standards, and rule compliance” (Lemoine, Hartnell, and Leroy, 2019, p.151).  Indeed, Brown and Mitchell (2010) emphasised that “normatively appropriate conduct” in moral leadership’s definition is akin to the assumption that moral behaviour is determined by compliance with norms and rules relative to the organization, industry, and national culture. 
Drawing on this framework, Farh and Cheng (2000) defined paternalistic leadership as “a style that combines strong discipline and authority with fatherly benevolence and moral integrity” (p.94). However, recent research evidence indicates that authoritarianism correlates negatively with benevolence and morality, thus questioning the psychometric properties of the construct (Cheng, Huang, and Chou, 2002, Aycan, 2006; Farh, Cheng, Chou, and Chu, 2006; Wagstaff et al., 2015). Based on the negative interdimensional correlations among the three domains, scholars have suggested that using a unidimensional measure of the paternalistic leadership construct is inappropriate. Rather, they suggested using the scales separately (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008, Aycan, 2006; Chou et al., 2005; Farh et al., 2006). In keeping with the above perspective, therefore, this study will use the three-dimensional conceptualisation of paternalistic leadership. In particular, this study argues that line managers’ HR attribution for well-being is likely to initiate their benevolent leadership behaviour while their HR attribution for exploitation is likely to stimulate authoritarian leadership behaviour. Lastly, line manager HR attribution for labour laws will stimulate their morality. Subsequently, I expected these distinct leadership behaviours (benevolence, authoritarian and morality) to shape employee HR attributions of wellbeing, exploitation and labour law respectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173762]3.3.2 Organisational Performance: (service quality, affective organisational commitment, and burnout)
Organisational performance has been conceptualised as a multidimensional construct (Paauwe 2004; Dyer and Reeves 1995). Dyer and Reeves (1995) have presented the commonly acknowledged measures of performance which include four different types of measures:
1. The first is the most proximal to the HR practices, namely “employee outcomes”. This deals with the consequence of the HR practices on employees such as their attitudes and behaviour, including satisfaction and turnover. 
2. The second is the less proximal, “organisational outcomes” that focus on the operational measures of performance such as productivity and service quality.
3. The third involves the distal performance measures of “financial/accounting outcomes” such as expenses, revenues, and profitability. 
4. Finally, and most distal to the HR practices are “market-based outcomes” such as financial markets’ values and the stock price.
The performance outcomes follow a causal order, which is HR practices influence employee outcomes, which consequently influence organisational outcomes, thereby affecting financial outcomes, ultimately resulting in market-based outcomes. However, this causal chain of organisation performance is outside the scope of this study; it is used here only to depict which performance outcomes I will be examining. As this study is chiefly driven by interpersonal dynamics between line manager and employees, I will focus only on the proximal outcomes (affective commitment, burnout) and less proximal organisational outcomes (service quality). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173763]3.4 Hypotheses development
 This section focuses on hypothesis development, using theories to link relationships between constructs. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173764]3.4.1 Line manager HR attributions and paternalistic leadership
 Research has demonstrated that the attribution process has implications for leader’s appraisal of their subordinates’ performance in relation to administering rewards and disciplinary actions (Green and Mitchel, 1979, Ashkanasy, 1995, Offermann, Schroyer and Green, 1998, Ashkanasy and Gallios, 1994). For example, Ashkanasy and Gallois (1994) reported that attribution accounted for a range of 23-51% of the variance in leaders’ appraisal of employee performance. Research has also reported that attribution process explains a variance ranging from 17-36% in leadership behaviour over other antecedents such as, charisma, political skill, self-core evaluation, which ranged from 5-18% (Martinko et al., 2007). Juxtaposing this perspective to a more context-specific attribution process, this study contends that line managers’ HR attributions are likely to stimulate differences in line managers’ behavioural responses. In other words, line managers are likely to develop leadership behaviour that is mapped onto their different interpretations HR philosophy, strategy and practices. This is because line managers are more likely to adjust their leadership behaviour to the HR cues in order to receive the beneficial rewards attached to meeting the HR strategic goals. In addition, as leadership behaviour does not exist in a vacuum but interacts with immediate organisational context (e.g., HR department, philosophy and practice) (Castillo and Sanchez, 2020), this study proposes that HR cues are likely to shape line managers’ leadership behaviour in an organisation. 
Integrating signalling theory with SIP theory, line managers as signallers of HR philosophy and practices are likely develop and send appropriate signals through a display HR-driven leadership behaviour. According to SIP theory, line managers could construct social realities, interpret social events and develop appropriate behaviour through social cues and their experience of past activities in those environments (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). Several social factors could facilitate the line managers’ development of HR-driven leadership behaviour via their HR attributional process. First, line managers as signallers of HR philosophy and practice may rely on the information collected from the HR department about HR philosophy/practices and through their interaction with other line managers to formulate a belief about the goal of their HR practices. They seek this information to reduce the information asymmetries that are likely to exist between the intended HR practices and actual implementation of the HR practices.  In addition, line managers may utilise the information from their previous experience of their organisations’ HR philosophy and practice to interpret their HR intent and goals. Ultimately, these informational cues are likely to shape their leadership behaviour and thus, become a high-quality signal for HR philosophy and practices. However, the salience of these social informational cues plays an important role in how line managers adapt their behaviour to their organisations’ HR philosophy and practice (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978Moreover, through their interaction with other line managers and listening to their interpretation of their organisation’s HR philosophy and practices, line managers may change their HR attribution process, which could lead to their behavioural changes. Lastly, line managers may draw their interpretation of their organisation’s HR intent based on receiving repetitive accounts of how HR philosophy is interpreted by other line managers. Constant communication and interpretation of the HR philosophy are likely to make the HR philosophy more salient and relevant, which will further direct the attention of the line manager to them. Ultimately, this is likely to lead to behavioural adaptation of the HR strategic foci.   
Following the structure of this study, I expect line managers’ HR attributions to influence their leadership behaviours at both Time 1 and time 2. At Time 1, the relationship between line manager’s HR attributions and paternalistic leadership is examined at the same level while at Time 2, the relationship between line managers’ HR attributions and paternalistic leadership behaviours is examined using a multi-level analytic method. At Time 1, line managers rated their HR attributions while employees rated line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviours but aggregated to group level based on Chan’s (1998) direct consensus model. Direct consensus model is operationalised by averaging the responses within a group to reflect the higher-level construct and then, utilises within-group agreement (RWG) to justify the process (James, Demaree, and Wolf, 1984). Theoretically, this is supported by the socialisation processes (Ostroff and Kozlowski, 1992), which indicates that as employees frequently socialise, they will learn from each and thus, developing common perceptions of line manager’s leadership behaviours. The Attraction-Selection-Attrition model (Schneider, 1987) also indicates that organisations attract, select and retain employee with shared values, talent and behaviour and thus, care likely to develop shared perceptions of line manager’s leadership behaviours (Chan, 1998). At Time 2, and based on multi-level arguments, the total variance in the dependent variable (paternalistic leadership) is partitioned between within and between level, andlevel and then regressed to the independent variable (line manager’s HR attribution).  
Based on the above arguments and Nishii et al. (2008), therefore, this study proposes that line managers could make either internal or external attributions about the purpose of their organisation’s HR policies and practices, which results in differences in leadership behaviour. When a line manager makes a positive internal HR attribution for employee well-being, he/she will display benevolent leadership behaviour. As already stated, benevolence denotes showing ‘altruistic’ concern for followers’ wellbeing and building a personalised emotional bond with them. Scholars have argued that benevolent leaders recreate a familial dynamic in the workplace, whereby the follower is perceived as a family member and there is a holistic concern for their professional and personal well-being, which over time, stimulate a high level of affective trust, obedience and loyalty in followers (Bedi, 2020, Farh, Liang, Chou, and Cheng, 2008, Cheng et al., 2004). Specifically, when a line manager interprets the underlying intent of training activities is to enhance employee wellbeing, they will exhibit benevolent leadership behaviour such as adopting personalised training and mentoring their followers to facilitate personal development and growth (Wang and Cheng, 2010). They are also likely to pay attention to followers’ personal development by understanding their existing skills, knowledge, and abilities and creating opportunities to improve their human capital. The social information collected within their work environment is likely to enhance line manager’s HR cognitions about employee wellbeing leading to increased motivation to display benevolent leadership behaviour. As such, when line managers interpret the goal of their organisation’s pay and rewards system is to facilitate employee wellbeing, they may provide personal financial support to their followers, especially to those who may need it. For example, such line managers might buy lunch and treats for their followers during breaks as part of their benevolent acts. They are also more likely to assist followers during personal crises and show concern for followers’ family members. For example, a benevolent line manager may provide burial and wedding allowances for their reports (Ovadje, and Ankomah, 2001). This is because a benevolent leader empathises with their followers, shows concern for their problems and provides personal support (Cheng et al., 2004; Farh et al., 2008). Moreover, when line managers interpret that the purpose of scheduling and flexibility in the work process is to enhance employee well-being, they will be more willing to grant leave to a follower dealing with personal issues. They are likely to pay the follower routine visits in person or delegate other members of the workgroup in a show of solidarity. This is because benevolent leaders consider their followers ‘social-emotional’ needs as well as family and personal circumstances when making personnel decisions (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). On another note, when a line manager interprets the purpose of organisational/job involvement and delegation is to support employee wellbeing, they will consider employee inputs in the decision-making process. 
Hypothesis 1: The line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for well-being (Time 1) is positively related to the employees’ rating of line manager’s benevolence at Time 1 and 2 
In keeping with this perspective, this study also proposes line managers’ HR attribution for exploitation is likely to engender their authoritarianism. Specifically, when a line manager interprets that the purpose of flexibility is to exploit employees, they will utilise it as an opportunity to control cost. Such a line manager is likely to shift more responsibilities to the employees to get the most out of them (Li et al., 2018, Pizzolittto, Verna, Vendeitti., 2023). They are also likely to use discipline and punishment to regulate employees’ performance (Bedi, 2000, De Hoogh and Den Hartog, 2009, Schaubroeck, Shen and Chong, 2017, Farh and Cheng, 2000; Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). As already stated, line managers as signallers of HR philosophy and practices may garner information from the HR department or through their interaction with other line managers that the HR philosophy and practices is to control cost and maximise employee performance, which thus result in a saliant HR attribution process that leads to a display of authoritarian leadership behaviour. Consistent with the framing, this study argues that when a line manager interprets that the HR intent for pay and rewards is to facilitate employee exploitation, they will frame rewards as inducements for high performance from their subordinates (Wang and Guan, 2018). Such line managers are likely to closely monitor their subordinate’s performance while holding low-performing subordinates to strict account (Wang and Guan, 2018). Scholars have demonstrated that authoritarian leaders pressure their subordinates to achieve demanding organisation goals as well as facilitate their compliance to organisation’s rules and regulations (Pellegrini and Scandura et al., 2008, Zhang and Xie, 2017). Under this HR attribution context, line managers are likely to be motivated adjust to strategic-driven leadership behaviour to receive the beneficial rewards attached to their meeting HR goals.
Hypothesis 2: The line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for exploitation (Time 1) is positively related to the employees’ rating of line manager’s authoritarianism at Time 1 and 2. 
This study also proposes that line manager’ external attribution for labour laws is likely to shape their moral behaviour. As already stated, moral leadership denotes the maintenance of superior personal virtues and the use of status to engender the collective interest of the subordinates (Cheng et al., 2004, Bedi, 2020, Cheng et al., 2004; Farh et al., 2006; Liang, Ling, and Hsieh, 2007). Moral leaders create a work environment that is fair and supportive (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008) and “combine a general, consistent moral character with a focus on organizational or cultural norms, standards, and rule compliance” (Lemoine, Hartnell, and Leroy, 2019, p.151). Indeed, Brown and Mitchell (2010) emphasised that “normatively appropriate conduct” in moral leadership’s definition is akin to the assumption that moral behaviour is determined by compliance with norms and rules relative to the organization, industry, and national culture. 
Based on the preceding argument, this study argues that when a line manager makes an external HR attribution for labour laws, she/he will display moral behaviour such as ensuring compliance with labour laws. Based on SIP theory, line manager could rely on information collected from HR department and through their interaction with other line managers to make salient HR attribution regarding the intent of HR philosophy and practice to comply to external laws. They can also rely on repetitive account of how line managers implement HR philosophy and practices in other teams to develop appropriate HR attribution regarding compliance to labour laws.  This will ultimately result in displaying moral leadership behaviour. For example, when a line manager interprets that the purpose of rigorous and selective staffing is to comply with labour laws, he/she is likely to ensure a fair employment practice. They may do so to maintain their moral integrity. On another note, a line manager who interprets the HR intent of their organisation is training activities to comply with labour laws; they will model appropriate role behaviour (Brown, Trevino and Harrison, 2005) based on the national legislative directives, including administering disciplinary measures to regulate their subordinates’ ethical conduct (Lemoine et al., 2019). In addition, they will ensure that employees receive the minimum training as stipulated by the labour laws (e.g., health and safety). Similarly, when line managers interpret the purpose of pay and rewards is to facilitate compliance with labour laws, they are likely to ensure that employees are paid according to the National Labour Act[footnoteRef:1] (e.g., minimum wage). Such line managers will ensure that the moral character of the organisation is protected as well as procedural fairness in terms pay and rewards (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). Lastly, when the line manager interprets that the purpose of flexibility is to comply with labour laws, they will support employees to exercise their rights in terms of joining labour unions. This is because a moral leader uses his/her status to engender the collective interest of their subordinates (Cheng et al., 2004) [1:  National Labour Act is the principal legislation that regulates employment relationship in Nigeria, prescribes the minimum terms and conditions for employment.] 

Although research has yet to link line managers’ HR attributions to the emergence of line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviours, this research alludes to previous research that has reported a positive relationship between general attribution processes and leadership reactions to employee performance (Ashkanasy and Gallios, 1994, Green and Mitchel, 1979). Hence, this study proposes:
Hypothesis 3: The line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for labour laws (Time 1) is negatively related to the employees’ rating line manager’s morality at Time 1 and 2.
[bookmark: _Toc189173765]3.4.2 Paternalistic leadership and employee HR attributions 
Although line managers’ HR attributions may facilitate their paternalistic leadership behaviour, this process is likely to further influence employees’ HR attributions (Schuler, 1992; Khiiji and Wang, 2006; Arthur and Boyles, 2007). According to signalling theory (Spence, 1973), a line manager is a signaller of HR philosophy and practices (Guest, 2020), who is likely to reduce the information asymmetry that occurs between intended HR philosophy/practices and employee experience of such practices. As already stated, signallers (e.g., line managers) are the insiders who obtain information (e.g., about HR philosophy and strategy) that is not privy to outsiders (employees). This information obtained by line managers is likely to be valuable to the employees’ interpretation of their organisation’s HR intent. One way that a line manager transmits this signal is through their leadership behaviour (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). Accordingly, Highhouse, Thornberry, and Little (2007) distinguished between instrumental (explicit) signals and symbolic (hidden) signals, with the latter noted to shape attributions (Guest, 2020). Indeed, a line manager’s leadership behaviour is considered a symbolic signalling vessel for transmitting HR intent to employees (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). Consistent with perspective, Nishii and Paluch (2018) outlined four ways in which line managers can influence HRM implementation, namely, articulating intended HR messages, role modelling, reinforcing expectations about the required behaviour and evaluating employees understanding of the HR messages. This study contends that after the line manager articulates the intended HR message (through SIP and attribution process) they act as a credible role model for HR messages by demonstrating appropriate leadership style (Kozlowski and Doherty, 1989). This leadership behaviour, therefore, becomes an important signal source for HR intent and is capable of reinforcing HR goals through feedback and reward systems (Nishii and Paluch, 2018. Although research has yet to link paternalistic leadership behaviours to employees’ HR attributions, this study leverages research that has reported a positive relationship between line managers’ implementation behaviour and employee HR attributions (Katou et al., 2020), and a positive relationship between line managers’ implementation of HR practices to employee HR attributions (Guest et al., 2011).  Research has also linked line manager to employee perception of HR practices (Townsend et al., 2011; see Hewitt et al, 2018) and transformational leadership to employee perceived HR effectiveness (Purcell and Hutchinson, 2007; Bos-Neheles, et. al 2018).
In keeping with the preceding perspective, this study argues that a line manager who demonstrates benevolent leadership behaviour by showing care and concern for employees’ holistic well-being and building personalised emotional bonds with them is likely to signal to them that their organisation’s HR intent is to enhance their wellbeing. Specifically, when a line manager displays benevolent leadership, such as adopting a personalised training style, offering emotional support and mentoring their employees to improve their skill development, it will signal to employees that the training activities prioritise their wellbeing. According to SIP theory, employees are likely to seek guidelines from their work environment, including line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour to interpret the intent underlying of their management’s HR system regarding their wellbeing. The saliency of these social informational cues drawn from leadership behaviour is likely to play an important role in how employees interpret HR philosophy and practice (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). For example, when line managers show benevolent leadership behaviour by providing personal financial support to their employees, especially those undergoing personal financial crises, they are likely to signal to them that the goal of pay and reward is to facilitate their well-being (Cheng et al., 2004; Farh et al., 2008). Research has found that benevolent leadership is positively related to employees’ psychological well-being (Rabinowitz, and Hall, 1977, Erkutlu and Chafra, 2016; Bedi, 2020). Therefore, I hypothesise:
Hypothesis 4: Employee-rated line manager’s benevolence (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing at Times 1 and 2.
Following the same line of argument, this study posits that a line manager who displays authoritarianism is likely to send negative HR signals to employees that the organisation’s HR intent is to exploit them and reduce cost. This perspective is akin to research which suggests that authoritarian leadership is more effective in implementing cost-effective strategy than transformational leadership (Todorava and Vasilev, 2017), which could have implications for employee HR attribution for exploitation (Nishii and Wright, 2008). Drawing from SIP theory, when employees draw social cues from their line manager’s authoritarian leadership behaviour that their HR philosophy and practices is targeted at cost reduction and exploitation, they are likely to make negative HR attribution about HR philosophy and practices. For example, when a line manager demonstrates authoritarian tendencies by limiting employees’ discretion in the work process and uses discipline and punishment to facilitate employee performance, productivity and compliance, he/she is likely to send a negative HR signal to employees that the HR activities are intended to get the most out of them and control cost. In addition, a line manager who displays authoritarian leadership behaviour by rewarding employee based on high performance requirements is likely to send a negative HR signal that the purpose of the HR philosophy and practice is to get the most out of their staff. In this context, employees may interpret the reward system as an attempt to induce unwilling prosocial behaviour (Shu, Chiang and Lu, 2018). Accordingly, when a line manager demonstrates authoritarian leadership behaviour by shifting responsibility to employees without providing adequate material and psychological resources to deal with extra work responsibilities, employees will interpret the empowerment scheme as an attempt at exploitation. Previous research has found that authoritarian leadership enhances work intensification (Spagnoli et al., 2020) and exploitation (Kiazad et al., 2010). Based on the preceding arguments, I therefor hypothesise:
Hypothesis 5: Employee-rated line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation at Times 1 and 2.
Accordingly, this study also proposes that when line managers display moral behaviour, employees are more likely to interpret it as HR intent to comply with labour laws. As I have already stated, moral leadership maintains fairness and honesty in personal relationships. A moral leader demonstrates and reinforces normatively appropriate behaviour (Brown et al., 2005), creating fair work conditions and ensuring compliance with standards and rules relative to organisational, business and national contexts (Brown and Mitchell, 2010). According to SIP theory, employees are likely to seek cues from their work context, including line manager moral leadership behaviour to interpret the intent of their organisation HR philosophy and practices. Therefore, when a line manager   supports a fair organisation’s recruitment strategy that considers normative principles as reflected in national legislations, employees will interpret the intent of the recruitment and selection is to comply to labour laws. Similarly, a line manager who displays moral leadership behaviour by offering training based on minimum national requirements and maintains fairness in the training process will send an external HR signal that the goal of HR practice is to comply with labour laws. Likewise, a leadership’s moral behaviour that ensures pay and rewards meet the minimum wage requirement will send an HR signal that is related to employee external HR attribution for labour laws. Finally, a line manager's moral behaviour that encourages employee participation in labour unions is more likely to signal to employees that the goal of HR practices is to protect their rights as enriched in the   labour laws. Research has indicated that moral leadership is positively related to legal compliance (Trevino, Weaver, Gibson and Toffler, 1999). Therefore, I hypothesize that: 
Hypothesis 6: Employee-rated line manager morality (time 1) is negatively related to employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws Time 1 and 2.
[bookmark: _Toc189173766]3.4.3 The mediating role of paternalistic leadership behaviour in the relationship between line managers’ HR attributions and employees' HR attributions.
Scholars have acknowledged a potential alignment between line manager’s HR attributions and employee HR attributions within a team or organisation (Hewett, et al.; 2018, Hewitt et al., 2019; Vuoerenmma, Sumelius and Sanders, 2023; Bos-Nehles et al., 2019; Beijer et al., 2019). Specifically, research has demonstrated that social exchange (Martinko and Gardner, 1987), social information exchange between line manager and employees (Beijer et al., 2019), and a trickle-down process of line manager’s HR implementation (Katou et al., 2019) could influence the ‘sharedness’ in HR attributions between line managers and employees in an organisation. Building on this perspective, this study examines the role of the line manager’s leadership behaviour as one of the key mechanisms that aligns the line manager’s HR attributions and employee HR attributions. As already stated in Hypothesis 4, scholars have noted that line managers occupy a strategic position in the causal chain of the HR implementation process because they have more access to both remote HR strategic information as well as employees’ HR needs (Lennerlof, 1976; Purcell and Hutchinson 2007). The information obtained by a line manager is likely to motivate them to develop HR driven leadership behaviour capable of producing high-quality signals that will reduce information asymmetry between intended HR philosophy and strategy and employee HR perception, and attribution of HR strategy and practices (Guest et al., 2020; Bos-Neheles, et. al 2018; Nishii and Paluch, 2018; Nishii and Wright, 2006). This perspective dovetails with Lennerlof’s (1976) work about different types of supervision that line managers undertake, namely, “direct and indirect supervision” (p. 7). Direct supervision includes the direct contacts that line managers have with their reports, which affect them directly. On the other hand, indirect supervision involves the role that the line manager occupies as the bridge between senior decision-makers and operational staff. While the former role puts the line manager in an important position to signal valuable HR philosophy and practice directly to employees, the latter role accords the line manager with a privileged perspective about the underlying quality of the HR philosophy and practices. Indeed, previous research insight has found that HR practices and line managers’ enactment of HR practices and employee perception of HR practices are related (Gilbert, De Winne and Sels, 2011). Similarly, Sikora et al. (2015) reported that line manager implementation of HR practices is a mediator between HR strategy and employee outcomes (turnover intension, job performance and participative decision-making).
According to signalling and SIP theory, this study argues that a manager (as signaller of HR practices) who seeks guidelines from their work context to interpret HR intent is likely to develop an HR driven leadership behaviour (signal), which will convey to employees (receivers) the purpose of their organisation’s HR philosophy and practice. In particular, a line manager who interprets the goal of HR philosophy and practices in a way that involves care and concern for employees, personalised relationships, emotional support and tying rewards to employee wellbeing is likely to express benevolent leadership behaviour. The latter will signal to employees that their wellbeing is prioritised by the organisation, thus leading to positive employee HR attribution for wellbeing. Moreover, as the line manager’s benevolence is likely to stimulate a social exchange process between the two parties, employees are likely to learn and develop shared HR attribution foci. Scholars have indicated that the social exchange relationship is crucial to understanding the leader-member attribution process in the workplace (Martinko and Gardner, 1997, Hewett et al., 2018). Indeed, an employee who shares a high-quality social exchange with their line manager is likely to share the line manager’s interpretation of HR practices because of the mutual trust and emotional connection that exists between them. In a high-quality social-exchange context, there will be high-quality communication and sharing of ideas between a line manager and the employee, which in turn, engender an alignment of interpretations between the line manager and the employee about the purpose of the HR philosophy and contents (Klass et al., 2012). Accordingly, Dirks and Ferris (2002) demonstrated that social exchange processes influence how organisation practices are perceived. In addition, Bos-Nehles and Meijerink, (2018) reported that the quality of the social exchange relationship among multiple stakeholders (e.g., top managers, line managers, and employees) stimulates mutual trust and respect between these stakeholders, which in turn, leads to the shared understanding of the purpose of HR practices. 
On another note, line manager authoritarian leadership behaviour could also mediate the relationship between their HR attribution for exploitation and employee HR attribution for exploitation.  In other words, a line manager who draws from informational and social contexts to interpret the purpose of HR philosophy and practices in a way that involves development of authoritarian behaviour will signal to employees that organisational HR intent is driven by cost reduction, productivity, profit maximisation and exploitation. This perspective is consistent with Kozlowski and Doherty’s (1989) argument that line managers are “climate engineers” responsible for shaping the meaning employees attribute to these organisational characteristics” (p. 883). Therefore, a line manager who displays authoritarian leadership behaviour will induce a negative employee psychological climate about the underlying intent of their organisational HR practices. The social exchange perspective also supports the “sharedness” of HR attribution of exploitation between line managers and employees. Specifically, a line manager's authoritarian leadership is likely to stimulate employees’ mandatory and calculative behavioural response, which in turn, induces a negative interpretation of the organisation’s HR philosophy and practices. In support of this argument, research has reported that authoritarianism mediates the relationship between cognitive style and political orientation (Chirumbolo, 2002). 
Lastly, this study also argues that a line manager who interprets the goal of HR philosophy and practices in a way that involves compliance with external labour laws in terms of training, recruitment and pay and rewards will develop a moral leadership behaviour. This will signal to employees that the purpose of the HR philosophy and practices is to comply with external labour laws. Scholars have noted line manager’s position in organisations makes them attractive and competent role models of organisation practices (Bandura, 1971); as such, their moral leadership behaviour is a high-quality signal that informs employees’ interpretation of HR intent and can be stored symbolically as a referent for future interpretation of HR practices, including compliance to legal laws (Bandura, 1977; Leonard and Blane, 1999). Although research has not examined the mediating effect of line managers’ moral leadership behaviour in the relationship between line manager HR attributions and employee HR attributions, related research has found that moral leadership of senior-level managers could cascade downward (trickle-down process) to influence ethical leadership of middle managers through ethical efficacy expectation (Wang, Xu and Liu, 2016).  Taking these together, this study proposes: 
Hypothesis 7: Employee-rated line manager’s benevolence (time 1) mediates the relationship between the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) and employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing (time 2).
Hypothesis 8: Employee-rated line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) mediates the relationship between line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) and employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 2). 
Hypothesis 9: Employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1) mediates the relationship between the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) and employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 2).
[bookmark: _Toc189173767]3.4.4 Employees’ HR attributions and service quality, affective organisational commitment, and burnout
In this section, I will examine the relationships between employee HR attribution to the different employee outcomes. 
3.4.4.1 Employee attributions and service quality 
Service quality involves the behaviour displayed by frontline employees while interacting and attending to customers’ needs and interests, such as providing adaptive and creative service and being helpful, friendly and attentive to customers (Liao and Chuang, 2004). It also involves coordination or coproduction of service with fellows in a team environment (Schneider and Bowen, 1985). Brady and Cronin (2001) reported that factor analyses of service quality are typically composed of three dimensions: interactional quality (involving employees’ attitudes, behaviour and expertise); physical environment quality (ambient conditions, design and social factors); and outcome quality (waiting time, tangibles and valence). Scholars have noted that customers’ evaluation of service performance is not based on service attributes (intangibility, simultaneous productions and consumption and customer-coproduction), rather it depends on customers’ feelings and memory of these core dimensions (Jiang and Wang, 2006). Therefore, a customer’s experience of service encounters (which may subsequently transform into a service relationship) is the key to the evaluation of service quality and customer satisfaction (Yoo and Park, 2007). However, in this study, I focused on employees’ own perception of performance in delivering high-quality service. To capture this, I examine employee perceptions of their interactional quality in the service delivery process because the intangibility and inseparability of the nature of service make interaction quality critical to the delivery of service quality (Aryee et al., 2016). In addition, interaction quality involves an employee’s attitude, behaviour and expertise, which can directly be influenced by their HR perception and attributions. Previous HRM research has measured employees’ own perception of service quality as an outcome variable (Aryee et al., 2016). In line with signalling theory, employees as receivers of signals are likely to interpret their HR practices via attribution processes and thus adapt their behaviour to the strategic focus of the signal as a form of feedback. As already stated, receiver interpretation is defined as the “process of translating signals into perceived meaning” (Connelly et al., 2011 p. 54). 
Therefore, this study argues that when an employee makes a positive HR attribution to wellbeing, they are likely to put more effort to contribute to the strategic goals of their organisation, including exhibiting high service quality behaviour during service encounters. For example, an employee is likely to demonstrate adaptive and creative service behaviour due to the unpredictable and idiosyncratic nature of customer needs and expectations. Based on the social exchange process, employees who interpret the purpose of HR philosophy and practices to prioritise their well-being are more likely to feel obligated to respond with positive behaviour positive customer service behaviour. They are likely to take proactive action and remove obtain before it obstructs the service delivery process (Chuang and Liao, 2010). Such employees are likely to establish partnerships with colleagues to ensure a seamless transition of the service delivery process and follow through with problems and suggest improvement options for customers. In support, research has reported that employee perception of HR practices is positively related to service performance (Liao, Toya, Lepak and Hong, 2009). Research have also reported positive relationship between employee HR attribution for wellbeing and positive customer behaviour (Nishii et al., 2008). 
Consistent with the above argument, this study also argues that employees who make negative HR attribution for exploitation are less likely to exhibit behaviour that contributes to positive customer service behaviour. Employee’s HR attribution of exploitation reflects a control-focused HR attribution process (Nishii et al., 2008), whereby the frontline interprets the goal of HR philosophy and practices to be regimented and calculative. However, the inherent volatility in the service context, including the changing nature of customer’s needs and expectations as well as their involvement in co-producing the service delivery process has made constraining customer service behaviour to formalised or prescribed role performance inadequate (Griffin, Neal, and Parker, 2007). Indeed, scholars have suggested that prescribed or controlling role performance in the service context will limit exhibition of service quality behaviour (Bitner, et al., 1990). Therefore, organisations seeking superior performance cannot exert managerial control on employees’ customer service behaviour (Griffin et al., 2007). As such, frontline employees’ ability to engage in proactive behaviour (Parker et al., 2010) and undertake personal initiative (Frese and Fay, 2001) are likely to contribute to superior service quality behaviour (Parker, Williams, and Turner, 2006; Raub and Liao, 2012). Thus, an employee who makes negative HR attribution for exploitation is less likely to go beyond their prescribed role behaviour because of a concern that their self-initiated, service-oriented behaviour will attract a rebuke, and because of corresponding lack of psychological safety (Raub and Liao, 2012). The social exchange change theory also suggests that an employee who interprets the purpose of their organisation’s HR philosophy and practice to be exploitative is likely to feel obliged to respond with perfunctory and instrumental customer service behaviour, which in turn, results in a lower-level display of service quality behaviour. In support of this, research has reported that employee HR attribution for exploitation is negatively related to employee attitude and customer outcomes (Nishii et al., 2008, Hewett et al., 2018)
Similar to the above argument, when an employee makes external HR attribution for labour laws, they are less likely to display behaviour that contributes to positive customer perceptions of service quality. Consistent with previous HR attribution research (Hewitt et al., 2018, Nishii et al., 2008), there are several reasons why I expect employees’ HR attribution to labour laws to exhibit a non-significant relationship with service quality. First, attribution theorists have argued that externally focused causal explanations are less salient in predicting future behaviour or events (Jones and Davis, 1965) than internal explanations because they are more easily malleable than internal dispositions (Nishii et al., 2008). Moreover, scholars have suggested that compliance with labour laws resides outside management dispositional traits since other parties (e.g., government agencies) are involved in determining its influence (Nishii et al., 2008; Hewett, 2018). As such, it is an unstable and to some extent uncontrollable cause of behaviour (Weiner, 1979), which thus, has a non-significant effect on employee behaviour (Nishii et al., 2008; Koys 1991, Hewitt et al., 2018). Additionally, complying with labour laws is socially desirable (Nishii et al., 2008), and is thus likely to provide only limited information about the underlying dispositional traits or values of the organisation. However, in a segmented business system context like Nigeria, there is a possibility that employees will attribute dispositional explanations to the organisation’s effort to comply with labour laws given the poor institutional regulation therein. In this context, employees may interpret compliance with labour laws as a signal that the organisation respects their rights, which in turn, stimulates positive behavioural responses to customers. On the other hand, employees may attribute the effort to comply with labour laws as the organisation’s attempt to avoid litigation cost, and not out of concern for the employees, which will thus not induce a positive behavioural response. Indeed, Nishii et al. (2008) noted, “employees can have either an optimistic or a cynical view of management” (p.513) about compliance to external HR attributions. Despite these varying positions, this study contends that the net effect of HR attribution for labour laws on the perception of service quality across employees will be non-significant. Scholars have suggested that different interpretations of compliance with labour laws (i.e., positive and cynical perceptions) are likely to cancel out each other within a single organisation (Nishii et al., 2008; Hewitt, 2018; Gordon and Denisi, 1995). Additionally, the volatile nature of the service context requires a management strategy that prioritises employee well-being beyond complying with explicit laws mandated by external authorities (Borucki and Burke, 1999). Therefore, I expect a null relationship between external HR attribution for labour laws and employees’ customer service behaviour. 
Hypothesis 10a: Employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated service quality (time 2)
Hypothesis 11a: Employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) is negatively related to employee-rated service quality (time 2) 
Hypothesis 12a: Employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) is unrelated to employee-rated service quality (time 2) 
3.4.4.2 Employee attributions and affective organisational commitment  
Generally, organisational commitment describes “a process of identification with the goals of an organisation’s multiple constituencies” (Reichers, 1985 p.465); a process of bonding or attaching an individual to an organisation (Matheu and Zajac, 1990). Several research efforts have been devoted to conceptual refinement, and specifically, to the factor structure underlying organisational commitment (Matheu and Zajac, 1990; Allen and Meyer, 1990). However, in this study, I will focus on Allen and Meyer’s (1990) classifications, as they appear to be the most recent and widely used in the management and organisational psychology literature. In particular, Allen and Meyer (1990) reported a three-factor model of attitudinal commitment comprising affective, continuance and normative commitment. Affective commitment is defined as an individual’s emotional ties to and “identification with [the] organisation and involvement in the organisation” that an employee develops through positive work experiences (Allen and Meyer, 1990, p. 1). Continuance commitment describes individual attachment to the organisation based on the potential loss of benefits associated with leaving the organisation. Lastly, normative commitment describes an individual’s feelings of obligation to contribute to their organisation’s goals. In this study, I will focus on the affective component because it has been widely reported to predict important outcomes over other attitudinal commitment components (see Meyer et al., 2002). Additionally, examining the affective component of organisational commitment dovetails with the attribution-emotion-action model, which posits that the attribution process elicits emotional reactions (either positive or negative) before engendering appropriate behavioural responses (Weiner, 1980; Weiner, 1985). Given that Nishii et al. (2008) grounded their work on Weiner’s attributional model, it makes theoretical sense to focus on the affective component of organisational commitment. 
Accordingly, this study posits that employees’ HR attribution for well-being is likely to stimulate affective organisational commitment. Social exchange theory (Blau, 1967) suggests that employees are likely to reciprocate their positive interpretation of the work environment with an emotional attachment to the organisation (Liden et al., 2008; Bos-Nehles et al., 2018). In support of this contention, research has reported that when an employee interprets the motivation of their organisation’s HR philosophy and practices as investing in their development, showing care and concern for their well-being and providing quality feedback, employees reciprocate by being emotionally attached to their organisation (Eisenberger, Fasolo and Davis-LaMastro, 1990, Nishii et al., 2008, Koys, 1991). In this context, employees will view themselves as critical assets to management. In contrast, this study posits that when employees make HR attribution for exploitation, they will reciprocate with a negative attitudinal response such as feeling emotionally detached from the organisation. In this instance, employees will view themselves as disposable assets or costs to be controlled (Nishii et al, 2008; Koys, 1991). 
Lastly, when employees make external HR attribution for labour laws, they are less likely to feel obligated to respond with emotional attachment to the organisation. As already stated, the external explanation for HR philosophy and practices will signal to employees that their management’s motivation to select specific HR philosophy and practices lies outside their control, which thus provides limited information about the value organisations place on their employees as critical assets for management. Employees may also perceive it as an adoption of a minimal HR system and as a lack of intrinsic motivation to care about their welfare. Ultimately, this will elicit a neutral or negative attributional response (Nishii et al. 2008, Hewett et al., 2018; Koys, 1991). Thus:
Hypothesis 10ba: Employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated organisational affective commitment (time 2)
Hypothesis 11b: Employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) is negatively related to employee-rated organisational affective commitment (time 2) 
Hypothesis 12b: Employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) is unrelated to employee-rated organisational affective commitment (time 2) 
3.4.4.3 Employee attributions and burnout 
 Burnout is defined as “a state of physical, emotional, and mental exhaustion that results from long-term involvement in work situations that are emotionally demanding” (Schaufeli and Greenglass, 2001, p. 501). The phenomenon of burnout was originally conceptualised to examine the emotional and interpersonal stressors in care-giving or human services occupations (i.e., nurses and doctors and later to teachers) (Freudenberger, 1975; Maslach 1976) but has since been expanded to other occupations such as managers, salesperson and soldiers (Demerouti et al., 2001). Scholars have reported three dimensions of burnout, namely, exhaustion, feelings of cynicism and a sense of ineffectiveness (Maslach and Jackson 1986; Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter, 2001). The exhaustion component refers to the “feelings of [being] overextended and depleted of one’s emotional and physical resources” (Maslach et al., 2001 p.399) and it represents the basic individual stress dimension of burnout. The cynicism or depersonalisation component refers to the negative, apathetic and excessively detached response to a job and it represents the interpersonal domain of burnout. Lastly, the sense of ineffectiveness refers to feelings of incompetence, lack of achievement and productivity at work and it represents the self-evaluation domain of burnout. Despite the widespread use of this framework, it has been criticised for several reasons. First, scholars have argued that the framework (otherwise known as Maslach Burnout Inventory items) is limited to service or people-oriented occupations (Milfont et al., 2008). Second, there are issues regarding the interpretation of the items across cultures. Third, the two dimensions of cynicism and personal accomplishment do not directly relate to burnout; rather they are consequences of burnout. Lastly, the measure is owned by a commercial company making its accessibility difficult without paying for it (Halbesleben and Demerouti 2005; Kristensen et al. 2005, Moore, 2000). Based on these limitations, the Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (CBI) has been proposed as an alternative for studying burnout (Kristensen et al., 2005), was used in this study. There are several reasons for choosing this measure. First, it is readily accessible. Second, it has shown good reliability and criterion-related validity across different cultures (Odagiri et al., 2004; Kristensen et al., 2005), including in the Nigerian context (Oluwaseyi et al., 2022; Dubale et al., 2019) and lastly, it is focused on emotional exhaustion, the primary individual determinant of burnout. 
Broadly, the CBI contains three-sub-dimensions of burnout, namely, personal burnout (i.e., a generic burnout scale).), work-related burnout and client-related burnout. “Personal burnout is the degree of physical and psychological fatigue and exhaustion experienced by the person” (Kristensen et al., 2005 p. 197).  Second, work-related burnout examines the degree of physical and psychological fatigue related to work. Lastly, client-related burnout involves the degree of physical and psychological fatigue experienced by an individual who deals with clients. Research has found the three burnout sub-dimensions to be negatively correlated with mental and general health and job satisfaction, and positively related to sickness days, sleep problems, use of painkillers, intention to quit the workplace and absenteeism (Kristensen et al., 2005). For this study, I will focus only on work-related burnout because it is the dimension that is directly related to this study. 
Drawing on the above, previous research adopting conservation of resources theory (COR) (Hobfoll, 2001; Halbesleben et al., 2014, Malik and Singh, 2018; Cao et al., 2022; Shantz et al., 2016) has demonstrated that employees’ HR attributions have implications for the level of employee burnout experience in organisations (Van De Voorde and Beijer, 2015). Specifically, when an employee interprets the purpose of HR philosophy and practices to prioritise their well-being, they are likely to perceive the HR system as a resource gain capable of reducing the experience of burnout. In this context, employees will feel no threat to emotional and physical resource loss or actual loss of these resources (Hobfoll, 2001). In other words, the training, promotion, career development, job autonomy and involvement in decision-making will be interpreted as significant resources (King, 2016) aimed at helping the employee meet their job demands and reduce the physical and psychological exhaustion related to work. Similar to previous studies (e.g., Malik and Singh, 2018; Cao et al., 2022; Shantz et al., 2016) employees are also likely to invest more resources (emotional and cognitive) at work to maintain the positive benefits associated with a positive interpretation of HR practices (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Empirical research has found employee HR attribution for well-being to negatively influence their experience of burnout (Malik and Singh, 2018; Cao et al., 2022; Shantz et al., 2016) and job strain (Van De Voorde and Beijer, 2015). 
The present study argues that employee HR attribution for exploitation is positively related to experience of burnout. Employee HR attribution of exploitation signifies an HR philosophy and practices designed to cut costs, ensure compliance, and get the most out of the employees (Nishii et al., 2008). As such, employees who interpret their organisation’s HR philosophy and practices as prioritizing a cost-cutting strategy will feel overburdened and overloaded with work (Shantz et al., 2016). There will be a primacy of resource loss, which will eventually lead to physical and psychological fatigue work (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Previous research adopting COR indicates that employees experience burnout when they have depleted resources, including a lack of important resources (Van De Voorde and Beijer, 2015; Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll and Freedy, 1993). In addition, employees’ experience of burnout is likely to be exacerbated as they invest more resources (time and energy) to prevent further resource loss (meeting job demands), thereby leading to the depletion of resources (Hobfoll, 1989). As such, employees investing more resources in an exploitative work context are likely to experience depletion of resources, leading to burnout. In support, research evidence has demonstrated HR attribution to exploitation positively related to emotional exhaustion (Shantz et al., 2016) and job strain (Van De Voorde and Beijer, 2015).
Finally, when employees make external HR for labour laws, they are likely to experience burnout because they attribute the organisation’s HR effort to be minimal, which could have a limited impact on the job demand. When employees perceive that their organisation is not accountable beyond what is mandated by labour laws and expect employees to work long and hard, without consideration of employee personal circumstances and other emergent issues, they will be exposed to prolonged work stress and experience of burnout. According to COR theory, employees with access to more resources are less vulnerable to resource loss and are more capable of resource gain (Hobfoll, 1989; Halbesleben et al., 2014). This means that employees with more resources besides the ones mandated by labour laws are less likely to experience burnout. This is not to argue that employee external HR attribution for external laws will not reduce employee experience of burnout, as it may signal to them that their organisation cares about their employment’s rights (Nishii et al., 2008). Rather, I argue that there is a possibility of higher levels of burnout when employees interpret their organisation’s HR intent as focusing on compliance with external labour laws than when employees interpret the same HR intent as resulting from internal HR management decisions. Halbesleben and Buckely (2004) have suggested that the external locus of attribution for emotional exhaustion, with a lower level of controllability of the situation, is associated with a higher experience of emotional exhaustion. Taken together, this study posits that: 
Hypothesis 10c: Employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) is negatively related to employee-rated burnout (time 2)
Hypothesis 11c: Employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated burnout (time 2) 
Hypothesis 12c: Employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) is positively to higher level of employee-rated burnout (time 2)
[bookmark: _Toc189173768]3.4.5 The mediating role of employees’ HR attributions in the relationship between paternalistic leadership behaviours and employee outcomes.
Research evidence has shown that employee perceptions of different components of paternalistic leadership have different effects on employee outcomes (Chan, Huang, Snap and Lam, 2013; Bedi, 2020, Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). For example, Bedi (2020), in a meta-analytic study, reported a positive direct relationship between employee perceptions of benevolent and moral leadership and outcomes such as job satisfaction, organisational commitment, OCB, organisational identification and supervisor trust, and a negative relationship with turnover intentions and workplace deviance. In contrast, authoritarian leadership was found to have a negative direct relationship on the same (desirable) outcomes and positive direct effects on followers’ turnover intentions and psychological withdrawal (Bedi, 2020). Despite these relevant findings, research has suggested that these relationships may be more indirect than direct and as such, have called for more research on the psychological mechanisms that explain the relationship between different components of paternalistic leadership and employee outcomes (Bedi, 2020, Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008; Chen et al., 2004). In addition, and as already stated, scholars have also called for research to investigate the effects of employees’ attribution in the relationship between leadership behaviour and employee outcomes given that previous leadership research have relied so much on employee perceptions, attitudes, and behaviour as mediating mechanisms (Fischer and Sitkin, 2020). This is important as employee’s attribution of leadership behaviour considers the underlying intention behind leadership behaviour than overt leadership behaviour (Fischer and Sitkin, 2020). Therefore, this study examines the mediating effect of HR attributions in the relationship between paternalistic leadership and employee outcomes. Examining the effects of paternalistic leadership through employee cognitive appraisal of HR intent not only helps delineate how and why paternalistic is interpreted differently, but it also acknowledges the effects of proximal organisational context (HR philosophy and practices) over remote context (national culture) that has dominated paternalistic leadership research. 
As already stated, a line manager’s leadership behaviour could act as a cognitive vessel for HR philosophy and practice and therefore a valuable and effective signal for employees to interpret HR intent. Based on signalling theory, this study posits that line managers’ benevolent leadership behaviour represents a valuable HR signal that will positively influence employees (as receivers) service quality and affective organisational commitment and will lower the risk of burnout through shaping of employee HR attribution for wellbeing. Therefore, employees’ behavioural response to paternalistic leadership is considered to be mapped onto their interpretation of HR intent about benevolent leadership behaviour. This makes employee HR attribution for wellbeing the cognitive mechanism that transits the effect of benevolent leadership to employee outcomes. Benevolent leaders prioritise employee wellbeing both on and off the job. As such, such leaders can induce ‘norms of reciprocity’ based on the positive HR signal they exude. In turn, employees who draw from these positive HR cues to interpret the HR intent of the benevolent leadership behaviour will feel obliged to reciprocate with positive service behaviour. They are also likely to become emotionally attached to the organisation. Lastly, they are likely to interpret line manager benevolence as an important resource that helps to lower the experience of burnout. This has been confirmed by research finding that benevolent leadership is positively related to follower performance through leader-member exchange (Chan and Mak, 2012). 
Similarly, a line manager’s authoritarian leadership can negatively influence the level of employee’s service quality behaviour and affective organisational commitment, and positively to burnout through signalling negative HR cues that direct employee HR attribution of exploitation. In other words, employees will leverage their interpretation of the HR intent underlying the authoritarian leadership to respond to the leadership behaviour. In addition, based on the social exchange process, employees are likely to feel obliged to respond to authoritarian leadership behaviour through their interpretation of HR intent underlying authoritarian leadership behaviour. Thus, making employee HR attribution for exploitation a cognitive mechanism through which authoritarian leadership influence employee’s service quality behaviour, affective organisational commitment and experience of burnout. In support, related research has reported that authoritarian leadership negatively influence OCB through employee role perceptions (Zhang and Xie, 2017). 
Lastly, a line manager’s moral behaviour is likely to negatively influence the employee’s service quality behaviour, and affective organisational commitment and positively to burnout by engendering employee HR attribution for labour laws. Similar to above arguments and based on the social exchange process, line manager moral leadership is likely to signal external compliance to HR philosophy and practice and thus stimulate a neutral response through employee’s interpretation of HR intent underlying moral leadership behaviour. In this context, employee will feel obliged to constrain their service performance, which may limit the display of service quality behaviour. Employees are also likely to feel emotionally detached from the organisation based on the perceived minimalist stance of their organisation’s HR effort. On another note, employees are likely to interpret the line manager moral behaviour to increase their experience of burnout as it signals compliance to labour laws rather than multiple resources that are crucial to reducing employees’ experience of burnout. Taking together, this study posits: 
Hypothesis 13: Employee-rated HR attribution for well-being (time 1) mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager benevolence (time 1) and employee-rated (a) service quality (time 2), (b) affective organisational commitment (time 2), and negatively to (c) burnout (time 2).
Hypothesis 14: Employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager authoritarianism (time 1) and employee-rated (a) service quality (time 2), (b) affective organisational commitment (time 2), and positively to (c) burnout (time 2).
Hypothesis 15: Employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1) and employee-rated (a) service quality, (b) affective organisational commitment and (c) burnout (time 2)
[bookmark: _Toc189173769]3.4.6 The moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employees’ HR attributions and employee outcomes 
In this section, I will separate the different examination of HR attributions to employees’ outcomes (e.g. service quality, affective organisational commitment, and burnout) to ensure a clearer structure and flow of the arguments.
3.4.6.1 The moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employees’ HR attribution for wellbeing and employee outcomes
Human capital is defined as the “knowledge, skills and abilities [KSA] residing with and utilised by individuals” (Subramaniam and Youndth, 2005, p. 451). Knowledge is described as having factual or procedural information that is needed for performing a specific job and is the foundation upon which skills are based. Skills describe an individual’s level of proficiency and capabilities to perform a specific task. Ability is a more enduring capability that is necessary for an individual to perform a job (Nyberg et al., 2012; Neo et al., 2006; Schmitt and Chan, 1998). These three factors interrelate to develop creative, bright, skilled employees, who are experts in their roles and constitute a predominant source of new ideas and knowledge in the organisation (Snell and Dean, 1992; Subramaniam and Youndth, 2005). KSA also motivate employee to exert discretional effort towards achieving organisations because of the greater confidence and expertise it gives to them in the execution of their task (Wright, Dunford and Snell, 2001). In addition, KSA makes employee to feel energised, be resilient, and dedicated to their work (Wright, Dunford and Snell, 2001). In today’s knowledge and service-dominant economies, strategy management researchers have also noted that KSA’s of service-focused employees are crucial to providing quality service to customers (Ployhart, Weekley and Ramsey, 2009; Ployhart and Moliterno, 2011; Nyberg et al. 2012). Similarly, strategic HR management researchers indicated that the development of internal resources (human capital) is critical to organisational effectiveness (Lepak et al., 2006; Takeuchi et al., 2007; Walumbwa et al 2012; Messersmith et al., 2011). 
This study argues that although employee HR attributions will influence employee outcomes, the relationship is moderated by employee human capital at the individual level. As already, scholars have noted that several factors, including employee competency level is likely to interact attribution process to influence employee outcomes (Nishii et al., 2008; Hewett et al., 2018; Hewett and Shantz, 2022, Markinto et al., 2004). In the context of this study and based on signalling theory, human capital is conceptualised as psychological context (environment) or personal resource that interacts with employee HR attribution to influence employee outcomes. 
Following these arguments, this study argues when employees have high KSA, the relationship between their HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality will be stronger because they are likely to manage the complexities associated with customer-service context. Scholars have indicated that an employee’s KSA is instrumental in the service context because of the boundary-spanning role of front-line employees that requires them to handle uncertainties and emergent service issues (Liao, et al. 2009; Ployhart et al. 2009). For example, such employees will anticipate customers' future needs and prevent and remove obstacles that may hinder positive customer service experience. Because of the high uncertainty that characterises the service context, an employee high in KSA is likely to feel more motivated to respond to the positive cognitive stimulus provided by the positive HR cues because of their perception of self-efficacy that they can take proactive action in attending to customer needs (Raub and Liao, 2012, Parker et al., 2010). Although employees’ positive HR attribution for wellbeing could motivate them to display high quality customer service behaviour, their high level of KSA’s is likely to help them to emotionally-regulate their behaviour in the service delivery process, which thus, contributes to better customer service behaviour (Ployhart et al., 2011, Bandura, 1978, Parker et al., 2010). In contrast, when frontline employees have low requisite knowledge, skill and ability of the service delivery process, they be less likely to adapt their service behaviour to changing customer’s needs and expectations despite having positive HR attribution for wellbeing. This is because such an employee lacks the ‘knowledge repertoire’ to manage the complexities and uncertainties that characterise the service context. For example, such an employee may lack the creativity that is needed to ensure seamless transitions between employees in the service delivery process. In addition, although an employee’s positive interpretation of HR attributes will motivate them to display customer service behaviour, their low KSA mean they are less likely to broaden their customer service behaviour, such as taking personal initiative in tackling customer needs (Frese and Fay, 2001). As such, while employee HR attribution for well-being is likely to influence service quality, employee levels of KSAs are likely to strengthen the relationship. In support, research has also reported that human capital strengthens the effects of service motivation on service quality (Aryee et al., 2016).
In keeping with this perspective, this study argues that the relationship between employee HR attribution for wellbeing and affective organisation commitment is likely to be moderated by human capital. Following arguments relating to horizontal fit models of HR system (Delery, 1998), this study argues that although an employee positive HR attribution is likely to stimulate employee affective organisational commitment, the alignment between an employee positive HR attribution for wellbeing and higher levels of KSA is likely to yield stronger employee emotional connection to the organisation than lower level of KSA. Scholars have suggested that an increase in ability-based construct (e.g., human capital) should be directly proportional to an increase in cognitive-motivational construct (e.g., positive HR attribution) for better employee outcomes (Aryee et al., 2013; Delery and Shaw, 2001, Delery, 1998). Therefore, although employees’ positive interpretation of HR attributes may stimulate affective organisational commitment, they may lack the personal resources to strongly immense themselves in the work process, which thus, will reduce their emotional attachment to the organisation. Research evidence has shown that employees high in KSA are likely to feel more engaged (Boon and Kalshoven, 2014) when they have positive HR perception leading to a higher level of affective commitment than when have low KSA (Albrecht, 2012; Yalabik, Van Rossenberg, Kinnie and Swart, 2015). This is because such an employee has the ‘knowledge repertoire’ to effectively respond to the positive HR cues deduced from their organisation, including showing emotional connection to the organisation than employee with low level of KSA’s (Hobfoll, 1989). Such employees are also likely to demonstrate a higher level of identification with an organisation based on the positive benefits associated with their positive HR cues, which thus, leads to affective commitment to the organisation (Walton, 1985). Therefore, employees’ levels of KSA are likely to strengthen the effects of employee HR attribution for well-being on affective organisation commitment. In support, related research has suggested that human capital moderated the effect of employee turnover and firm performance (Kwon and Rupp, 2013). Employee turnover has been studied as a direct opposite of affective organisational commitment (Meyer et al., 2002).
I also argue that human capital moderates the negative relationship between HR attribution for well-being and burnout. As already stated, human capital represents a personal resource capable of aiding an individual to withstand stressful situations (Hobfoll, 2001). As such, although employees HR attribution for wellbeing is likely to reduce employee experience of burnout, they may lack the ability to manage the stressful situation at work. Therefore, employees high in KSA are likely to navigate stressful work situations by devoting their knowledge to understanding the work stressors and using that knowledge to prevent and remove future work stressors. They are also highly motivated to utilise their KSA to manage the job demands in order to reinforce the positive feelings drawn from their positive interpretation of HR attributes (Shantz et al., 2016). In contrast, when an employee makes a positive HR attribution for wellbeing with low level of KSA, they may still experience high level of burnout because they possess limited KSAs capable of helping them cope with their work stressors. For example, employees low in knowledge are less likely to adapt to complex work situations and less likely to know how to invest personal resources to tackle work stressors, which consequently will lead to further depletion of personal resources and eventually burnout (Shantz et al., 2016). In support, research has reported that personal resources moderate the effects of job demands on burnout (Xanthopouluo, et al., 2007). As such, although employee attribution for wellbeing could reduce employees’ experience of burnout, human capital represents an additional resource that can interact with employee HR attribution for wellbeing to further decrease the experience of burnout. Research has suggested that having multiple (i.e., cognitive and personal) resources at work is capable of yielding better outcomes than a single source (Hobfoll and Shirom, 1993; Halbesleben et al., 2014). Taking together, this study posits:
Hypothesis 16a: Human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated service quality in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low.
Hypothesis 16b: Human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low.
Hypothesis 16c: Human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. 
3.4.6.2 The moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employees’ HR attribution for exploitation and employee outcomes.
As I have already stated, human capital constitutes an important personal resource that helps frontline employees adapt to the uncertainties and complexities that characterise the service context. Therefore, it is likely to moderate the negative relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and service quality. Following previous studies, (e.g., Xanthopouluo, et al., 2007; Yperen and Snijder, 200; Pierce and Gardner, 2004) that utilises conservation of resource theory, this study argues that employee high in KSA are likely to show greater mastery in the service delivery process and possess greater ability to deal the exploitative work environment.  As personal resources may determine the way employee perceive, comprehend their environment, formulate it and response to it (Judge et al., 1997), employee high in KSA may interpret their exploitative work environment differently and thus, respond with creative and adaptable customer service behaviour. Therefore, employees high in KSAs’ more likely to manage the uncertainty of their service context by relying on their personal resources to buffer the effect of exploitative work situation (Bakker et al., 2005). This is not to say that employee levels of KSAs will compensate for the lack of positive work context, rather, I argue that employees with higher KSAs are likely to perform better than those with low KSAs in such work context (Rousseau and Aube, 2010). In contrast, employees with low KSA are likely to lack the personal resources to manage the unconducive work environment, which will result in poor service performance. Indeed, they are less likely to proactively anticipate customer needs and expectations and leverage the service knowledge, skill and ability to deal with them. With limited KSA, employee may interpret exploitative work situation more severely and thus, will in not be resilient to delivering high quality customer service. 
Similar to hypothesis 16b, human capital is also posited to moderate the negative relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and affective organisational commitment. Although they may interpret their organisation's HR intent to be exploitative, they are likely to rely on their knowledge, skill and ability to manage the work situation and show greater commitment to the organisation than employees with low KSAs. This is because they are likely to form a partnership with their colleagues (coping strategy) to cushion the effects of an exploitative work environment (resources loss), which thus leads to a greater emotional commitment to the organisation (resource gain). The are also less likely to perceive the work environment more severely than employees low in KSA. In contrast, employees with low KSA are less likely to adapt to exploitation work context because they lack the knowledge, skills and ability to cope with job demand, which will lead to intention to leave the organisation. It is noteworthy to state that employees’ levels of KSAs may determine their turnover intention such that employees high in KSA may feel underappreciated in the exploitive work environment and then tend to leave (Wei, 2015; Rahman and Nas, 2013). However, in this study, I argue that employees with high KSA are more likely to be effectively committed to their organisation than employees with low KSA because of the mass unemployment in the country, where this study is conducted. Previous research has suggested that a high unemployment rate has minimal impact on highly educated employees than less educated employees because they possess the relative KSAs to enjoy employment stability in a single organisation (Cairo and Cajner, 2018). 
Accordingly, this study also posits that human capital will moderate the relationship between employees’ HR attribution for exploitation and burnout. Employees high in KSA are likely to invest more personal resources in their work to further stem further depletion of resources as deduced from their exploitative interpretation of HR intent (Halbesleben et al., 2014). Therefore, as the exploitative work context may put pressure on employee wellbeing, employees high in KSA are likely to channel their resources into managing their work context to cope with their job demands and have lower experience of burnout. This argument corroborates the assumptions of the appraisal-based theory of stress (Lazarus and Folkman, 1984), which states that a stressful event is a result of interaction between a person’s ability and his/her work context. Therefore, an employee who has high KSAs are likely to cognitively appraise their work environment as manageable (primary appraisal), and then, adjust to their work demands (secondary appraisal) and they can potentially learn how to deal the stress in the future. In contrast, employees low in KSA are less likely to handle work stressors because they possess minimal resources and resilience to cope with exploitative work context. Due to limited KSA, they are more likely to appraise their exploitative work context as extremely harmful and thus, cannot adjust to it, which will lead to burnout. Taken together, this study proposes: 
Hypothesis 17a: Human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation and employee-rated service quality in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. 
Hypothesis 17b: Human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation and employee-rated affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high.
Hypothesis 17c: Human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high.
3.4.6.3 The moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employees’ HR attribution for labour laws and employee outcomes
Consistent with hypothesis 17a, I also argue that human capital will moderate the negative relationship between employee HR attribution for labour laws and employee service quality. Despite the minimalist stance employees hold when they make external HR attribution for labour laws, employees high in KSA are likely to apply their service knowledge, skill and ability in handling customers’ changing needs and expectations. This is because those employees tend to enjoy their jobs and feel more satisfied with their jobs than employees with low KSA (Moshavi, and Terborg, 2002). Research has demonstrated employees high in KSAs are more likely to demonstrate a willingness to work and feel more satisfied (Danchev and Sevinc, 2012). In other words, employees high in KSAs may overlook the attribution foci of their organisation’s HR practices and channel their resources towards tackling customers’ complaints as an end itself. In contrast, employees low in KSA are more likely to lack the resources that manage the complexities associated with service context and more likely to be passive during service encounters as they attribute the HR practices to externally mandated legislation. 
Similarly, I also argue that human capital will moderate the negative relationship between employee HR attribution for labour laws and affective organisational commitment. Similar to hypothesis 17b, employees high in KSA are likely to immerse themselves at work despite the lack of perceived controllability that characterise the externally influenced HR practices. This is because employees high in KSA are motivated to seek other ways to handle complex organisational issues, including seeking social support (Bin et al., 2014), which will translate to affective commitment to the organisation (Fazio et al., 2017). In contrast, employees low in KSA are less likely to be emotionally committed to their organisation because they will perceive the compliance to externally induced HR practice to be limited relative to their performance. 
Lastly, this study also posits that human capital will moderate the relationship between employees’ HR attribution for labour laws and burnout. Although the perceived adoption of externally influenced HR practices may signal to employees that their organisation is passive in the employment relationship (Nishii et al, 2008), employees high in KSA are more likely to devote their resources to meeting their job demands. They might do this to regain new resources (e.g. supervisor and co-worker support) and prevent depletion of resources (e.g. burnout) (Halbesleben et al., 2014). In contrast, employees low in KSAs are likely to perceive the externally induced HR practices to be trivial compared to the job demand, which will eventually lead to burnout. Taken together, this study proposes: 
Hypothesis 18a: Human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated service quality in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. 
Hypothesis 18b: Human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high.
Hypothesis 18c: Human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173770]3.4.7 The moderating effects of HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and employee burnout.
As briefly stated in Chapter 2, Bowen and Ostroff (2004) developed the concept of HR strength to explicate the salient features that are integral to the moulding of uniform perception HR practices and how this uniform perception of HR practices yields superior organisation performance compared to idiosyncratic HR perception. Specifically, toeing the universalistic HR tradition, they adopted Kelley’s (1973) covariation principle and Michel’s (1973) situational strength perspective to conceptualise how a composite of consistent, distinctive and consensus HR signals influence the strength of the relationship between HRM and organisational performance. They argued that without strong HR signals; individual-level idiosyncratic HR perception of practices will direct employee behaviour (Meier-Barthold, Biemann and Alfes, 2023). Thus, initiating a potential disconnection between intended HR practices and actual employee experience of HR practices. On the contrary, a strong HR signal would constrain the influence of individual differences, as it will provide structure and clarity regarding the kind of behaviours that are expected from employees in term of the strategic focus of their organisation (Meier-Barthold, Biemann and Alfes, 2023). 
Broadly, Bowen and Ostroff (2004) drawing from Kelley’s work presented nine meta-features of the HR system, categorised into distinctiveness, consistency, and consensus, that jointly signify a strong HR system. In particular, they indicated that higher levels of visibility, understandability of HR practices, strategic relevance, and legitimacy of authority signify distinctiveness. Secondly, instrumentality, validity of practices, and consistency in signals will provide consistency. Finally, consensus emerges when there is mutuality or agreement among signallers and when HR practices are fair. These nine features combine to provide the conditions for a strong HR system. 
Given this framework, scholars argued that HR strength is an organisational-level construct (Ostroff and Bowen, 2016, Hewett et al., 2018; Guest et al., 2020, Meier-Barthold, Biemann and Alfes, 2023). Despite this important theoretical insight, this study operationalised HR strength as an individual-level construct. This is based on the homologous arguments about the nature of organisation and individual-level constructs (Chen, Bliese and Mathieu, 2005). Specifically, climate researchers have argued that the organisational level variable is essentially the same as the individual level variable, except that the organisation-level variable is a shared perception (within-group agreement) among individuals (Chan 1998). Indeed, while the organisational level construct represents group perception of organisational practices, the individual level construct describes the psychological climate or individual perception of organisational practices (Chan, 1998; Glick, 1985). In support, previous studies have measured HR strength as an employee-level construct, indicating the employee perception of implemented HR practice (Delmotte, De Winne, and Sels, 2012; Coelho, Cunha, Gomes, and Correia, 2015; Frenkel, Li and Restubog, 2012). In the context of this study, HR strength is conceptualised as the signalling environment, that ensures that there is an alignment and less variability in the relationship between employee attribution foci and outcomes, as it signals unambiguous message regarding the HR strategic foci of the organisation. Leveraging this perspective, research have demonstrated both the mediating effect (Bendall, Sanders and Yang, 2020; Katou et al., 2020) and moderating effects of HR strength (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004, Guest et al., 2020). However, research has yet to examine the moderating role of HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attribution and employee outcomes. This is crucial because the primary role of HR strength, as originally conceived by Bowen and Ostroff 2004, is to (reduce and increase) moderate relationship between individual variations in HR perceptions (psychological climate) and shared HR perception of organisational strategic foci (organisational climate).  
Accordingly, this study examines the moderating role of HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and burnout. Scholars have suggested that the relationship between HR strength and employee HR attributions may be interactive such that employee perception of system strength may interact with their HR attributions to explain variability in perceptions and reaction to HR practices (Hewett et al., 2018, Guest et al., 2020). As such, this study argues that in a strong HR strength, the relationship between employee HR attribution for wellbeing and employee experience of burnout will be weaker. This is because HR strength is likely to assist employees in the “normative evaluation of resources” (Hobfoll 1989: 520). Specifically, a strong HR strength is likely to send a stronger signal that HR practices are designed to prioritise the employee’s wellbeing and development, which thus, reduces variability about how employees interpret HR practices, and their level of stress response. For example, employees may interpret the HR cues to possess a highly distinctive, highly integrated, and highly consistent in the supply of valuable HR practices that are useful in dealing with work stressors. In contrast, a weak HR strength is likely to signal low consistency, low integration, and low distinctiveness in how an employee interprets the purpose of HR practices, thus, increasing the variability between in an employee’s interpretation of HR intent and their level of stress response. 
Similarly, this study also proposes that HR strength will moderate the relationship between employees’ HR attribution for exploitation and burnout. Specifically, with strong HR strength, employee’s interpretation that the goal of their organisation’s HR practices is to exploit them and cut costs is strongly, which thus, influence level of burnout they experience. For example, employees may experience learned helplessness as they are more likely to develop normative expectation that their organisation’s main goal is to exploit them (Martinko and Gardner, 1987), which thus, will lead to a stronger experience of burnout (Greer and Wethered, 1984) and vice versa.
Lastly, HR strength is also hypothesised to moderate the relationship between employee external HR attribution for labour law and burnout. In strong HR strength, employees will have sufficient information that their organisation’s HR practices is externally induced, which thus, stimulate the belief that organisation is passive in the employment relationship (Nishii et al, 2008).  This will lead lower idiosyncratic interpretation that their organisation’s HR intent in terms of compliance of labour laws, which thus, contributes to the level of burnout they experience. In this context, employees will interpret the HR attributes to possess limited valuable resources that helps in dealing with work stressors, which may result in a higher experience of burnout (Halbesleben et al., 2014). In contrast, in a weak HR strength, employees may have insufficient information regarding the organisation’s HR intent, which could lead to high variability between employee HR attribution of labour laws and their level of burnout experience. Indeed, employees may interpret the HR intent to lie either within or outside the organisation’s control. In this context, employees may have a neutral interpretation of the HR system. Despite the latter, this study argues that this attributional context is more likely to motivate employees to seek alternative ways to gain resources to tackle their work demands than a scenario where they have sufficient information that organisations have no control over HR practices. Scholars have noted that lack of controllability increases the experience of stress (Miller, 1979), which will eventually lead to burnout. 
Although research has yet to examine the moderating role HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attribution and outcomes, this study leverages the work of Guest et al., (2020), which reported the moderating role of HR strength in the relationship between high-commitment HR practices and employee HR attribution (Guest et al., 2020). Taken together, this study proposes: 
Hypothesis 19: HR strength moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when HR strength is low than when it is high.
Hypothesis 20: HR strength moderates the relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when HR strength is high than when it is low.
Hypothesis 21: HR strength moderates the relationship between employee-HR- HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when HR strength is high than when it is low.
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[bookmark: _Toc189173771]3.5 Conclusion
This chapter started with a detailed account of the signalling, SIP, HR attribution theories, as theoretical frameworks for this study. Within each theoretical framework, I provided the justifications for adopting them in theorising the hypothesised relationships of this study. Accordingly, I provided a brief overview of paternalistic leadership, highlighting the key debates in the development of the leadership and their usefulness in theorising the HRM-performance relationship. Thereafter, I used these theories to develop my research hypotheses and provided theoretical evidence to support my arguments. Specifically, I examine how line managers’ HR attributions could shape their paternalistic leadership leading to employee HR attribution and outcomes, defined as service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. Following this, I examined the moderating effect of human capital in the relationship between employee HR attribution foci and employee outcomes, and the moderating effect of HR strength in the relationship between employee attribution foci and burnout. Lastly, I presented the schematic details of the model showing the theoretical links between the constructs.
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[bookmark: _Toc189173773]4.1 Research methodology
[bookmark: _Toc189173774]4.2 Introduction
This research examines the effect of HR attributions on the line manager’s leadership behaviour and employee outcomes. In this chapter, I will briefly present the history of the philosophy of science and discuss the two philosophical traditions in social science research. Following this discussion is the description of post-positivists’ perspective as the philosophical tradition that underpins this research. The details of the online survey used in the study and collected at two time points from employees and their respective line managers in Nigeria will be presented. Subsequently, I will discuss the context where this study is conducted in terms of the socio-economic evolution of Nigeria and the impact of institutional and cultural contexts in the cognitive evaluation of HRM practices (Nwanna, 2023). This chapter concludes by outlining the data collection procedures, sample characteristics, measures of the study variables and data analytic techniques used in testing the hypotheses. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173775]4.3 Research philosophy
Every scientific researcher seeks to question the nature of reality (Justham, 2006). It could be either to know why things happen; to know why things are the way they are; or to uncover the relationship between phenomena. For example, a researcher might want to know why/how there is a within-group variation in employee attribution in a team. This question could be triggered by observations, random comments, or reading earlier texts on the subject. These sources of curiosity naturally lead to scientific enquiry into employee HR attributions and with appropriate scientific methods, a researcher can advance knowledge on the subject. Science, therefore, can be defined as the development of knowledge through scientific methods (Lee and Lings, 2007). However, the nature of a research question, the type of evidence that is being sought and the choice of method for data collection depends on the philosophical perspective of a researcher. The philosophical perspective represents a conceptual framework that guides a researcher’s orientation in the search for knowledge (Ponterotto, 2005). They are two philosophical traditions that underpin every scientific research (i.e. positivism and interpretivism), which are often compared based on their assumptions of ontology, epistemology, axiology and methodology (Lee and Lings, 2008; Hussy and Hussey, 1997). But before I discuss these assumptions of the two philosophical traditions, I will briefly present the history of the philosophy of science.
[bookmark: _Toc189173776]4.3.1 Assumptions of two philosophical paradigms
Ontology is the study of the basic structure or nature of reality (Lee and Lings, 2007; Hofweber and Velleman, 2011). Positivism and interpretivism differ in their philosophical stance about the nature of being/reality (ontology). Positivists uphold that reality is ontologically objective, singular abstract, context-free and generalisable, while the interpretivists’ ontological perspective assumes that reality is subjective, complex, and multiple (Lee and Lings, 2007). In epistemological terms, which describe what a researcher can know about reality, positivists assume that reality is objective and independent of the researcher’s knowledge and particularities. Only the knowledge that can be verified through the application of rigorous methods of the natural sciences can be valued as scientific knowledge (Lee and Lings, 2007), while the interpretivists assume that realities should be subjectively evaluated with particular emphasis on researchers’ interaction with what is being researched (Hussy and Hussey, 1997; Lee and Lings, 2007). Feminism, critical research, hermeneutics, and phenomenology are several study approaches that adopt the tradition of interpretivism. Researchers’ ontological position determines the objectives of research (axiology) (Lee and Lings, 2007). Do they seek to explain and predict (positivists), or do they seek to understand (interpretivists) phenomena? Based on their respective aims, positivists indicate that we must derive research hypotheses from a theory to develop knowledge about a social phenomenon and these must be tested to assess the explanations of laws, formulate generalisable laws and make predictions (deductivism). In contrast, interpretivists propose that theories should be formulated based on the description of contextual phenomena and knowledge about a social phenomenon and will be context-specific (inductivism). 
The ontological position of the two philosophical paradigms also determines the type of language that is used in research. Positivists assume that research language/statements should be based on a formal set of definitions in an impersonal voice (value-free), while interpretivists uphold that language/statements should reflect an informal, evolving decision and personal voice (value-laden) (Hussy and Hussey, 1997). Within these two philosophical traditions, positivists typically adopt quantitative methods based on the principles of natural science. These include survey methods, laboratory experiments and observations (Wiggins, 2011). In contrast, interpretivists will naturally gravitate towards use of qualitative methods to account for the contextual nature of reality. Examples of qualitative methods include participant observation, in-depth interviews, focus groups, and case studies. Although positivists and interpretivists have contrasting research methods, they can be integrated into a study to help advance an “understanding more fully, to generate deeper and broader insights and to develop important knowledge claims that respect a wider range of interests and perspectives” (Greene and Caracelli, 1997, p.7). Supplementing these methods often follows a “sequence of study”, with one method seen as laying the preliminary or exploratory groundwork to then be built on by the dominant and culminating method” (mixed method; Wiggins, 2011 p.49). However, it is important to note that integrating these two different research methods does not equate to integrating two philosophical paradigms (Lee and Lings, 2007). Rather, it is a method for testing the contextualised assumptions on a wider population to ascertain the generalisability of a hypothesized model.
As HR attribution is the focus of the present study, with line managers’ HR attribution and leadership as predictors, the next section of this chapter will provide a short review of the philosophical traditions adopted in the study of HR attribution.  
[bookmark: _Toc189173777]4.3.2 Philosophical paradigm in HR attributions research 
Research on HR attributions (Nishii et al., 2008) has drawn from two main philosophical perspectives. For example, Koys (1991), drawing on the positivist philosophical perspective, examined the relationship between an individual's perceptions of the motive underlying HR activities and an individual’s organisational commitment. This research assumed that HR attribution and organisational commitment are unobservable phenomena (ontology) but through the operationalisation of these constructs using validated measures and the application of appropriate scientific methods (epistemology), we can explain the nature of the outcomes (axiology) and their relationship with its predictors. On the other hand, Bacon and Blyton (2005), based on interpretivist philosophical perspective, examined how employees’ attribution of a specific HR practice – team working – in 21 departments of two integrated steelworks shapes their views about the goals of teamwork.  This research assumes that HR attribution is subjective (ontology) and through qualitative research methods (interviewing/interacting with the managers and employees), reality can be subjectively evaluated (epistemology) leading to an understanding of outcomes (axiology). 
 	Although research studies in both positivist and interpretivist traditions offer meaningful but varying perspectives on the nature of HR attribution, they are often criticised for their assumption about the nature of reality. First, it is difficult to generalize findings using a post-positivist approach owing to the complex structure of our human environment. For example, people from a society with high collectivism may ascribe an organization’s intent to implement HR practices to cultural/social obligation (e.g. Guanxi), unlike people from a low collectivism culture (Xian, 2017). Hence, HR attribution could be contextually perceived, that is, people can attach different meanings to HR practices via their unique causal attributions. Therefore, positivists’ use of a questionnaire survey to capture complex social phenomena with relative response categories could limit the understanding of the richness of HR processes (Potter and Wetherell, 1987). On the other hand, qualitative research and the interpretivist view of HR attribution can be criticized for lacking a homogeneous understanding of the nature and structure of attribution, especially in the face of the global/transatlantic business world (Bhaskar, 1975). Secondly, as the qualitative research method preferred by interpretivists involves a social context in which various forms of interaction occur and language is used to describe and illustrate social phenomena, it could give rise to inaccurate accounts of reality and, by extension, this could invalidate the findings of the research (Alvesson, 1997). Qualitative methods can also be misused to support a prior assumption about the nature of phenomena (Alvesson, 1997). Additionally, interpretivists’ sample sizes tend to be small and could provide an insufficient understanding of reality (Walsham, 2001).
Despite the limitations of both positivists’ and interpretivists’ research traditions, scholars have suggested that the choice of research methodology should be determined by the state of prior knowledge on the subject (Edmondson and McManus, 2007). Edmondson and McManus (2007) propose that research questions, stage of the literature and research design should be mutually reinforcing to contribute to the quality of research and knowledge. They further categorised prior knowledge into nascent, intermediate and mature, and recommended when it is suitable to use either quantitative or qualitative methods. When a theory is in a nascent state, that is, very little is known about the constructs, a qualitative method such as an interview is suitable. This will enable researchers to pay closer attention to the settings of the study and emergent themes during the data collection at this stage could guide researchers in subsequent data collection (iterative processes). Second, when a theory is at an intermediate stage, that is, when a newly developed measure needs to be validated or when relationships between new theoretical constructs are tested, qualitative and quantitative methods should be combined (mixed methods, triangulation) to provide rich understanding and explanation about the nature of the phenomena. Thirdly, when the literature is at a mature stage, that is, when there are well-established theories and extensive research on the topic, the quantitative method (survey questionnaires) is preferred. 
Accordingly, it could be argued that research on attribution theories can be traced back to the works of Heider (1958), Kelley (1973) and Weiner (1979). At the nascent stage, attributional theories dominated the field of social psychology and have more recently gained increasing recognition in the management context, including as one of the HR processes. Prior research has theoretically refined (through qualitative data, and interviews) attribution theories in both the fields of psychology and management studies to capture the underlying processes involved in the causal explanation of human emotions, relationships and behaviour (see the review by Harvey et al., 2014). At the intermediate state, HRM studies have used both qualitative and quantitative data to operationalise and test the reliability and construct validity of the attribution process (see the review by Hewitt et al., 2018). Building on the previous studies, scholars have conducted confirmatory factor analyses of the attribution process (e.g. Tandung, 2016, Nishii et al., 2008). At this mature stage, extensive research has been conducted to examine the antecedents, mediators, moderators and outcomes of the attributional process (e.g. Hewitt et al., 2018). Moreover, there have been recent calls in management studies to expand the use of attribution theories in HRM research to understand causal explanations of human behaviour in the workplace (see, Harvey et al., 2014, Hewitt et al., 2018, Sander et al., 2020). From the above short review, it can be claimed that research on attribution theory in HRM studies is at a mature state and further research is required to improve, clarify or falsify existing theories and examine their boundary conditions.
[bookmark: _Toc189173778]4.3.3 Research philosophy of this thesis
This thesis adopts a realist or positivist position. That is; there is a single, objective reality (ontology), which is independent of our subjective experience. Following this view, the researcher is independent of the object of study (that is, from the organisations where this study is conducted, with only limited contact with the HR department). The research will be conducted through the use of survey questionnaires using operationalisation of unobservable phenomena through validated scales, using data from a large sample collected multiple times (reliability) and using statistical analysis for testing the hypotheses posed in Chapter 3(Lee and Lings, 2008). This scientific method is commonly labelled as hypothetico-deductive, as it is drawn from the natural sciences (Lee and Lings 2008). It emphasises that scientific knowledge should not base its findings on observation of selective instances, notwithstanding its numerical strength; rather it begins with a theoretical framework that directs our arguments to develop tentative hypotheses. This methodical process is consistent with Golden-Biddle (1997) who noted that research should draw its investigative cues from earlier intellectual resources, and at the same time, problematize the very literature that furnishes its idea, through planned and systemic collection, analysis and interpretation of data. In so doing, a scientific study will arrive at a dependable solution to a problem. Following this perspective and in a deductive process, this study draws from literature on attribution theories (e.g. Nishii et al., 2008), HR implementation (Bos-Nehles et al., 2006; Bowen and Ostroff, 2004), leadership literature (e.g. Farh and Chang, 2000) and organisational outcomes (e.g. Dyer and Reeves 1995), to identify key variables of the research. The study uses a survey, that is, it operationalizes the latent variables (HR attribution, paternalistic leadership, burnout, affective commitment and service quality) using validated scale measures, and data are collected from a large sample (reliability), and with the use of statistical analysis for testing the hypotheses, relationships will be explained and research findings made possible (axiology) (Lee and Lings, 2008). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173779]4.4 Research design and research strategy
This study seeks to connect the theoretical world (theoretical models) to the real world (empirical data) (Lee and Lings, 2007). As I aim to answer theoretically derived questions of ‘how and why’ and to falsify hypotheses using statistical methods, a survey design will be most appropriate. The choice of the survey design is partly driven by the research questions and the state of research in attribution literature (which as noted above is in a mature state). Within the survey design, a time-lagged design (data collected at two-time points) was used because of PhD time limitations, the cost of collecting data at multiple points and the difficulty in gaining organizational access on multiple occasions (Lee and Lings, 2007). Note that it would have been preferred to collect data more than twice, ideally three times, as this would have help demonstrate the casual relationship between the dependent and independent variables. A web-based survey was preferred in this study because of the lockdown restrictions during the Pandemic and other emergent issues, such as the willingness of organisations to allow external visitors into their premises. This made it practically impossible to conduct an on-site survey, as originally planned.  Moreover, as predictor variables cannot be manipulated (like in experimental design) to explain variance in the dependent variable), data were collected from multiple participants (10-20 per variable) (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). 
To ensure internal validity or any form of alternative explanation of the hypothesized model, I included various control variables (gender, age and organisation type). Moreover, scholars have noted that the use of surveys poses a threat of common method bias, which could affect the reliability and validity of the empirical results (Baumgartner and Steenkamp, 2001). Common method bias occurs when both the independent and dependent variables are measured within one survey, using the same response method (Kock, Berbekova, and Assaf, 2021). As such, to reduce the bias in the dependent variance due to the measurement method as opposed to independent variables, as already stated, I collected data at two-time points (12 weeks apart). Scholars have suggested that the temporal separation of self-reported data could improve the validity and reliability of the results of a study (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee and Podsakoff, 2012, Viswanathan and Kayande, 2012). Similarly, I control for common-source bias, which occurs when data are collected from the same source (e.g. employees) (Podsakoff, et al., 2003). In this study, for example, employees rated line managers’ leadership behaviours while the line managers rated their attribution process. In this way, the possibility of an inflated significance of the observed relationship between the variables is minimised. 
 I also considered the problem of endogeneity. The latter arises when factors that influence the dependent variable are not included in the regression equation. Broadly, Hill et al., (2021) noted that “endogeneity occurs when a predictor (independent variable, explanatory variable, regressor) correlates with the unexplained residual (disturbance, error term) of the outcome (dependent variable) in a predictive model” (p.106). There are several causes of endogeneity such as omitted variables, simultaneity, measurement error and selection. Research has noted that it is not viable to address all these causes of endogeneity in a study but an attempt to examine any of them should be a meaningful part of the main research design and analyses (Hill et al., 2021). In this study, I addressed the problem of omitted variables. Following the procedure suggested by scholars (Hill et al., 2021; Antonakis et al., 2010), I included adequate control variables in the analyses. Specifically, I control for other HR attributions when testing for the effect of a singular HR attribution on outcomes. This is theoretically justifiable as all HR attribution dimensions were rated by the same respondent and previous research has shown a correlation between the different dimensions of HR attributions (Nishii et al, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc189173780]4.5 Context of study: Human resource management in Nigeria
The free movement of capital across nations bears within itself the cross-border transfer of management systems, especially from more developed economies (e.g. UK and the USA) to developing economies like Nigeria (Budhar and Debrah, 2001). This could be to replicate the tangible results witnessed from using the management systems of the West in another national context. However, there are questions about the transferability of HRM practices formulated in the Western context to disparate national contexts (Cooke et al., 2019, Ikyanyon et al., 2020). Typically, HRM research in developing countries like Nigeria has pointed to the intersection of local customs and values, institutions, economic conditions, and legislation in the evaluation and effectiveness of HRM in Africa (Wood and Frynas, 2006). Nigeria is a Sub-Saharan African nation. She gained her independence from British colonial rule in 1960 but plunged into civil war from 1967 to 1970. She has since oscillated between democratically elected civilian governments to military dictatorships until the establishment of a stable constitutional democracy in 1999. Nigeria’s democracy is modelled after the United States of America with the Executive power conferred on the president while bicameral legislative arms, composed of the upper (Senate) and lower houses (House of Representatives), checkmate the power of the president. Freedom of the Press, Rule of Law, and Freedom of Religion are all enshrined in the Nigerian constitution (1991 Constitution Nigeria of the Federal Republic of Nigeria as amended in 2011). 
With an estimated population of 211 million people of which 85.41 % are of working age, Nigeria is the most populous country in Africa, with the largest GDP in West Africa (World Bank Report, 2021). Nigeria’s economy is largely dependent on crude oil export, accounting for about 85 per cent of government revenues but also has other natural resources like gold, cocoa, limestone, lead, coal and iron ore (Central Bank of Nigeria, 2021). Over the years, Nigeria has instituted several neo-liberal economic policies and practices to diversify the economy and to create market-oriented systems through privatisation, deregulation, and liberalisation (Okpala and Wynn, 2008).
With its vast natural and human resources base, Nigeria has become the most attractive destination for foreign investors, especially in the sectors of energy, banking, telecommunications, etc. Accordingly, Nigeria is the third host economy for foreign direct investments (FDI) in Africa after Egypt and Ethiopia (UNCTAD World Investment Report 2021). Despite the negative effects of the Coronavirus pandemic on the global economy, the total flow of FDI to Nigeria in 2020 was USD 2.4 Billion, which is a 3.5% increase compared to the previous year, which was reported at USD 2.3 billion (UNCTAD World Investment Report 2021). Some of the main investing countries in Nigeria are the USA, China, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and France. There are currently over 200 international companies located in Nigeria (Geo-Jaja and Mangum, 2000). The influx of these foreign investors into the local market has put the indigenous companies under pressure to imitate the “best HR practices” to survive the strong competition posed by the multinational companies (Ovadje and Ankomah, 2001, Okpara and Wynn, 2008). For example, Anakwe (2000) adopting convergence, divergence and cross-vergence perspectives (Dowling, 1999) reported that Nigeria has a cross-vergence HRM system, which is a blend of human resource management of both generalised Western HR practices, and localised practices. As such, Nigeria is an interesting national context to extrapolate the investigation of employee HR attribution because the country has both developed and rudimentary HR practices, which could offer new insights into how employees formulate their perceptions, interpretations, and beliefs about their organisation’s HR practices. 
Previous HRM research in the Nigerian context has often focused on the analysis of formal macro contextual factors such as the economy, legislation (Akwei and Nwachukwu, 2022) and the business system (Ikyanyon et al., 2020). Indeed, research has reported that legislative acts, such as the Labour Act 2004 and the Workers Compensation Act 2010, are poorly enforced in Nigeria because of endemic corruption that bedevilled government institutions (Ogbewere, 2020). Further, mass unemployment, which currently stands at 33.3% (Nigeria Bureau of Statistics, 2022), has also hindered workers from demanding their basic rights from employing organisations. Similarly, studies have reported that the trade unions that were established, along industry lines, to ensure that workers express their concerns and grievances are losing their bargaining power due to high levels of unemployment and corruption among trade union leaders (Gbadamosi and Adisa, 2022). Although Nigeria is a signatory to statutes of the International Labour Organisation whose role is to prescribe best HRM practices for organisations, such statutes are rarely observed across organisations in Nigeria (Ovadje and Ankomah, 2001). In this context, Nigerian organisations typically adopt low-value HRM practices as they are not under obligation to comply with regulatory pressure, and this has resulted in a nonchalant attitude of workers towards participating in trade union organisations (Anakwe, 2002). These contextual factors have created a work environment where shareholders' values are prioritised over employee needs. 
On another note, research has found that informal contextual factors such as culture, religion, ethnicity, and linguistic affinity influence employees' perceptions and reactions to HRM in Nigeria (Akwei and Nwachukwu, 2022). There are three major ethnic groups in Nigeria namely Hausa-Fulani, Yoruba, Igbo, and over 200 minority ethnic groups. These ethnic groupings differ in culture, religion, and sometimes even in physical features (Nnoli, 1995). In particular, research reports have suggested that ethnic, religious, and social diversity play significant roles in the rise of nepotism, corruption, tribalism, favouritism, and political intrusion, affecting the quality of HR implementation in Nigeria (Ikyanyon et al., 2020; Akwei and Nwachukwu, 2022). 
To present a comprehensive account of these formal and informal contextual factors, I will explicate how they are associated with five traditional HR practices in Nigeria.
Recruitment and Selection – In a study that examined HRM practices in Nigeria and Ghana, Arthur et al. (1995) reported that newspaper advertisements dominated the recruitment strategy for most organisations, followed by written notices in and around the organisations, employment agencies, announcements in professional/ trade publications and visits to university and college campuses. HR managers also receive unsolicited applications because of the high unemployment rate in the country. In terms of selection, the centralised HR department is responsible for designing and administering this process, while a smaller percentage of the organisation relies on external agencies (Arthur et al., 1995). The selection interview is given much preference, followed by academic qualifications, and a letter of recommendation. The decision to hire employees is normally made by the HR manager, while the decision to hire a managerial-level employee is made by top management with the consultation of the HR manager (Debrah, 2001).  
However, due to poor institutional coverage and regulations, organisations sometimes rely on informal HRM practices such as recruitment based on social networks, and ethnic and personal affiliations (Wood et al., 2008; Obi, 2001). This is prevalent in public sector organisations where the state of origin, hometown, and ethnic group of job applicants are considered of equal relevance with competency, qualification, and talent (Obi, 2001). Even the entrenchment of the quota system of employment based on principles of inclusion (i.e. an expression of federal character) to resolve this skewed employment system has been poorly implemented (Mustapha, 2009). Hence, this has caused disharmony and infighting among workers and poor performance standards (Obi, 2001). 
Performance Appraisal – There is wide use of the formal system in evaluating employee performance in Nigeria. According to Arthur et al. (1995), most organisations in Nigeria use performance appraisal information for personnel decisions such as for promotion and transfer. Some organisations use it for employee feedback while few organisations use it for personnel research. Supervisors' ratings of employee performance and personnel-based data (absenteeism and commendation) are largely used by organisations, while some use objective performance data such as sales data (Arthur et al., 1995). Only a few organisations use self-rating, customer rating, subordinate rating, and peer rating as part of their performance management systems. 
Nigeria has a high-power distance (Hofstede, 1980), a cultural orientation that emphasises a top-down relationship between an employer and employees, and a collectivist culture, a cultural orientation that emphasises the value of utilising work groups to complete tasks and an expression of a communitarian spirit both in the workplace and in communities. Based on these cultural orientations, most performance appraisal processes in Nigeria assume a top-down pattern and team-based systems (Iyiola, 2020). Moreover, the traditional values of communitarianism make it difficult for line managers to give negative feedback or conduct a face-to-face appraisal as it may be considered an attempt to ruin someone’s career (Ovadje and Ankomah, 2001). The potential lack of objectivity in the appraisal system makes it difficult to implement pay-for-performance in Nigeria (Ovadje and Ankomah, 2001). To rectify this performance management problem, some organisations like commercial banks now use ranking methods, with a specific focus on employee financial performance in an attempt to maintain objectivity (Iyiola, 2020).  
Training and development – Most organisations in Nigeria conduct training for their employees. In their study, Arthur et al. (1995) reported that there is a formally stated policy on training, a separate training department, a separate training budget, training facilities, and the use of external training specialists or consultants, in most Nigerian organisations. On-the-job training is mostly used by organisations, while lectures and discussions, and job rotations are minimally used (Arthur et al., 1995). Large organisations such as financial institutions are likely to combine these training methods to ensure an appropriate harnessing of human capital. For example, First Bank Nigeria established training schools across the country (e.g. Lagos, Ibadan, Kano, and Benin City). They structured their Training and Development Programme along with employee job-specific skills, knowledge-based training, and self-development (FBN Holding Annual Report, 2012). After the induction of a new employee in which they learn about the policies, procedures, and practices of the Bank, they undergo on-the-job training and then go for external training at one of these training centres across Nigeria. At the training centre, the new employee goes through a series of training based on their job description. For example, a customer-contact employee will attend a Clerical Operations Course, Cashier Training Course, and IT and Customer Service Training Course. The bank also encourages the employee to take self-development programs with provision for reimbursement of tuition and examination fees. There is a prospect of promotion and increment of appropriate salary scale following these pieces of training.
In the public sector, government training institutes such as the Public Service Institute of Nigeria, the National Institute for Public Information, the Foreign Service Academy, and the Institute for Labour Studies were established to provide capacity building for public service employees. There are also opportunities for senior managers to attend overseas training institutes funded by the government. In addition, the increase in global interest in human capital building in developing economies prompted international development agencies like United Nations Development programs, the International Labour Organisation, and the World Bank to fund training programmes for public sector employees. 
However, Nigeria still suffers shortages in skill and human capital development. According to UNDP’s Human Development Index in 2021, with a 0.535 HDI value, Nigeria ranks 163 out of 191 against other countries. Scholars have traced this unfortunate situation to the adoption of neo-liberal policies, which exerted pressure on the government to cut down on their spending on critical areas of the economy such as education and health (Adewumi and Idowu, 2012). To compensate for this low human capital development, private organisations tend to invest huge resources in the training and development of their employees (Ikyanyon et al., 2020).
Pay and Rewards – Performance or merit-based systems dominate the reward system in Nigeria (Arthur, 1995). However, there are variations in the pay and rewards system in the public and private sector organisations in Nigeria. The public sector operates a service-wide remuneration so that variations (including across genders) based on performance are non-existent. Rather, the national minimum wage (with fringe benefits) and legally mandated leave, such as paid maternity and annual leave, are the basis of the payment and reward system. The minimum wage is the basis for negotiations between trade unions and employers. In the private sector, the pay and reward system is mostly determined by employees’ level of experience, educational qualifications, and skill sets. Workers also get some fringe benefits such as the allocation of company vehicles for senior staff, car loans, paid leave, and paid gym membership. 
Nigeria’s cultural values play a considerable role in the payment and rewards systems. Based on the principles of communitarianism, there is a tendency for workers to view organisations as an extension of their extended family, where their material and socio-emotional needs as well as family and personal circumstances are considered when making personnel decisions (Ovadje and Ankomah, 2001). In keeping with this focus, some organisations have introduced burial allowances and compassionate leave for employees who are bereaved of their loved ones to help them cope with the expenses of elaborate burial ceremonies. Similar gestures are shown to workers who are getting married to help with their wedding expenses (Ovadje and Ankomah, 2001). In most cases, the organisation also appoints fellow employees to attend these ceremonies in a show of solidarity and support for the employees concerned.
Employee involvement – In Nigeria, the management systems adopted by the public and private sectors differ in the degree of employee involvement in the work process. Public sector organisations follow a unitary system and a bureaucratic model of employment whereby the organisation’s employment decisions are centralised and the administrative system follows strict bureaucratization of procedures to ensure formalisation and consistency of actions. As such, employees’ inputs are not considered in the decision-making and work processes. Rather, the organisation’s policies dictate the employees' behaviour, with line managers expected to implement and enforce the rule-governed policies. Although line managers could hold meetings to discuss emergent issues with the employees, they are mostly to provide clear directions about employee performance expectations and goals.  
In the private sector context, employee involvement varies based on organisational type, size, and employee position in the organisation. While consulting firms and other medium-size organisations may consider their employees’ inputs in the decision-making process, large organisations rarely require their employees’ opinions in making decisions about the work process. In most cases, employees at the lowest level are expected to follow the directions of their line manager in executing their tasks, while team leaders' opinions may be considered. However, as Nigeria is a high-power distance culture (Hofstede, 1980) with a paternalistic orientation, there is a tendency for managers to resist employee involvement in the decision-making process as this may reduce their power of influence in the organisation. 
In the next section, I will evaluate the role of line managers in the HR implementation process. Line managers are closest to employee experience in the HR implementation process. As such, presenting an overview of the role of line managers in HR implementation in Nigeria will clear the path for a good understating of the HR implementation process in the country. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173781]4.4.1 Line manager role in the HRM implementation in Nigeria
As HRM continues to evolve in the Nigerian context, HR practices are increasingly devolved to the line managers across different types of organisations. In small and medium enterprises, the owner-manager is responsible for HR implementation (Budhwar and Debrah, 2001). This informal HR system approach is most evident in the Igbo (a tribe in Nigeria) apprenticeship system, “a communal enterprising framework where successful businesses develop others, and overtime provides capital and give away their customers to the new business” (Ekekwe, 2021 p.1). Typically, a business owner recruits an apprentice, mainly through family and social connections, and provides vocational training through peer mentoring, rewarding the apprentice based on traditional values of communitarianism. This system is considered to ensure the stability and longevity of family business networks and performance. On the other hand, large corporations such as energy, banking, and the telecommunication sector, etc., have a formal approach to HR implementation, with HR departments and line managers playing key roles in HR enactment. For example, Jimoh and Danlami (2011) reported that, in Nigeria’s manufacturing sectors, HR practices such as employee training, recruitment, and selection of new employees, performance appraisal, and design job roles are increasingly devolved to the line managers (with the coordination of the HR department) because they consider HR devolution as part of their HR strategy. In the banking sector, however, line managers’ role in the HR implementation is limited to on-the-job training, employee relations, performance appraisal, and individualized pay awards while the HR department is responsible for administrative functions such as recruitment, payroll, and external training. HR departments also provide clear direction and training to the line managers to execute their ‘newly’ devolved HR practices, as a lack of HR-related competencies and skills is likely the affect their effectiveness in the HR implementation process (Renwick, 2000). 
However, the high level of unemployment in Nigeria, socio-cultural factors and the pressure to meet competing business demands (e.g. quality and productivity) alongside HR activities may affect the way line managers implement HR practices. For example, line managers may enact HR practices with a focus on short-term goals rather than the long-term strategic vision of their organisation (Armstrong, 1991). They also may behave inconsistently and deviate from the strategic goals of their organisation, thus, creating variability in the employees’ interpretation of the intents behind their HR practices. Under this circumstance, scholars have suggested HR departments/specialists and line managers should form a partnership in developing and managing HR practices to achieve a unitarist approach to people management (Jackson and Schuler, 2000). Despite this perspective, it is important to evaluate whether employees have shared or varied interpretations of the intent underlying HR practices, and the role the line manager’s leadership behaviour plays in this dynamic process. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173782]4.6 Sampling method and data collection procedure
The convenience sampling technique was used during the data collection. It is a nonprobability sampling technique where responses are gathered in a process that does not give all the participants or units of the population an equal probability of inclusion (Etikan, et al., 2015). Randomisation was not considered in the selection of a sample from the population of interest. Rather, subjective methods were used to decide the criteria for inclusion   in the study sample (Etikan, et al., 2015). These criteria include easy accessibility and availability at a given time and willingness to participate were included in this study (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2012). Participating organisations included banking, manufacturing, telecommunication, oil and gas, information technology, and power and energy spanning across private and public sector organisations. Although the convenience sampling technique has its disadvantages due to the high self-selection process involved, I took a few steps to ensure the quality of the data collected. I contacted forty (40) different organisations that span across six geo-political zones of Nigeria to take part in the study. This was to ensure heterogeneity of responses between teams (Etikan, et al., 2015). In this study, I consider the line managers’ discretional management and implementation of corporate strategies at the team level to have implications on how employees interpret the organisation’s HR practices rather than the firm-level (HRM) strategy and procedures (Nishii et al., 2008). 
To test the hypothesized model, the sample size was considered as it could affect the statistical power to account for any significant effects found and reduce the possibility of Type 2 error (i.e. failing to reject the null hypothesis when it is not true). To this effect, this study fulfilled Tabachnick and Fidel’s (1996) recommendation that each variable should have 10-20 complete data individual observations.  Being a multi-level study, this considers a minimum of 30 teams to test the cross-level part of my hypothesised model (Maas and Hox, 2005). Further, theoretically guided by Kozlowski and Bell’s (2003) definition of team/group, this study considers the employees working under a line manager as members of a team (at least 5 members per team). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173783]4.6.1	Ethical Considerations 	Comment by nonso anthony: Include a section on research ethics (and any particular ethical considerations) within the methodology chapter.
The research proposal of this study was drafted in accordance with the University of Sheffield’s ethical guidelines for research and was subsequently approved by the University’s Research and Ethics Committee. After gaining the ethical approval and through a third party, I made initial contact with the target organisations by sending emails to their respective CEO’s and HR directors soliciting their consent to participate in my research.  The emails sent to the CEOs and HR directors contain the introductory letter where I emphasized the purpose of my research, why I chose their respective organisations, the selection criteria for the respondents, and the voluntary nature of participation in the study and benefits of the research, method of data collection (electronically), reimbursement system and issues of confidentiality. An ethical approval for the reimbursement was granted by the University’s Research and Ethics Committee.  Lastly, I provided my full name and contact details and that of my supervisors in case they want to raise complaints or make further enquiries about the research. The primary objective of this introductory letter was to re-emphasize the ethical stance of the research and to reassure the organisations regarding the issues of informed consent, confidentiality and anonymity procedures involved in this study. I also stressed that participants will be contacted for another short survey in approximately twelve weeks and further highlighted the importance of responding to both surveys. After receiving positive responses, I negotiated that HR personnel be assigned to ascertain the number of employees under each line manager. Line managers were described as individuals who are responsible for daily monitoring of employee performance. I sent a template of the web-based survey link to the HR personnel for their review and feedback.  	Comment by Anna Topakas: You did get ethics approval for paying particiapnts if I remember correctly. Make it clear here what you mean by reimbursment, 	Comment by Anna Topakas: Consider the ethical implications here - you ask people to spend a considerable amount of time to answer your survey without salary (this is mitigated through ensuring voluntary nature of study). 	Comment by nonso anthony: Information about reimbursement is on 4.5.6	Comment by Anna Topakas: How did you match the data?	Comment by Anna Topakas: How did you distribute the survey? Were employee contact details shared with you? Was there a ris of data leaks? How did you ensure the employee contact details were kept safe? Did you have a Data Management Plan? Did you stick to what you planned in practice?	Comment by nonso anthony: The paragraph below contains this information y
Scholars have noted a few advantages of using web-based surveys, including the convenience of having automated data collection, which reduces researcher time and effort (Wright, 2005). The survey was built and distributed using Qualtrics, an online survey tool available to students and staff at the Management School. The survey was distributed through the HR personnel to their respective line managers and employees. On the first page of the survey, the respondents were asked to carefully read the information sheet. The information in the sheet includes that their participation in the study was strictly voluntary and that all identifying information would be deleted once data were coded (see Appendix C). The second page of the survey contains the consent form, where the potential respondents were asked to agree or not if they wanted to proceed with the survey. On the third page, the respondents who consented to proceed with the study were asked to generate identification codes using the initials of their father’s name and the last three digits of their phone numbers and a team code already distributed to them through their respective HR personnel. The codes were used to match the participants’ responses at the two-time points of the survey. A separate survey was sent to the respective line managers with the same information on the information sheet etc. All the data are downloaded in a SPSS format and stored in a password protected google drive storage created by the university. 	Comment by Anna Topakas: Add a few sentences on the ethical implications of your study. For example, is there a risk that specific destructive leadership practices are identified as conducive to performance outcomes? What does that mean and what is your responsibility as the lead research in analysing and reporting such findings?
There are ethical implications for conducting this research. First, there is a risk that authoritarian leadership may induce positive HR experiences and employee outcomes due to the cultural context (high power distance and collectivist) where this is conducted. Therefore, it is my responsibility to clarify this construct in questionnaire and included relevant control variables to minimise this risk.

[bookmark: _Toc189173784]4.6.2 Time 1
Of the seventy (70) teams that took part in the study, sixty (64) returned usable questionnaires, thus showing a response rate of 91%. 237 employees' questionnaires were correctly matched across 55 teams and their line managers. Of the 237 employees, 58.2% were male and 36.7% were female. The respondents' average age was 27.87 years and the mean work experience was 4.16 years. Most of the employees were relatively educated with 5.9% having below university degree (OND and HND), 81.9% had a bachelor’s degree (B.Sc. and its equivalent), 6.8% were postgraduates and 4% had a PhD. On the other hand, line managers’ gender status included 67.2% male and 29.7% female, with an average age of 32.43 years. 76.6% had a university degree B.Sc. and its equivalent while 18.8% had a postgraduate degree. 1.6% of managers had a PhD degree. Similar to the employee survey, the line managers were guaranteed anonymity and informed that participation in the study was strictly voluntary and that all identifying information would be deleted after they were coded (see Table 4). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173785]4.6.3 Time 2 
Approximately twelve weeks after completing the first survey, 237 respondents who participated were asked to complete the subsequent survey measuring paternalistic leadership, organisational commitment, service quality and burnout. Respondents were asked to use the same personal codes and team codes that they used at the time 1 survey to complete the time 2 survey, although I reemphasized the voluntary nature of participating in the study, and guaranteed anonymity. A total of 206 usable surveys were returned and matched across the 52 teams, showing an overall response rate of 86.9 %. The respondents include 58.7% male and 40.3% female. The respondents had an average age of 28.4 and a mean work experience of 4.37 years. On the other hand, line managers’ gender status included 70.4% male and 27.8% female. They had an average age of 30.87 years (see Table 4). To ensure that there was no major demographic difference between participants across the two-time points, I compared the data for the final usable cases and the cases that dropped after Time 1 using a 2-tailed t-test and chi-squares test (95% CI). No significant differences between these respondents in terms of age, gender, and tenure were found. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173786]4.6.4 The final matching of employees' and line managers' data at the two-time points.
 After separately matching employees to their respective teams at the two-time points, I now matched the two data sets together (i.e. employee datasets at times 1 and 2). A total of 187 employee respondents were correctly matched across 51 teams and their line managers. The demographic statistics of the matched data show that 55.6% were male and 39.6% were female with an average age of 27.84 years and mean work experience of 4.34 years. Similarly, 48 of the line managers’ data were correctly matched at the two time points. Their gender status includes 66.7% male and 31.3% female, reveals an average age of 31.10 years, with 83.3% having a university degree B.Sc. or its equivalent while 2.1% had a postgraduate degree (see Table 1).  
Then I now matched employees’ data with line managers data to complete matching the data.  The result shows that a total of 176 employee respondents were correctly matched across 48 teams with responses from their line managers. The demographic data of employees reveal that 55.7% were male and 40.3% were female, with an average age of 28 years and a mean work experience of 4.34 years. They have also worked under their current line manager for an average of 2.54 years. Their academic qualifications showed that 6.8% of the respondents had below a university degree (OND and HND), 83.5% had a bachelor’s degree (B.Sc. or its equivalent), and 5.7% had a post-graduate degree. The employment status of the respondents shows that 69.9% were full-time employees while 18.8% were part-time staff and 7.4% were contract staff. 79.5% of the respondents worked in the private sector while 15.9 % worked in public sector organisations. 
The average team size is 4.44 persons (see Table 4). To ensure that there was no major difference in the main variable between participants across the two-time points, I compared the data for the final usable cases and the cases that dropped after Time 1 using a 2-tailed t-test and chi-square test (95% CI). No significant differences between these respondents were detected in terms of the main variables.  
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	Employee T1
	Employee T2
	Employee T1 & T2 matched 
	Line manager T1
	Line manager T2
	Line manager T1 & T2 matched
	Matched E-T1, E-T2, M-T1, M-T2

	Sample size
	237
	206
	187
	64
	54
	48
	176

	Gender
	Male = 58.2%
Female = 36.7%
Missing = 5.1% (12)
	Male = 58.7%
Female = 40.3
Missing = 1.0%
	Male = 55.6%
Female = 39.6%
Missing = 4.8 % (9)
	Male = 67.2%
Female = 29.7%
Missing = 3.1% (2)
	Male = 70.4%
Female = 27.8%
Missing =1.9% (1)
	Male = 66.7%
Female = 31.3%
Missing =2.1% (1)
	Male = 55.7 %
Female = 40.3%
Missing =4.0 % (7)

	Age
	Mean = 27.87
SD = 4.31
Min = 18
Max = 42
Missing 16 (6.8%)
	Mean = 28.40
SD = 3.88
Min = 20
Max = 41
Missing = 2 (1.0%)
	Mean = 27.84
SD = 4.074
Min = 20
Max = 42
Missing = 10 (5.3%)
	Mean = 32.43
SD = 6.99
Min = 22
Max = 50
Missing = 2 
	Mean = 30.87
SD = 5.76
Min = 20
Max = 42
Missing = 1 
	Mean = 31.10
SD = 5.36
Min = 22
Max = 42
Missing = 1 (2.1%)
	Mean = 28.00
SD = 4.065
Min = 20
Max = 42
Missing = 8 (4.5%)

	Organisation type
	Private = 75.9%
Public = 16.0%
Missing =8.0% (19)
	Private = 77.2%
Public = 21.4%
Missing = 1.5 (3)
	Private = 79.1%
Public = 15.0%
Missing = 5.9 (11)
	Private = 67.2%
Public = 21.9%
Missing = 10.9% (7)
	Private = 68.5%
Public = 29.6%
Missing = 1.9% (1)
	Private = 75.0%
Public = 22.9%
Missing = 2.1% (1)
	Private = 79.5%
Public = 15.9%
Missing = 4.5 % (8)

	Job tenure
	Mean = 4.16
SD = 2.05
Min = .33
Max = 13
Missing = 19 (8.0%)
	Mean = 4.37
SD = 2.81
Min = 1
Max = .30
Missing = 2 (.9%)
	Mean = 4.34
SD = 2.08
Min = .33
Max = 13
Missing = 12 (6.4%)
	
	
	
	Mean = 4.37
SD = 2.13
Min = .33
Max = 13
Missing = 10 (5.7%)

	Supervisory tenure
	
	
	
	Mean = 5.06
SD = 3.38
Min. = .60
Max = 15
Missing = 3 (4.7%)
	Mean = 4.96
SD = 2.99
Min. = 0
Max = 15
Missing = 1 (1.9%)
	Mean = 5.11
SD = 3.33
Min. = .60
Max = 15
Missing = 2 (4.2%)
	

	Tenure with manager
	Mean = 2.52
SD = 1.46
Min. = 0
Max = 10
Missing = 15 (6.3%)
	Mean = 2.58
SD = 1.34
Min. = 0
Max = 9
Missing = 2 (.9%)
	Mean = 2.60
SD = 1.50
Min. = 0
Max = 10
Missing = 9 (4.8%)
	
	
	
	Mean = 2.54
SD = 1.41
Min. = 0
Max = 7
Missing = 7 (4.0%)

	Employment status
	Full-time =68.4%
Part-time = 18.6%
Contract = 8.4%
Missing = 5.1% (12)
	Full-time =76.2%
Part-time = 13.6%
Contract = 9.2%
Missing = 1.0% (2)
	Full-time = 67.4%
Part-time = 19.8%
Contract = 8.0%
Missing = 4.8% (9)
	
	
	
	Full-time = 69.9%
Part-time = 18.8%
Contract = 7.4%
Missing = 4.0% (7)

	Education
	Below first degree = 5.9 %
First degree = 81.9%
Post graduate = 6.8%
Doctorate = .4%
Missing = 5.1% (12)
	Below first degree = 3.9%
First degree = 90.3%
Post graduate = 4.9%
Missing = 1.0% (2)
	Below first degree = 6.4%
First degree = 82.4%
Post graduate = 6.4%
Missing = 4.8% (9)
	First degree = 76.6%
Post graduate = 18.8%
Doctorate = 1.6 %
Missing = 3.1 % (2)
	First degree = 90.7%
Post graduate = 9.3 %

	First degree = 83.3%
Post graduate = 12.5%
Doctorate = 2.1 %
Missing = 2.1 % (1)
	Below first degree = 6.8%
First degree = 83.5%
Post graduate = 5.7%
Missing = 4.0% (7)

	Team size
	Mean = 4.50
SD = .958
Min = 1
Max = 7
Missing 2 (0.8%)
	Mean = 4.16
SD = .869
Min = 1
Max = 7
Missing = 1 (0.5%)
	Mean = 4.46
SD = .779
Min = 3
Max = 7
Missing = 1 (0.5%)
	
	
	
	Mean = 4.44
SD = .784
Min = 3
Max = 7


	Team sample
	55
	52
	51
	64
	54
	48
	48

	Number of employees
	
	
	
	Mean = 11.08
SD = 19.67
Min = 1
Max = 150
Missing = 6 (9.4%)
	Mean = 12.43
SD = 28.53
Min = 1
Max = 200
Missing = 3 (5.6%)
	Mean = 11.65
SD = 22.50
Min = 1
Max = 150
Missing = 5 (10.4%)
	



[bookmark: _Toc189173787]4.6.5 Financial reimbursement
After the completion of the survey, respondents were asked if they wished to be reimbursed for the mobile internet data that they used in completing the surveys. If so, they were asked to provide both their phone numbers and internet providers if they wished to be reimbursed via mobile credit or their bank account details if they wished to be reimbursed via bank transfer. In Nigeria, internet data can be shared from mobile phone to mobile phone. I bought a bulk data plan from internet providers and used special codes to share the internet data worth 1500 Naira (£2) to each respondent who opted for mobile credit while the same sum was transferred to respondents who opted for money transfer. The purpose of the fund was clearly explained in the information sheet. In addition, the participants were informed that all their data were stored separately from their survey responses to ensure their anonymity, and the data would only be used to reimburse them. They were also informed that their data would be deleted immediately after the reimbursement had been sent. Respondents were also informed that they would receive the reimbursement 2 weeks after they completed the survey. Lastly, I informed them that all the data would be stored in the password-protected folder on the University drive. To further incentivize participation at both time points, participants were informed that a raffle would be held for those who completed the surveys at the two time points. They would be randomly selected to receive an Amazon voucher worth £100 (third prize), £150 (second prize) and £200 (first prize). Participants were told that winners would be informed via the personal information they provided (email or mobile number) and those with matching emails and phone numbers at both time 1 and time 2 would be more likely to be selected than those who do not. At the end of the survey, the emails or mobile numbers of the respondents (both line managers and employees) that were matched at two points were written on a piece of paper and potted. Winners were randomly selected from the potted draw. The first prize was awarded to the participant that was picked first and so was the second etc. Winners were notified through the contacts they provided within one week of the draw and were informed that if they were not able to confirm acceptance of their prizes within 10 working days, their prize would be reallocated to new randomly selected participants. Before the 10 days elapsed, I received confirmation from the winners about their acceptance to the draw. Then, the prize draw was individually sent out to them via the contact they provided. All the contact details of the participants were deleted after the draw was completed.
[bookmark: _Toc189173788]4.7 Measures
The questionnaires were written and distributed in English, which is the official language of Nigeria. Before administering the survey, I sent out the survey links to the HR personnel in each organisation to review, and we discussed the clarity of measurement items of the study scales. Their response indicated that all the scales used in this research were clear. Note that all the measurement scales used in this study were slightly amended to reflect the measurement of interest. For example, all individual employees' questionnaires were amended, to “I am”; and line managers’ questionnaires were “this department/workgroup” etc. 
To control for common method and common source bias, employees were asked to rate some of the variables at both time 1 and time 2. Specifically, employees rated line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviour (i.e. benevolence, authoritarianism, and morality), and their HR attribution at time 1 and time 2. Employees also rated human capital and human resource strength (moderators) only at time 1 and affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout only at time 2 (outcome variables). On the other hand, line managers rated their work-group HR attribution only at time 1. All the Cronbach alpha’s result is examined against 70, which is the acceptable benchmark for assessing reliability (Nunnally, 1978). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173789]4.7.1 Time 1 Measures 
This includes scales measured as predictor variables of this study.   
4.7.1.1.  Line manager’s HR attribution. 
Nishii et al.’s (2008) measure of HR attribution was used to measure the line managers’ HR attribution, rated by managers about the organisation's HR practices. This measure has 5-factor structure measuring HR attributions for (1) enhancing service quality, (2) promoting wellbeing, (3) cost reduction, (4) getting the most out of employees (exploitation), and (5) to labour laws. Nishii et al., (2008) framed these HR attributions to reflect the internal HR philosophies (i.e. wellbeing and exploitation) alongside their respective HR strategies (i.e. service quality and cost reduction) and then external HR attribution for law (adapted in this study as external HR attribution for labour laws). This is done to capture commitment-based HR attribution, control-based HR attribution and external HR attribution (Nishii et al., 2008). Each HR attribution process is rated with a single item across the five traditional HR practices of staffing, training, benefits, pay and scheduling, resulting in 5 items capturing each attribution. Line managers were asked to rate the items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1=not at all, to 5=to a great extent, indicating the extent to which they interpret each of the HR practices they use. The survey items of the measure for HR attribution for service quality include: “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise [with] the training that it does: To help employees deliver quality service to customers”; “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the benefits (healthcare, retirement plans) that it does: To help employees deliver quality service to customers”. The Cronbach’s alpha for HR attribution service quality is .708. 
Survey items of HR attribution for wellbeing include “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the training that it does: so that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being”, “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the benefits that it does: So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being”. The Cronbach’s alpha for HR attribution wellbeing is .799. 
For cost reduction, the sample items include “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the training that it does (e.g. healthcare, retirement plans) – to try to keep the cost down” . “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the benefits that it does (e.g. healthcare, retirement plans) – to try to keep the cost down”  The Cronbach’s alpha for HR attribution cost reduction is .762. 
Sample items for HR attribution for exploitation include “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the training that it does: to get most out of the employees”, “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the benefits that it does (e.g. healthcare, retirement plans) – to get the most out of the employees” etc. The Cronbach’s alpha for HR attribution is exploitation .691. 
Lastly, the sample “our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the training that it does (e.g. healthcare, retirement plans) - because they are required by labour laws”, “Our department/organisation provides employees I supervise the benefits that it does (e.g. healthcare, retirement plans) - because they are required by labour laws” etc. The Cronbach’s alpha for HR attribution is labour laws .659. Although this Cronbach alpha result fell below the threshold of 0.70, it is still minimally acceptable.
4.7.1.2 Paternalistic leadership
Cheng, Chou and Farh’s (2000) scale was used to measure paternalistic leadership, rated by employees about their line managers. Paternalistic leadership has three distinct dimensions comprising of benevolence, authoritarianism and morality. Nine items were used to measure authoritarianism, 11 for benevolence and the morality component was measured with a revised 4-item measure. Response options range from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree.  I revised the number of items used to measure the morality dimension (originally it was six) because of the very low-reliability alpha caused by two items. I deleted two items (“my line manager never avenges a personal wrong in the name of public interest when he/she is offended (reversed)” and “my line manager uses his/her authority to seek special privileges for himself/herself” (reversed)” and reliability improved significantly. 
Sample items for authoritarianism include “my line manager asks me to obey his/her instruction completely”, “my line manager determines all decisions in the organisation whether they are important or not”, and “I feel pressured working when working with my line manager”. The Cronbach’s alpha for authoritarianism is .849. 
Items for benevolence include “my line manager is like a family member when he/she gets along with me”, “my line manager devotes all his energy/her energy to taking care of me”, “beyond work relations, my line manager expresses concern about my daily”. The Cronbach’s alpha for benevolence is .914. 
Lastly, the sample items for moral leadership includes “my line manager employs people according to their virtues and does not envy others’ abilities and virtues”, “my line manager doesn’t take the credit for my achievements and contributions for himself/herself”. Cronbach’s alpha for morality is .775. 
4.7.1.3 Employee HR attributions
Similar to the measure of line managers’ HR attribution, employee HR attribution was measured using Nishii et al., (2008) scale. Employees were asked to rate the items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1=not at all, to 5=to a great extent, indicating the extent to which interpret each of the HR practices that their organisation provides. The wording of the items is similar to the line manager’s scale with slight modifications to the referent. For example, sample items for the employee include “our organisation provides employees the training: to promote employee well-being”, and “our organisation provides employees the benefits (healthcare, retirement plans) that it does: to promote employee well-being”. The Cronbach’s alpha for employee HR attributions for service quality is .758, well-being .778, cost reduction .745, exploitation .718 and labour laws .816. 
4.7.1.4 Human capital
A five-item measure developed by Subramaniam and Youndt (2005) was used to measure human capital. The response items include “I'm highly skilled”, “I'm widely considered the best in our industry”, “I’m creative and bright at my work”, and “I'm an expert in my particular job and function”. Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. The Cronbach reliability for the measure is .833.
 4.7.1.5 HR strength
A nine-item measure was used to measure HR strength (Frenkel, Li and Restubog, 2012). The wording of the items includes “HR practices here contribute to my work satisfaction”, “supervisors here don’t implement HR policies properly (R)”, “HR policies here are communicated to employees”, and “supervisor here adopts a similar approach to managing employees”. Response options ranged from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. The Cronbach's reliability for the measure is .881.
[bookmark: _Toc189173790]4.7.2 Time 2 Measures – outcome variables
This includes the scales measured as outcomes variables of this study. 
4.6.2.1 Paternalistic Leadership
I collected data on paternalistic leadership behaviours at time 2 to examine the hypothesised relationship between line managers' HR attributions and paternalistic leadership behaviour. Paternalistic leadership is treated as an outcome variable in this model. To reduce the common method variance, therefore, data for both variables (line managers’ HR attribution and paternalistic leadership) were collected at two different time points. Similar to the paternalistic leadership measure used at time 1, data were collected for benevolence, authoritarianism and morality components of paternalistic leadership. The sample items and response options were the same as the scale used at time 1. The alpha reliability of authoritarianism is .913, benevolence is .911 and morality is .822.
4.7.2.2 Employee HR attributions
To reduce the common-method variance, data for employee HR attributions were collected at time 2 to test the relationship between line manager HR attributions at time 1 and employee HR attributions, mediated by paternalistic leadership at time 1. The sample items and response options for employee HR attributions were the same as the scale used at time 1. The Cronbach’s alpha for employee HR attributions for service quality is .862, well-being .883, cost reduction .861, exploitation .861 and labour laws .883.
4.7.2.3 Affective organisational commitment
An eight-item organisational affective commitment scale (e.g., Meyer and Allen, 1990) to measure commitment to the organisation. Sample items are “I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organisation” and “I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organisation” (reverse coded). Response options range from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. The alpha reliability for this measure is .710.            
4.7.2.4 Burnout
The Copenhagen Burnout Inventory (CBI) was used to measure employee work-related burnout. The response options range from (1) never to (5) always. Sample items of the measure include “Do you feel that worn out at the end of the working day?” “Are you exhausted in the morning at the thought of another day at work?” and “Do you feel that every working hour is tiring for you?” The alpha reliability of this scale is .852.
4.7.2.3 Service Quality
The 4-item measure developed by Chen and Klimoski (2003) was used to measure service quality. The response options range from (1) needs much improvement to (5) excellent. Sample items include “I accurately anticipate customer’s needs”, and “I establish excellent rapport with the customer, and I interact professionally with customers”. The alpha reliability of this scale is .890.
[bookmark: _Toc189173791]4.8 Control variables
 This section specifies the control variables included in this study. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173792]4.8.1 Control variable for group-level variables
At the group level, I controlled for organisational type, meaning private and public sector. Public sector organisations possess certain characteristics such as standardised employment practices, and collectivised labour unions that differentiate them from private sector organisations. The latter is characterised by profit maximisation, selective HR practice and private ownership (Nwanna, 2023). Bath (2002) has suggested that unionised employees influence employment relationships because of their inclination to protect their rights and entitlements against exploitation (Freeman and Medoff, 1984). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173793]4.8.2 Control variables for individual-level measures
At the individual level, I control for demographic variables: age, and gender. Previous studies have shown gender and age to correlate with one’s burnout (Milfont et al., 2008, Lau et al., 2005; Bauer et al., 2007), as well as service quality (Spathis, Petridou and Glaveli, 2004) and organisational commitment (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990). In addition, I control for positive and negative affect. Research has found the attribution process to correlate with affect (Ahrens and Haaga, 1993; Karney et al., 1994) and thus, was controlled in this study. Positive and negative affect was measured using a twelve-item measure by Brief et al. (1988). Employees were asked to indicate the extent to which they agree with the following statements about their mood at work. Sample items for positive affect include “enthusiastic, elated and active”, while negative affect items include “hostile, scornful and fearful”. Response options ranged from (1) very slightly to (5) extremely. The alpha reliability for positive affect is .839 while negative affect is .856. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173794]4.9 The multi-level research
Many traditional statistical analytic tools like analysis of variance (ANOVA), multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and ordinary least squares (OLS) have been developed with the assumption of independence of participants’ observations about a phenomenon (Hayes and Rockwood, 2020) and thus, are narrowly focused on individual level-effects (Gerdes, 2011). In organisational research, however, using these analytic tools could bias the accuracy of findings (Geldof, 2010) because of the potential influence of the context (e.g. organisational-level and team-factors level) on individual-level factors (Mitchell, Lunt, and Shaw, 2010; Shek and Lee, 2007). Based on this limitation, multi-level analytic tools such as SAS PROC MIXED and hierarchical linear modelling (HLM) were developed to examine the effects of contextual factors on individual-level outcomes. These multi-level analytic tools account for the non-independence of observations of participants from the same group, organisation and cluster. This is based on the assumption that participants from the same group/cluster are more likely to share similar attributes to participants from different groups/clusters (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002). This could be a result of socialisation that is unique to each group/cluster (Ostroff and Kozlowski, 1992). 
However, these prior multi-level methods are limited in their analytic robustness as they can only test for multi-level models when the outcome variable is at the individual level of analysis (Jensen et al., 2013). As such, they are incapable of modelling effects involving group-level dependent variables or treating group-level variables as outcomes (Preacher, Zyphur and Zhang, 2010). Additionally, they cannot accommodate simultaneous estimation of multiple variables in multi-level mediation relationships (Luke, 2004) and cannot clearly differentiate between effects (group or contextual effects) and within effects (individual effects) in mediation analyses, especially in multi-level mediation analyses that flow from group-level predictor to individual-level mediator and outcome. Rather they use a single mean intercept (and slope) estimate that combines between effects (group or contextual effects) and within effects (individual effects) (Preacher et al., 2010; Chan, 1998) to estimate mediating effects of individual level predictor (i.e. the mediator that predicts individual level outcomes in the indirect relationship between group level and individual level outcomes). This limitation is critical in multi-level mediation analyses because, if between effects are different from within effects (Asparouhov and Muthén, 2006), using a single intercept/slope estimate for both between and within effects could lead to an indirect effect that is biased (Preacher, et al 2010; Asparouhov and Muthén, 2006).  
To find a solution to this problem, statistical researchers have developed an “unconflated” multi-level model (UMM) that seeks to differentiate between effects from within effects in multi-level mediation models by using group mean centering (subtracting the group mean from the individual score) and the observed group mean of the mediator to estimate both within and between group effects on individual-level predictor (mediator) to individual outcome (Zhang, Zyphur and Preacher, 2009; Mackinnon, 2008).  
In keeping with this perspective and based on the data structure of this research, I adopt a multi-level approach. Before building my multi-level models, I first run the unconditional model. This allows me to establish: “(1) whether there is systematic variation in the dependent variable that is worth exploring; and (2) where that variation resides (within or between people)” (Singer and Willett, 2003 p. 92). To this, I include only the dependent variable in the multi-level analyses while indicating the cluster option (team). The model specification is thus:
Yij= B0 + u0j +ϵij

· B0 = grand mean (fixed effect)
· u0j = the amount respondent (j) mean deviates from the overall mean (between-person)
· ϵij = the amount the respondent (ij) mean deviates from group (j) mean (within-person)
This model has one fixed effect that estimates the grand mean (of the response across all teams and individual employees). Fitting this model will assist me in examining the random effects (i.e., the within-person and between-person variance components), as it indicates the amount of variance at the within-person level and the between-person level (without the effect of predictor variable). 
Then I calculated the intraclass correlation (ICC) to account for the proportion of the total outcome variation that lies “between” respondents. The mathematical formula for calculating ICC is:
Between-group variance
(Within + between-group variance)
The variables I examined for between-level variances include employee HR attribution foci, paternalistic leadership (benevolence, authoritarianism and morality), human capital, HR strength, affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout. See Chapter 5 for the results. 	
[bookmark: _Toc189173795]4.9.1 Composition models and data aggregation 
Following the multi-level theory, scholars have continued to demonstrate that an organisation is composed of complex clusters of nested social systems (Chen, Mathieu and Bliese 2004; Klein and Kozlowski, 2000). Indeed, lower-level phenomena are nested within higher-level phenomena, such as employees working within teams, or teams working within a department and so on (Woehr et al., 2015). To reflect this higher-level complexion of a lower-level construct (e.g., paternalistic leadership), scholars have suggested different ways to operationalize the organisational constructs (Chan, 1998, Kozlowski and Klein 2000). In particular, Chan (1998) developed a conceptual basis for the operationalizing organisational constructs based on the typology of composition models, namely, the additive model, the direct consensus model, the reference-shift model, the dispersion and the process model. The additive model is operationalized by averaging or summing the lower level to the group level. With this model, therefore, variance across responses is not considered. Direct consensus models are operationalized by averaging the responses within a group to reflect the higher-level construct. This model relies on the within-group agreement (RWG (j)), to justify the aggregation of the lower-level measure to represent a high-level construct (e.g., James, Demaree, and Wolf, 1984). High within-group-group agreement suggests that individual members have shared perceptions; ‘in the absence of substantial within-unit agreement, the unit-level construct is untenable, moot’’ and ‘‘has no construct validity’’ (Klein, Conn, Smith, and Sorra, 2001, p. 4). Reference shift consensus models are similar to direct consensus models but the referent for the items in the measure is the higher-level construct (team) rather than the individual. The same statistical procedure for establishing agreement in the direct consensus model is also applicable to this composition model. The dispersion model operationalized group-level construct as within-group agreement or dispersion. This composition model considers within-group variance in responses as a focal construct rather than the statistical prerequisite for aggregation (Kozlowski and Klein, 2000). Finally, process models are concerned with a group-level construct that emerges through a change process rather than focusing on the static core attributes of the construct. Typically, with this composition model, “functional relationships for parameters at different levels are analogous relationships, and functional relationships for parameter interrelationships at different levels are homologous relationships” (Chan, 1998 p. 241). 
As stated earlier, before the operationalisation of lower-level measures to reflect a higher-level construct, research is required to justify the group-level complexion of the construct by computing the between-group differences and within group-differences, using intra-class correlation (ICCs) (Bliese, 2000) and interrater agreement indices rwgG and rwg (j) (James, Demaree, and Wolf1984). As already described above, ICC (1) describes the amount of variance in a variable that can be attributed to belonging to the team (Bryk and Raudenbush, 1992). This is used to establish the degree of agreement between the respondents across a team. The cut-off range for ICC (1) values includes 0.05 to 0.20 (Bliese, 2000). On the other hand, ICC (2) describes an estimate of the reliability of the higher-level unit’s group means within a sample (Bliese, 1998). It also adjusts for the group size, and as such, values of ICC2 are higher when there are lower-level observations per higher-level unit (e.g. more team members per group) (Klien and Kozlowski, 2000). It also indicates the degree to which the value of any member of the team can serve as a reliable estimate of the aggregated variable (Bliese, 1998). The cut-off values for ICC (2) are 0.70 to 0.85 (LeBreton and Senter 2008). Lastly, rwg is used to assess the within-group agreement. When the data is collected at the individual level, rwg is used to assess whether there is an agreement among respondents of each team to justify the aggregation of the data to form a group-level construct. Cut-off values range for rwg are 0.00-0.30 (lack of agreement), 0.31-0.50 (weak agreement), 0.51-0.70 (moderate agreement), 0.71-0.90 (strong agreement) (LeBreton and Senter2008).
As this study is not concerned with variability in team member response (dispersion model) or change in team-member responses (process model) and the referent in the items are not focused on team level (reference shift model), I adopted the direct consensus model to operationalise paternalistic leadership behaviours. With the direct consensus model, there is a need to provide the aggregation statistics (i.e. ICCs and rwg) before summing/averaging the response to reflect a team-level construct (Chan, 1998). Specifically, I computed the ICC1, ICC2 and rwg to justify aggregation to paternalistic leadership to reflect group-level construct. See the result the results in the next chapter.  
[bookmark: _Toc189173796]4.9.2 Confirmatory factor analyses 
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is an integral part of SEM. It is an analytic strategy that allows the researcher to evaluate how well observed variables (indicators or items) combine to capture underlying latent variables (unobservable variables) (Geiser, 2013) and also is used to validate a prior hypothesized factor structure by comparing it to other parsimonious models (Dyer et al., 2015). Latent variables are underlying constructs that cannot be directly seen or measured but can be meaningfully captured through operationalisation in terms of using multiple observable indicators (or items) to measure them (Holbert and Stephenson, 2002). A latent variable is defined more correctly when the multiple observable variables (measurement items) are strongly correlated to one another (Geiser, 2013, Bollen, 1989). If measurement items specified to capture a latent construct are poorly correlated with one another, then, it raises some conceptual issues (also methodological) in terms of misspecification of hypothesized relationships among observed variables. Items that have stronger factor loadings are considered to capture the underlying latent construct more than variables with weaker factor loading. In general, testing for measurement models improves the reliability of measures because it takes into account latent variables or factors to represent concepts as against using observed data which may be subject to measurement error. 
To evaluate how well a latent variable is represented using multiple observed data (measurement items), SEM provides several goodness of fit indices. One of the basic fit indices is the chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic that is used to test whether the covariance matrix and the mean vector in observed data are significantly different from model implied covariance matrix and the mean vector (Geiser, 2013, Hu and Bentler, 1998). A significant chi-square statistic indicates that the implied covariance matrix of the hypothesized model fits the population, thus, leading to rejection of null hypothesis, and pointing to poor model fit. However, researchers (e.g. Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2013; Hu and Bentler, 1999) have indicated that a large sample size with a small covariance matrix can produce significant chi-square statistics and could also cause Type 1 error (i.e. the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true) and Type 2 error (i.e. the probability of accepting the null hypothesis when it is false). As such, other fit indices have been created to supplement the chi-square goodness of fit indices. Typically, these fit indices were created to avoid problems of sample size and some technical assumptions about data distribution (Benter and Bonnet, 1980). Research has classified fit indices into two different types: (1) absolute and (2) incremental fit indices (Hu and Bentler, 1995). An absolute fit index shows how well a proposed model fits the sample data (Geiser, 2013; Hu and Bentler, 1999). It is mostly derived from the fit on covariance matrices between the observed and expected and maximum likelihood function (ML). Examples of absolute fit indices include the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) and the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI: Tanaka and Huba, 1985), Critical N (CN) (Hoelter, 1983), Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR (Bentler, 1995), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger and Lind, 1980). 
On the other hand, incremental fit indices compare the fit of the target model to the fit of the baseline model (null model) to identify the proportionate increment in the fit of the hypothesised model (Geiser, 2013, Hu and Bentler; Bentler and Bonnet, 1980). Examples of incremental fit indices are the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI: 1973), the Nonnormed Fit Index (NNFI) (Bentler and Bonett, 1980), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990), the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) (Tanaka and Huba, 1984), and the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1989). 
The cut-off values for the absolute fix index of RMSEA show that a value less than 0.05 indicates a close fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Browne and Mels, 1990), values above 0.05 and as high as 0.08 indicating an adequate fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993), values above 0.08 and less than .10 indicating a mediocre fit (MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara, 1996), and values above .10 indicating a poor fit (Dilalla, 2000; Browne and Cudeck, 1993). However, Kenny, et al. (2015) noted a model’s degree of freedom could increase RMSEA above .10. For the increment fit statistics, the cut-off points for CFI and TLI, show that 0.90 and 0.95 are considered a good fit while value above 0.95 is considered an excellent fit (Bentler, 1990). However, simulation studies have suggested that sample size and factor loading could change increment fit statistics (Sharma et al. 2005; Schreiber et al., 2006). The cut-off point for SRMR shows that values less than 0.08 are considered a good fit (Browne and Cudeck, 1993, Hooper et al., 2008). 
This study will use Mplus version 8.8 (Muthen and Muthen, 2015) to conduct the measurement models of the hypothesized factor model. To do this, I prepared my raw data using the SPSS software package. As Mplus cannot directly read data in the common SPSS format, I exported the data using a tab-delimited text file and coded the missing values with -99. I conducted several confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to evaluate the distinctiveness of the measurement instruments used in this study. CFA is also used to compare the fit of the measurement models with alternative models that set two factors to correlate to 1 to keep the basic measurement model structure the same. A good fit of the measurement model will then lead to subsequent tests of the hypothesized model. To evaluate the measurement model of this study, the multilevel designs indicate that individual employees (level - 1) were nested (clustered) within the team (level 2). As such, multilevel CFA (MCFA) (Muthen, 1990; Peter et al., 2000) is preferred over single-level CFA. MCFA examines the factor structure of nested data by decomposing the total sample variance matrix into pooled within and between group covariance matrices and then uses these two matrices to analyse the factor structure at each level (Dedrick and Greenbaun, 2011). By considering the between-group and within-group covariance matrices of nested data, MCFA provides a better fit to the hierarchical structure of nested data relative to analysing the total covariance matrix in the data (ignoring hierarchical structure), which is what single-level CFA accounts for. It is important to take the hierarchical structure of data into account based on its assumption of non-independence of observation relative to single-level CFA that is based on independence of observation. As such, using a single-level CFA to analyse hierarchically clustered data could lead to underestimation of standard error and Type-1 error (Snijders and Bosker, 1999). Unfortunately, the result of MCFA did not converge in this study and this may be caused by sample size (Muthen, 1994; Dedrick and Greenbaun, 2011). Therefore, I resorted to single-level CFA. However, Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggested that single-level CFA should be conducted to target individual and unit levels of analyses separately to account for multi-level complexion of data (see the CFA results in the next chapter). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173797]4.9.3 SPSS and multilevel mediation (MLmed)
To conduct the multilevel path analyses, moderated and mediated analyses, I used the mixed options in SPSS to test direct relationships and moderated analyses, while MLmed was used to test multilevel mediation models. To use the mixed model option in SPSS to test the direct relationship, I first simultaneously entered both the group-mean centered score and group mean score of the target predictor variables to estimate both within and between group effects on the individual outcome. The same strategy was followed in examining the moderating effect on moderating variables. On the other hand, rather than going through a series of multiple regression analyses, MLmed can simultaneously model the effect of contextual variables on individual-level outcomes, and multiple mediators and can also run conditional process analyses (Hayes and Rockwood, 2020). “Conditional process analysis involves integrating mediation and moderation analysis to examine and test hypotheses about how mechanisms vary as a function of context, stimulus or individual differences”. (Hayes and Rockwood, 2020 p. 19). It also has the ability to partition the variance of predictor variables to reflect between and within effects, without manually centering the means or calculating the group mean of the predictor variables. MLmed also has the ability to conduct Monte Carlo simulation statistics to test the statistical significance of mediation models. Monte Carlo simulation is a statistical technique that simulates how the results of a study would be replicated by randomly resampling data to create numerous samples to improve the accuracy of the confidence interval and other statistics (Kroese et al., 2014). 
However, the usefulness of MLmed is limited as it cannot model multiple predictors and outcomes at the same time and it can only test for mediation models when the outcome variable is at the individual level of analysis and not on a group level. It also cannot accommodate more than three control variables both at the individual and group levels. This project is comprised of a single model, where a predictor is regressed to an outcome at the same level of analysis and multilevel models. Borrowing the annotations of Krull and MacKinnon (2001), it has a 2-1-1 model design (team predictors and individual level mediators and one individual outcome) and a 1-1-1 model design (individual level predictor influencing individual level mediators and three individual outcomes). The analytic strategy for testing level 2 predictor to level 1 outcomes is to regress it to the random intercept terms for level 1 outcomes to both group mean and a group-mean centered score of the predictor variable (e.g. group-mean and group-mean centered scores of paternalistic leadership predicting employee HR attribution). To test the mediated effects of level 2 predictor on level 1 outcomes (e.g. employee HR attribution) via level 1 mediators, the strategy involves regressing the level outcomes (a) level 1 mediator centered within the cluster (e.g. group-mean centered authoritarianism), (b) the cluster means of the mediator at level 2 (e.g. group-mean authoritarianism) and again, the level two predictor (e.g. line manager’s HR attribution) (Hayes and Rockwood, 2020). In this way, it will account for the potential bias of shared variance due to cluster effect (e.g. group membership) (Klein and Kozlowski 1998). A similar strategy is used to test the 1-1-1 model but the focus is on the within-level variation (group mean-centered score of the predictor) of the predictor variable.  
To examine the moderation analyses, I followed Preacher and colleagues’ (2007, 2010) approach. They argued that moderation occurs when the strength and the direction of a relationship between two variables depend on the third variable (moderator). In other words, the strength of the relationship between two variables changes as a product of a change in the moderating variable. To model a moderating variable, I first regressed the independent variable to the dependent variable, regressed the moderator on the independent variables and lastly, dcreate a product interaction between the independent variable and moderator and regressed on the independent variables. Based on the multi-level character of this study, I partitioned the variance of main variables at within (group-mean centered) and between levels (group mean) and regress the random intercept terms for level 1 outcome using two separate multilevel regression models (i.e. between and within-level analyses) (Preacher et al., 2007, Hayes and Rockwood, 2020). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173798]4.10 Conclusion
This chapter described the two philosophical traditions that dominated social science research. It also examined the philosophical tradition that dominated HR attribution research and the chosen philosophical perspective, research design and strategy of this research. Subsequently, I examined the socio-economic, institutional, and cultural context where this study is conducted, in terms of HRM developments in Nigeria. Following this I set out details of the sampling method and data collection procedure. Here, I provided the sample characteristics and how I incentivised the data collection process. Details of the measures used, with their respective reliabilities were provided and I also described the control variables that are included in the analyses. Finally, I presented a multi-level approach as the method adopted for this research and discussed the analytic strategy, composition models and aggregation issues in the research. In the next chapter, I will present the results of all the analyses conducted to test the study’s hypothesised relationships.


[bookmark: _Toc189173799]5.0 Chapter Five
[bookmark: _Toc189173800]5.1 Analyses and results
[bookmark: _Toc189173801]5.2 Introduction 
The chapter is focused on reporting the study’s findings. It is structured based on the framing of the research questions that combine the data at different time points. It started with evaluating the factor structure of some of the measurement instruments used (i.e. line manager’s HR attributions, and employee HR attributions). This is to establish the discriminant validity of the HR attribution’s sub-dimensions. After this, I proceeded to conduct the CFA relating to the four research questions of this research. To reiterate, the first research question examined the direct relationship between line manager’s HR attributions (time 1) and paternalistic leadership (time 2). The second research question examined the mediating effect of line managers’ paternalistic leadership (time 1) in the relationship between line managers’ HR attribution (time 1) and employee HR attribution (time 2). The third research question examined the mediating effects of employee HR attributions in the relationship between paternalistic leadership and employee burnout, service quality and affective organisational commitment (time 2). The final research question is focused on the moderating effects of human capital (time 1) and HR strength (time 1) in the relationship between employee HR attributions (time 1) and employee burnout, service quality and affective organisational commitment (all measured at time 2). 
After conducting the CFAs of all the main variables, I calculated the ICC1, ICC2, and rwg for the variables measured at the individual level but aggregated at the group level. Specifically, concerning research question one, line manager HR attribution was measured at the group level while paternalistic leadership was measured at the individual level but aggregated to the group level. Therefore, I computed ICCs and rwgs to justify the aggregation of paternalistic leadership to the group level. 
This is followed below by descriptive statistics and correlations. I separated the test for correlations into group level and individual level to reflect the multilevel complexion of the study. To test the hypothesised relationships, for the first research question, I used hierarchical regression because the variables are at the same level (team level). The strategy for testing this relationship was to firstly regress the control variables (organisational type, age, gender, other HR attribution foci and paternalistic dimensions) on the line manager’s HR attribution and then regress team paternalistic leadership on the line manager’s HR attribution. For the second research question, the strategy employed to analyse this mediating relationship was to first use the mixed options in SPSS to test the relationship between predictor and mediator, and then the direct relationship between mediator and outcomes. I then used MLmed to examine the mediation effect. The same strategy was used in analysing research question three. As stated in Chapter 4, to analyse the moderating effect, I used the mixed option in SPSS to first regress the independent variable to the dependent variable, then regress the moderator to the independent variables and lastly create a product interaction between the independent variable and moderator and regressed on the independent variable. 
In summary, the four CFAs conducted, with each one focusing on a research question that combines data at different time points are: 
1. Team-level line manager’s HR attributions (time 1) and team-level paternalistic leadership (time 2). 
2. Team-level line manager’s HR attributions (time 1), individual-level paternalistic leadership (time 1) and individual-level employee HR attributions (time2)
3. Individual-level paternalistic leadership (time 1), individual-level employee HR attributions (time 1) and individual-level outcomes (time 2) (service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout) and control variables at time 1 (negative and positive affect).
4. Individual-level employee HR attributions (time 1), individual-level moderator human capital and group-level moderator HR strength and individual-level level employee burnout, service quality and affective organisational commitment, and control variable at time 1 (negative and positive affect).
[bookmark: _Toc189173802]5.3 Results for CFA for the measurement instruments
I conducted three different CFAs to assess the HR attribution dimensions both for line managers and employees. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173803]5.3.1 CFA for line manager’s HR attribution foci at time 1
Firstly, I conducted a CFA to examine the distinctiveness of line managers’ HR attribution foci, which include service quality, well-being, cost reduction, exploitation and labour laws at time 1. The reason for examining the factor structure of HR attribution in this study is to establish the relationships between the latent factors of each HR attribution foci. This is because the original scale developed by Nishii et al. (2008) reported that a three-factor structure of HR attribution, consisting of commitment-based HR attribution (employee HR attribution for service quality and HR attribution for wellbeing), control-based HR attribution (employee HR attribution for cost reduction and HR attribution for exploitation) and lastly, external HR attribution for union compliance. Indeed, recent studies have adopted this categorisation, contingent on their CFAs, in the operationalisation of HR attribution dimensions (Guest et al., 2020; Fontinha, Chambel and De Cuyer, 2012; Katou, Budhar and Patel, 2020; Hewett, Shantz and Mundy, 2019; Chen and Wang, 2014). Despite this evidence, previous research has reported that the perception of concern for service quality (service climate) and perception of concern for employees (climate for concern for employees) are conceptually different (Chuang and Liao, 2010, Borucki and Burke, 1999; Schneider and Bowen, 1992). 
To further explore these findings, it is important to examine the discriminant validity of the HR attribution foci in this study. The result of CFA for the five-factor measurement model shows a poor fit with  = 359.977, DF = 160, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.140, CFI = 0.646, TLI = 0.579, SRMR = 0.100. Similar to the Nishii et al. (2008) model, I examined a three-factor model that set the correlation between internal positive HR attributions for service quality (strategy) and wellbeing (philosophy) to be equal to 1 and the model that set the correlation of internal negative HR attributions for cost reduction (strategy) and exploitation (philosophy) to correlate to 1 and the result was significantly worse:  = 377.316, DF = 167, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.140, CFI = 0.627, TLI = 0.576, SRMR = 0.106. I also compared an alternative model that set the correlation of internal negative HR attributions cost reduction and exploitation to be equal to 1 and the result did not improve = 376.164, DF = 164, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.142, CFI = 0.624, TLI = 0.564, SRMR = 0.106. In addition, I also ran a four-factor model that combines internal positive HR attributions for service quality, and well-being, and the result did not yield a significantly better fit than the five-factor model: = 361.582, DF = 164, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.137, CFI = 0.650, TLI = 0.594, SRMR = 0.101. Lastly, I ran a single-factor model that combines all the line manager’s attributions, and the result was significantly worse than the previous models: = 430.638, DF = 170, RMSEA = 0.155, CFI = 0.538, TLI = 0.484, SRMR = 0.116 (see table 2). Despite the egregious data-model fit of the five-factor model, it shows a better fit compared to other measurement models. As such, it is used in this study. 
There are several potential reasons for this poor data-model fit. First is the measurement quality, defined in terms of poor correlations of the measurement items in capturing the latent variables or the misspecifications of the hypothesised relationship among measurement items in the measure of latent variables (McNeish, An, and Hancock, 2018, Geiser, 2003) and the sample size issue (Sharma et al. 2005; Schreiber et al., 2006). Undertaking this study with this poor data-model fit has several implications for the measurement and the understanding of the concept of HR attribution, especially in the African context (Nigeria). In particular, the line managers may interpret the underlying goal of individual HR practice (flexibility) as having less importance towards specific HR attribution focus (wellbeing) than other HR practices such as benefits, pay and rewards, hence, indicating weak loading of the item to the latent variable and poor correlation among the measurement items. This is particularly relevant in the Nigerian context, a high-power distance culture, where there is a cultural expectation for organisational control and lower employee involvement than in the Western context (Nwanna, 2023). On another note, in their critique of Hu and Bentler (1999), scholars have argued that studies investigating less-defined constructs such as creativity (and attribution processes) are more likely to have standardised loadings below 0.70, (resulting in poor model-fit) than studies measuring well-defined and concrete constructs such as cognitive ability, which is likely to have standardized loadings that exceed .70 (McNeish, et al., 2018). This is reflected in this study, as the factor loadings for some HR attribution foci were below 0.70. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173804]5.3.2 CFA for employee HR attribution foci at time 1
Similarly, I also ran a CFA to determine how well the employee data (time 1) fit the five-factor model. The result of a five-factor model shows a mediocre fit:   = 499.389, DF = 160, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.095, CFI = 0.828, TLI = 0.796, SRMR = 0.064. I compared this five-factor model to a three-factor model that combines (service quality and well-being) and (cost reduction and exploitation) as single factors:   = 571.267, DF = 167, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.101, CFI = 0.795, TLI = 0.767, SRMR = 0.074. The result for the three-factor model was significantly worse than the five-factor model. I compared the five-factor model to the four-factor model that combines service quality and well-being to correlate to 1 and again the result was significantly worse:  = 508.132 DF=164, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.094, CFI = 0.825, TLI = 0.798, SRMR = 0.066. A four-factor model that combined cost reduction and exploitation was not significantly better compared to the five-factor model:   = 563.685, DF = 164, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.101, CFI = 0.797, TLI = 0.765, SRMR = 0.073 (see table 3). As above therefore, although the five-factor model shows a mediocre fit, it fits the data better compared to other measurement models. As such, it is used in this study. The implications as stated above are also applicable to these models.
[bookmark: _Toc189173805]5.3.3 CFA for employee HR attributions foci at time 2
[bookmark: _Hlk162464866]Lastly, I conducted a CFA on employee data (time 2) to evaluate the data-model fit and distinctiveness of the HR attribution foci. The result of a five-factor model shows a mediocre fit:  = 704.043, DF = 160, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.128, CFI = 0.830, TLI = 0.798, SRMR = 0.059. I compared this five-factor model to a three-factor model that combines (service quality and well-being) and (cost reduction and exploitation) as single factors:  = 756.737, DF = 167, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.131, CFI = 0.816, TLI = 0.791, SRMR = 0.061. The result for three-factor result was significantly worse than the five-factor model. I compared the five-factor model to the four-factor model that combines service quality and well-being to correlate to 1 and again the result was significantly worse:  = 718.575, DF = 164, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.128, CFI = 0.827, TLI = 0.799, SRMR = 0.059. Lastly, the result of a four-factor model that combines cost reduction and exploitation was not significantly better than the five-factor model:  = 745.956, DF = 164, p. <0.01, RMSEA = 0.131, CFI = 0.818, TLI = 0.790, SRMR = 0.061 (see table 4). Once more therefore, I used the five-factor model as it shows a better fit compared to other models.  


[bookmark: _Toc163075925]Table 2: The results of the CFA for line manager's HRA

MODELS		DF	RMSEA	CFI	TLI	SRMR

Hypothesised five-factor structure model	359.977	160	0.140	0.646	0.579	0.100
(Separating all the HR attribution foci).

Four-factor structure model	361.582	164	0.137	0.650	0.594	0.101	
(Combining LM’s HR attribution 
for wellbeing and service quality).

Four-factor structure model	376.164	164	0.142	0.624	0.564	0.106	
(Combining LM’s HR attribution
for exploitation and cost reduction).

Three-factor structure model	377.318	167	0.140	0.627	0.576	0.106	
(Combining LM’s HR attributions for 
service quality and wellbeing, and 
HR attribution for exploitation and cost reduction, 
and external HR attribution for labour laws).

Single factor structure model	440.638	170	0.155	0.538	0.484	0.116
(Combining all the HR attribution foci.
[bookmark: _Toc163075926]Table 3: The results of CFA for employee HRA at time 1
	
MODELS		DF	RMSEA	CFI	TLI	SRMR

Hypothesised five-factor structure model	499.389	160	0.095	0.828	0.796	0.064
(Separating all the HR attribution foci).

Four-factor structure model	508.132	164	0.094	0.825	0.798	0.066	
(Combining employees’ HR attribution 
for wellbeing and service quality).

Four-factor structure model	563.685	164	0.101	0.797	0.765	0.073	
(Combining employees’ HR attribution
for exploitation and cost reduction).

Three-factor structure model	571.267	167	0.101	0.795	0.767	0.074
(Combining employees’ HR attributions for 
service quality and wellbeing, and 
HR attribution for exploitation and cost reduction, 
and external HR attribution for labour laws).

Single factor structure model	873.551	170	0.132	0.643	0.601	0.098
(Combining all the HR attribution foci).
.
		




	


[bookmark: _Toc163075927]Table 4: The results of CFA for employee HRA at time 2

MODELS		DF	RMSEA	CFI	TLI	SRMR
Hypothesised five-factor structure model	704.043	160	0.128	0.830	0.798	0.059
(Separating all the HR attribution foci).

Four-factor structure model	718.575	164	0.128	0.827	0.799	0.059	
(Combining employees’ HR attribution 
for wellbeing and service quality).

Four-factor structure model	745.956	164	0.131	0.818	0.790	0.061	
(Combining employees’ HR attribution
for exploitation and cost reduction).

Three-factor structure model	756.737	167	0.131	0.816	0.791	0.061
(Combining employees’ HR attributions for 
service quality and wellbeing, and 
HR attribution for exploitation and cost reduction, 
and external HR attribution for labour laws).

Single factor structure model	1284.420	170	0.178	0.652	0.611	0.097
(Combining all the HR attribution foci).


[bookmark: _Toc189173806]5.4 Results of CFA for the discriminant validity of measurement models of the main study
After evaluating the CFA of the measurement instruments of this study, I now examine the discriminant validity of the variables measured in the main study. As already stated in the introductory section, the CFA is conducted in line with the four research questions of this study. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173807]5.4.1 The results of CFA for the first research question 
For the first research question, I examine the CFA of the two main variables including line manager’s HR attributions and paternalistic leadership. Accordingly, the result of the eight-factor model comprising line manager’s HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation, labour laws, authoritarianism, benevolence and morality reveal a poor fit:   =3128.231, DF = 961, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.105, CFI = 0.647, TLI = 0.620, SRMR = 0.090. I compared the eight to factor to a six-factor structure that combines line manager’s HR attributions service quality, well-being and benevolence and the result was significantly worse:  = 3921.665, DF = 974, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.121, CFI = 0.520, TLI = 0.490, SRMR = 0.136. Similarly, the result of the six-factor model that combines line manager’s HR attribution for cost reduction, exploitation and authoritarianism was significantly worse compared to the previous models:= 3676.115, DF = 974, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.116, CFI = 0.560, TLI = 0.532, SRMR = 0.132. I also examined a five-factor model that combines line manager’s HR attributions service quality, well-being, benevolence and morality and the result was significantly worse compared to the eight-factor model:  = 4100.410, DF = 979, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.124, CFI = 0.491, TLI = 0.462, SRMR = 0.137. The result of the four-factor model that combines line manager’s HR attributions for service quality, well-being, labour laws, benevolence and morality was significantly worse compared to the previous models:   = 4288.159, DF = 983, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.128, CFI = 0.462, TLI = 0.433, SRMR = 0.141. I compared this four-factor model to a three-factor model that set the correlation of line manager’s HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation, authoritarianism, and benevolence to correlate to one and the result was significantly worse:   = 5186.833, DF = 986, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.144, CFI = 0.316, TLI = 0.282, SRMR = 0.162. I examined a two-factor model that set the correlation of line manager’s internal HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation, authoritarianism, benevolence and morality to correlate to one and the result was significantly worse compared to the previous models : = 5330.556, DF = 988, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.146, CFI = 0.292, TLI = 0.259, SRMR = 0.161. Finally, I ran a single model that combines all the variables and the result was significantly worse compared to other models:  = 5454.888, DF = 989, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.148, CFI = 0.272, TLI = 0.239, SRMR = 0.161. Despite the poor model-data fit of the eight-factor structure, it fit the data better compared to other models and as such, was used in this study.  



[bookmark: _Toc163075928]Table 5: The results of the CFAs for the first research question
MODELS		DF	RMSEA	CFI	TLI	SRMR

Hypothesised eight-factor structure model	3128.231	961	0.105	0.647	0.620	0.090
(Separating all the variables).

Six-factor structure model	3921.665	974	0.121	0.520	0.490	0.136	
(Combining LM’s HR attribution 
for wellbeing, service quality and benevolence).

Six-factor structure model	3676.115	974	0.116	0.560	0.532	0.132	
(Combining LM’s HR attribution
for exploitation and cost reduction and 
authoritarianism).

Five-factor structure model	4100.410	979	0.124	0.491	0.462	0.137
(Combining LM’s HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, 
benevolence and morality).

Four-factor structure model	4288.159	983	0.128	0.462	0.433	0.141
(Combining LM’s HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, 
benevolence and morality).

Three-factor structure model	5186.833	986	0.144	0.316	0.282	0.162
(Combining LM’s HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, 
exploitation, benevolence and authoritarianism).

Two-factor structure model	5330.556	988	0.146	0.292	0.259	0.161
(Combining LM’s HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, 
exploitation, benevolence, authoritarianism, and morality).

Single factor structure model	5454.888	989	0.148	0.272	0.239	0.161
(Combining all the variables).



[bookmark: _Toc189173808]5.4.2 The results of CFA for the research question 2
This research examines the mediating influence of paternalistic leadership (time 1) in the relationship between line manager’s HR attributions (time 1) and employee HR attributions (time 2). Following the recommendation of Anderson and Gerbing (1988), I evaluated the team-level and individual-level CFA separately to account for the multi-level nature of data. The result of the team level has already been reported in Figure 2. For the variables measured at the individual level, the result of the eight-factor model combining the manager’s benevolence, authoritarianism, morality, employee’s HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation shows: = 2080.740, DF = 874, p <0.00, RMSEA = 0.072, CFI = 0.798, TLI = 0.782, SRMR = 0.073. The result reveals that the eight-factor model is adequate relative to the cut-off point that set RMSEA at 0.08 (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). However, the CFI and TLI are poor relative to the cut-off point of 0.90 and 0.95 respectively (Bentler, 1990). SRMR in contrast, shows a good fit relative to the cut-off point of 0.08 (Browne and Cudeck, 1993). The CFA result of the eight-factor model provided a better data model compared to subsequence models and as such, was used in this study. For example, I compared the eight-factor model to a six-factor model that combines internal positive HR attributions for service quality well-being and benevolence and the result did not yield a significantly better fit at: = 3215.629, DF = 887, p <0.00, RMSEA = 0.104, CFI= 0.611, TLI = 0.585, SRMR = 0.167. I also examined a six-factor model that combines the correlation of internal negative employee attribution for cost reduction, exploitation and authoritarianism to be equal to one and the result was significantly worse:  at = 3651.332, DF = 887, p <0.00, RMSEA = 0.091, CFI= 0.704, TLI = 0.682, SRMR 0.142. The five-factor model that combines the correlation of benevolence leadership, morality, and internal positive employee HR attributions for service quality and wellbeing to be equal to one yielded a significantly worse result compared to previous models, :  = 3298.512, DF = 892, p <0.00, RMSEA = 0.105, CFI = 0.598, TLI = 0.573, SRMR = 0.169. The four-factor model that combines benevolence, morality, employee HR attributions for service quality, well-being and external negative HR attribution labour laws was significantly worse as the result shows:  = 3857.917, DF = 896, p <0.00, RMSEA = 0.117, CFI = 0.505, TLI = 0.477, SRMR = 0.189. Finally, a single-factor model combining the correlation of all the variables was significantly worse than the entire previous model:  = 4596.641, DF = 902, p <0.00, RMSEA = 0.130, CFI = 0.385, TLI = 0.352, SRMR = 0.209 (see table 6).	Comment by nonso anthony: On p. 149 it refers to the covariance between two factors being constrained as 1; this should be the correlation, not the covariance. 
[bookmark: _Toc163075929]Table 6: The result of the CFA for the research question 2

MODELS		DF	RMSEA	CFI	TLIS	RMR
Hypothesised eight-factor structure model	2080.740	874	0.072	0.798	0.798	0.073
(Separating all the variables)

Six-factor structure model	3215.629	887	0.104	0.611	0.585	0.167	
(Combining employee HR attribution 
for wellbeing, service quality and benevolence).

Six-factor structure model	2651.332	887	0.091	0.704	0.682	0.142	
(Combining employee HR attribution
for exploitation, cost reduction and 
authoritarianism).

Five-factor structure model	2651.322	887	0.105	0.598	0.573	0.169
(Combining employee HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, 
benevolence and morality).

Four-factor structure model	3857.917	896	0.117	0.505	0.477	0.189
(Combining employee HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, 
benevolence and morality).

Single factor structure model	5596.641	902	0.130	0.385	0.352	0.209
(Combining all the HR attribution foci).



[bookmark: _Toc189173809]5.4.3 The result of CFA for the research question 3
[bookmark: _Hlk162466853]This research question investigates the mediating influence of employee HR attributions (time 1) in the relationship between paternalistic leadership (time 1) and employee outcomes of affective organisational commitment, burnout and service quality (time 2), including positive and negative affect as control variables.  Paternalistic leadership and employees' HR attributions and affective organisational commitment, burnout and service and the control variables (positive and negative affect) were all measured at the individual level. The result of the thirteen-factor model separating all the variables reveals an adequate fit:  = 5176.805, DF = 2622, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.063, CFI = 0.713, TLI = 0.702, SRMR = 0.081. The CFA result of this thirteen-factor model provided a better data-model fit compared to the subsequent models and was used in this study. For example, the result of the eleven-factor model that set the correlation of employee HR attributions for service quality, well-being and benevolence to correlate to one was significantly worse: = 5574.005, DF = 2645, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.067, CFI = 0.677, TLI = 0.661, SRMR = 0.086. Similarly, I ran an eleven-factor model that combines employee HR attributions for cost reduction, exploitation and authoritarianism and the result did not improve: = 5639.773, DF = 2645, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.068, CFI = 0.670, TLI = 0.653, SRMR = 0.085. Moreover, the result of an eight-factor model combining employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, benevolence, morality and positive affect did not significantly improve compared to the previous models:   = 6237.641, DF = 2672, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.074, CFI = 0.607, TLI = 0.592, SRMR = 0.093. The result of the seven-factor model combining employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, benevolence, morality, positive affect and affective organisational commitment did not significantly improve compared to the previous models:   = 6703.208, DF = 2679, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.078, CFI = 0.556, TLI = 0.540, SRMR = 0.105. In addition, the result of the six-factor model combining employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, benevolence, morality, positive affect, affective organisational commitment and service quality did not significantly improve compared to the previous models:   = 7185.262, DF = 2685, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.083, CFI = 0.504, TLI = 0.487, SRMR = 0.110. The result of a five-factor model that combines employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, benevolence, authoritarianism, morality, positive affect, affective organisational commitment and service quality did not show an improvement compared to the previous models:  = 7613.605, DF = 2690, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.086, CFI = 0.457, TLI = 0.440, SRMR = 0.111. The result of three-factor models that combines all the employee HR attributions foci, benevolence, morality, authoritarianism positive affect, affective organisational commitment and service quality was significantly worse compared to the previous models: = 7838.951, DF = 2697, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.088, CFI = 0.433, TLI = 0.417, SRMR = 0.112. I compared this latter model to a two-factor model that combines all the employee attribution foci, paternalistic leadership behaviours, affective organisational commitment, burnout and service quality and its result yielded no improvement compared to the previous models:  = 8484.931, DF = 2699, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.094, CFI = 0.362, TLI = 0.344, SRMR = 0.120. Lastly, I ran a single model that combines all the variables, and the result was significantly worse compared to the previous models: = 8973.577, DF =2700, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.097, CFI = 0.308 TLI = 0.289, SRMR = 0.124.



[bookmark: _Toc163075930]Table 7: The results of CFA for the research question three
MODELS		DF	RMSEA	CFI	TLI	SRMR
Hypothesised thirteen-factor structure model	5176.805	2622	0.063	0.713	0.702	0.081
(Separating all the variables)

Eleven-factor structure model	5574.005	2645	0.067	0.677	0.661	0.086	
(Combining employee HR attribution 
for wellbeing, service quality and benevolence).

Eleven-factor structure model	5639.773	2645	0.068	0.670	0.653	0.085	
(Combining employee HR attribution
for exploitation, cost reduction and 
authoritarianism).

Eight-factor structure model	6237.641	2672	0.074	0.607	0.592	0.093
(Combining employee HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, 
benevolence and morality and positive affect).

Seven-factor structure model	6703.208	2679	0.078	0.556	0.540	0.105
(Combining employee HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation, 
labour laws, benevolence and morality, positive affect and
affective organisational commitment).


Six-factor structure model	7185.262	2685	0.083	0.504	0.487	0.110
(Combining employee HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, 
benevolence, morality, positive affect 
affective organisational commitment and service quality).


Five-factor structure model	7613.605	2690	0.086	0.457	0.440	0.110
(Combining employee HR attributions for 
service quality, wellbeing, labour laws, 
benevolence, authoritarianism morality, 
positive affect affective organisational commitment
 and service quality).

Three factor structure model	7838.951	2697	0.088	0.433	0.417	0.112	 (combining employee HR attributions foci,
benevolence, authoritarianism, morality, 
positive affect, affective organisational commitment and 
service quality).

Two factor structure model	8484.931	2699	0.094 	0.362	0.344	0.120	 (combining employee HR attributions foci,
benevolence, authoritarianism, morality, 
positive affect, affective organisational commitment,
service quality and burnout)

Single factor structure model	8973.577	2700	0.097 	0.308	0.289	0.124
[bookmark: _Hlk162451158](Combining all the variable
[bookmark: _Toc189173810]5.4.4 The results of CFA for the fourth research question. 
[bookmark: _Hlk162460519]Research question four examines the moderating effects of HR strength and human capital in the relationship between all the employee HR attribution foci and affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout. All the variables (i.e. all employee HR attribution foci, HR strength, human capital, affective organisational commitment, service quality and burnout) were measured at the individual level. The result of the twelve-factor model separating all the variables shows an adequate fit: = 3822.413, DF = 1949, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.063, CFI = 0.761, TLI = 0.745, SRMR = 0.074. The CFA result of this twelve-factor model provided a better data-model fit compared to the subsequent models and was used in this study. For example, I evaluated an eleven-factor model comprising employee positive internal HR attributions for service quality and well-being yielded no significant improvement to the preceding model: = 3843.172, DF = 1960, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.063, CFI = 0.760, TLI = 0.746, SRMR = 0.074. I also ran an eleven-factor model that combines employee HR attribution for negative internal cost reduction and exploitation and the result did not improve compared to the previous models: =3897.301, DF = 1960, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.064, CFI = 0.753, TLI = 0.738, SRMR = 0.075. I examined a ten-factor model that set the correlation of employee positive internal HR attribution for service quality and wellbeing to be equal to one and employee negative internal HR attributions for cost reduction and exploitation to correlate to one, the result did not show improvement fit: = 3917.585, DF = 1970, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.064, CFI = 0.752, TLI = 0.738, SRMR = 0.076. I also examined an eight-factor model that combines all the employee attribution foci and the result reveals a poor fit: = 4254.569, DF = 1987, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.068, CFI = 0.711, TLI = 0.698, SRMR = 0.080. Similarly, the result of the seven-factor model that combines employee HR attribution foci and HR strength and the result shows a poor fit: = 4507.765, DF = 1994, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.072, CFI = 0.680, TLI = 0.666, SRMR = 0.082. I compared this latter model to a six-factor model comprising all the employee HR attribution foci, HR strength, and human capital and the result shows a poor fit: = 4861.880, DF = 2000, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.076, CFI = 0.636, TLI = 0.621, SRMR = 0.088. I also examined a four-factor model that combines all the employee HR attribution foci, HR strength, human capital, and positive and negative affect and the result was poor: = 5606.814, DF = 2009, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.085, CFI = 0.542, TLI = 0.526, SRMR = 0.098. I examine a two-factor model that combines all the employee HR attribution foci, positive and negative effect, HR strength, human capital, service quality and affective organisational commitment: = 6523.703, DF = 2014, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.096, CFI = 0.426, TLI = 0.407, SRMR = 0.119. Finally, I ran a single model combining all the variables: = 7188.188, DF = 2015, p. <0.00, RMSEA = 0.102, CFI = 0.341, TLI = 0.320, SRMR = 0.128
. 
[bookmark: _Toc163075931]Table 8: The results of the CFA for the research question four
 MODELS		DF	RMSEA	CFI	TLI	SRMR
Hypothesised twelve-factor structure model	3822.413 	1949 	0.063                  	0.761	0.745	0.074 	 (Separating all the variables).

Ten-factor structure model	3917.585	1970	0.064	0.752	0.738	0.076
(Combining employee HR attribution for 						      wellbeing and service quality, and combining
 HR attribution for cost reduction and exploitation). 

Eight-factor structure model	4254.569	1987	0.068	0.711	0.698	0.080	 (Combining all the employee HR attribution 							 foci).

Seven-factor structure model	4507.765	1994	0.072	0.680	0.666	0.082	 (Combining all the employee HR attribution 							 foci and HR strength).

Six-factor structure model	4288.159	983	0.128	0.462	0.433	0.141	 (Combining all the employee attributions foci 							  HR strength and human capital). 

Four-factor structure model	5606.814	2009	0.085	0.542	0.526	0.098	
(Combining all the employee HR attribution foci, 						
HR strength, human capital, positive and negative affect).

Two-factor structure model	5639.773	2645	0.068	0.670	0.653	0.085	
(Combining employee HR attribution
all the employee HR attribution foci, 						          positive and negative effect, HR strength, human capital, 						          service quality and affective organisational commitment).
affective organisational commitment and service quality).

Single factor structure model	7188.188	2015	0.102 	0.341	0.320	0.128
(Combining all the variables).

[bookmark: _Hlk181204011]5.5	Discriminant validity test on the different strategic foci of HR attribution and different predictors 	Comment by nonso anthony: In addition to the confirmatory factor analyses, a formal discriminant validity test should be included for each of the supported CFA models, to demonstrate either that there is clear discriminant validity between factors, or indicate where there is any concern about this. Although there are various options for this test, we recommend the Fornell & Larcker (1981) test, which compares the Average Variance Explained for a factor against squared correlations with other factors (as estimated in the CFA). If you have the output from the existing CFAs these can be calculated from the figures in those outputs.
I conducted a series of discriminant analyses to assess further the factor structure of the models in this research project. These include the distinctiveness between different HR attribution foci and other factors.  It would help capture whether the respondents rated the constructs to be identical or distinct. To conduct this test, I followed Fornell and Larcker's (1981) method of assessing the discriminant validity of two or more factors. They indicated that conducting discriminant validity requires a researcher to compare the average variance explained (AVE) of the construct under investigation with the shared variance (i.e. the square of the correlation) between it and other constructs. If the AVE for the construct is greater than its shared variance with any other construct, discriminant validity is supported (Farrel and Rudd, 2009). Following Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Farrel and Rudd (2009), this study examined whether the average variance explained (AVE) in the indicators of the latent construct is greater than the squared correlation or shared variance between the latent construct (i.e. HR attribution for service quality) and similar (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) or any other (HR attribution for concern for employees) (Farrel and Rudd, 2009) construct. Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) formula was used to calculate AVE as follows: 
AVE = ∑ 𝜆 2
∑ 𝜆 2+∑ 𝜀
Where ∑ 𝜆 2 = 𝑆𝑢𝑚 𝑜𝑓 𝑠𝑞𝑢𝑎𝑟𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠, 
𝑎𝑛𝑑 ∑𝜀 = 𝑠𝑢𝑚 𝑜𝑓 𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑣𝑎𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑠 𝑜𝑓 𝑓𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟 𝑙𝑜𝑎𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠. 
∑𝜆 2 = .8802 + .5812 + .7732 + .2212 + .5322 + .6492 + .5922 + .3092 = 2.9085
 ∑ 𝜀 = .226 + .662 + .402 + .951 + .717 + .583 + .650 + .905 = 5.096
AVE = 2.9085				2.9085
.2.9085 + 5.096 			8.0045		= 0.40





[bookmark: _Hlk181545013]Table (9) compares the AVE of line manager HR attribution for service quality and its shared variances with line manager HR attribution for wellbeing. The results indicate that (i) the line manager’s HR attribution for employee wellbeing is highly correlated with their HR attribution for service quality and other HR attributions (r = 0.724 < 1); (ii) the average variance explained (AVE) in the indicators by the underlying latent construct (i.e. HR attribution for wellbeing) is smaller than the squared correlations or the shared variances between the latent construct (i.e. line manager’s HR attribution for service quality and line manager’s HR attribution for wellbeing) (Fornell and Larcker, 1981) and any others (Farrel and Rudd, 2009) constructs. Nishii et al., (2008) reported that line manager-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality to be conceptually similar (Nishii et al., 2008), but in this study, it considered to be distinct because they are not statistically distinct. Continuing with this factor structure represent an important limitation because of the measurement quality, defined in terms of poor correlations of the measurement items in capturing the latent variables or the misspecifications of the hypothesised relationship among measurement items in the measure of latent variables (Geiser, 2003) and the sample size issue (Sharma et al. 2005; Schreiber et al., 2006). Moreover, other constructs such as benevolence, authoritarian, moral leadership, employee HR attributions, service quality, organisational affective commitment, burnout, and human capital, were theorized to be within the nomological network of the construct. 	Comment by Anna Topakas: I don’t understand this. You need to make a clearer statement about what you conclude about these two constructs, I,e. that they are not statistcially ‘distinct’ (?)
Then you need to make a statement that for theoretical alignment you still continued with the prescribed factor structre and acknowledge this as a limitation.
[bookmark: _Hlk181562940]Table 9: Comparison between the AVE of HR attribution for wellbeing and other HR attributions 
LM HR attribution for wellbeing
					Correlation 		Shared variance 	AVE 						coefficient		(Squared correlation)

LM HR attribution for service quality		.851		.724			.40           LM HR attribution for cost reduction 		.421		.201			.40
LM HR attribution for exploitation			.518		.270			.40
LM HR attribution for labour laws			.585		.342			.40	



Employee HR attribution for wellbeing 												Correlation		Shared variance	AVE						coefficient		(Squared correlation)


[bookmark: _Hlk181565643]EM HR attribution for service quality   .753			.567			.329
EM HR attribution for cost reduction	    .438			.201			.329
EM HR attribution for exploitation   	     .509		.259 			.329
EM HR attribution for labour laws 	     .323		.104			.329

 The result of shows that the AVE of line manager’s HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality is significantly smaller than the shared variance of both factors, thus, suggesting that the discriminant validity is not supported (as recommended by Fornell and Larcker 1981 0.50).  However, Huang et al, (2013) indicated that the AVE of 0.4 is acceptable especially if AVE is less than 0.50, but composite reliability is higher than 0.6 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Although the AVE for employees’ HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality is 0.03, which is well below the cut-off point, this study adopts the factor structure to coincide with the employee HR attributions. 
Table 10: Comparison between the AVE between the predictor variable and other factors within the nomological framework.
[bookmark: _Hlk181565414]Study 1
				Correlation 		Shared variance 		AVE 					coefficient		(Squared correlation)			   LM HR attribution for wellbeing
LM HR attribution for service quality		.851		.724			.43 LM HR attribution for cost reduction 		.421		.201			.43           LM HR attribution for exploitation			.518		.270			.43
LM HR attribution for labour laws			.585		.342			.43
Authoritarianism				.005		.000			.43
Benevolence 					-.068		.000			.43
Moral						-.048		.000			.43
[bookmark: _Hlk181609265]The result shows that AVE is significant, and except HR attribution for service quality, is significantly at greater than the shared variance. 
Study 2
[bookmark: _Hlk181611572]				Correlation 		Shared variance 		AVE 					coefficient		(Squared correlation)
LM HR attribution for wellbeing 
[bookmark: _Hlk181611549]LM HR attribution for service quality		.851		.724		           .40
 LM HR attribution for cost reduction 		.421		.201			.40
[bookmark: _Hlk181641334]LM HR attribution for exploitation			.518		.270			.40
LM HR attribution for labour laws			.585		.342			.40
Benevolence 						-.068		-.000			.40
Authoritarianism					.005		.000			.40
Moral							-.048		-.000			.40
EM HR attribution for wellbeing 			.144		.012			.40
EM HR attribution for service quality 		 .139		.019			.40
EM HR attribution for cost reduction	    		.156		.024			.40
EM HR attribution for exploitation   	     		.066		.000 			.40
EM HR attribution for labour laws 	    		.073		.005			.40
The result shows that AVE, except of HR attribution for service quality, is significantly at greater than the shared variance compared to other factors


Study 3
Correlation 		Shared variance 		AVE 		coefficient		(Squared correlation)
Benevolence 
Authoritarianism				.287		.082			.48
Moral						.210		.044			.48
EM HR attribution for service quality 	 .181		.032			.48
EM HR attribution for wellbeing 		.226		.051			48
EM HR attribution for cost reduction	    	.259		.067			.48
EM HR attribution for exploitation   	     	.272		.073			.48
EM HR attribution for labour laws 	    	 .241		.058			.48
Service quality 				.186		.035			.48
Affective commitment			.247 		 .061			.48
Burnout 					-.012		-.000			.48
HR strength					.206 		.042			.48
Affective positivity 				.182		.033			.48
Affective negativity 				.112		.012			.48	        The result shows that AVE is significantly at greater than the shared variance compared to other factors

[bookmark: _Toc189173811]5.6 The results of variance components and the ICC 1, ICC2 and Rwgs 
As stated in the introductory section, one variable (paternalistic leadership behaviours) was measured at the individual level but aggregated to the team level. As such, this study relied on Chan’s (1998) direct-consensus model to justify the aggregation of the data to the group level. Before calculating the ICCs, I first examined its variance components to establish how much variance lies at their within and between levels. To do this, I used one-way ANOVA in SPSS.
Authoritarianism (time 2): 
Between-variance: mean square = 1.227, DF = 52, p <.001 
Within-level variance: mean square = .441, DF = 151. 
Benevolence (time 2): 
Between-variance: mean square = .679, DF = 52, p <.001 
Within-level variance: mean square = .307, DF = 151.  
Morality (time 2), 
Between-variance: mean square = .560, DF = 52, p <.001 
Within-level variance: mean square = .339, DF = 151.   
The results of the interclass correlations (ICC) for authoritarianism = 0.320, benevolence = 0.267 and morality = 0.204. ICC 2 values for the same variable show authoritarianism = 0.629, benevolence = 0.567 and morality = 0.480. The rwg for authoritarianism = 0.81, benevolence = .90, and morality .98. However, the ICC2 result for all the variables is low compared to the cut-off point .70 (LeBreton and Senter, 2008). This suggests that the degree to which the value of any member of the team serves as a reliable estimate of the aggregated variable is weak. In other words, the means of the sample are not a reliable estimate of the group's mean. However, the ICC1 is acceptable based on the cut-off of 0.05 (Bliese, 1998) and rwg is also acceptable based on the cut-off point of 0.70 (LeBreton and Senter 2008). See the table for ICCs’ results below.
In addition, to demonstrate the multilevel nature of the variables used in this study, I calculated the ICC1 for all the variables. All the data that were matched were used in the analyses. Results show that the variance that lies between the teams of all the variables measured is above 0.05. See the results in Table 9 below (9). 

[bookmark: _Toc163075932]Table11: The results of ICCs 1, ICCs 2 and Rwgs
	Scale, Referent, Number of items and response options
	ICC1 T1
	ICC1 T2
	ICC1 Matched
T1
	ICC1 Matched T2
	ICC2
T1
	ICC2
T2
	ICC2
Matched T1
	ICC2
Matched
T2
	Rwg T1
	Rwg
T2
	Rwg Matched T1
	Rwg MatchedT2

	Authoritarianism 
	0.232
	0.319
	0.272
	0.320
	
	0.647
	
	0.629
	
	.8217
	
	.8056

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Benevolence 
	0.161
	0.243
	0.135
	0.267
	
	0.556
	
	0.567
	
	.8922
	
	.9001

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethical 
	0.068
	0.149
	0.097
	0.204
	
	0.405
	
	0.480
	
	.9823
	
	.9802

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employee HRA attribution for wellbeing 
	0.098
	0.184
	0.028
	0.323
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employee HRA attribution for exploitation
	0.040
	0.356
	0.081
	0.389
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employee HRA attribution for labour laws
	0.051
	0.455
	0.014
	0.502
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Human capital
	0.067
	0.515
	0.009
	0.519
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HR strength 
	0.098
	0.312
	0.046
	0.347
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Service quality
	
	0.462
	
	0.496
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Affective organisational commitment
	
	0.404
	
	0.440
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positive affect
	0.199
	0.333
	0.129
	0.350
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items: 6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Negative affect
	0.176
	0.276
	0.168
	0.307
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items: 6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Burnout
	
	0.272
	
	0.129
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent: Self
Response options: 1-5
Number of items:7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc189173812]5.7 Result for descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations for research question one
Before testing the multi-level path analyses of this study, this section first presents the means, standard deviations and zero-order correlations and internal consistency estimates. Based on the multilevel nature of this study, I separated the descriptive statistics and correlations into group level and individual level.  
[bookmark: _Toc189173813]5.7.1 The results of the descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations for research question one
For research question one, which examines the relationship between line manager’s HR attribution and aggregated employees’ perception of paternalistic dimensions, the result shows that line managers’ HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) is positively correlated to line managers’ team benevolence (time 2); r (353) = .269**, p < .001), and that line managers’ HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) is positively correlated to line managers’ team authoritarianism (time2):r (353) = .261**, p < .001). Line manager HR attribution for labour laws is positively correlated to line manager’s ethical behaviour (time 2); r (353) = .388**, p < .001). 




[bookmark: _Toc163075933]Table12: The results of the group-level means, standard deviations, reliability estimates and zero-order inter-correlations.
	
	


Variables			Mean	SD	1	 2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10 	11	12	13	14
1. Team (T1)			27.97	16.33					
2. LM’s gender (T1)			1.33	.471	.059										
3. LM’s Age (T1)			31.30	5.91	-.180**	-.042						
4. LM’s supervisory experience (T1)		4.77	2.89	.077	-.157**	.351**		
5. Level of education	 (T1)		2.17	.379	-.218**	.237**	.314**	-.145**		
6. Organisation type 	(T1)		1.28	.451	-.076	.107*	.056	-.136*	.062	
7. LM’s HRA service quality (T1)		4.00	.915	.446**	-.043	-.149**	.329**	-.128*	-.187** (.708)
8. LM’s HRA wellbeing (T1)		3.77	.952	.379**	-.038	-.165**	.312**	-.050	-.168**	.851** (.799)
9. LM’S HRA cost reduction (T1)		3.61	.952	.117*	-.140**	-.257**	.079	-.015	-.232**	.421**	.450** (.762)
10. LM’s HRA exploitation (T1)		3.97	.839	.286**	-.059	-.205**	.124*	-.051	-.324**	.521**	.518**	.535** (.691)
11. LM’s HRA labour laws (T1)		3.34	1.03	.245**	-.013	-.339**	.214**	-.226**	-.003	.554**	.585**	.552**	.466** (.659)
12. LM’s authoritarianism (T2)		3.61	.573	.279**	-.207**	-.190**	-.034	-.409**	-.079	.051	.112*	.080	.261**	.141**(.911)
13. LM’s benevolence (T2)		3.71	.439	.087	-.114*	-.441**	.073	-.345**	-.044	.226**	.269**	.353**	.263**	.282**	.264** (.913)
14. LM’s morality (T2)			3.87	.388	.132*	.108*	-.400**	.204**	-.203**	-.179**	.415**	.467**	.213**	.320**	.388**	.391**	.659** (.822)1
Team is a cluster variable. Reliability estimate (Cronbach’s alpha) for the study variables in brackets. 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed



[bookmark: _Toc189173814]5.7.2 The results of the descriptive statistics and zero-order correlation for the individual level variables. 
As previously stated, I separated the group-level variables from individual level variables to reflect the multilevel complexion of this study. Following the research questions, the second research question, which examines the mediating effects of line manager paternalistic leadership behaviour (time 1) in the relationship between line managers’ HR attributions (time 1) and employee HR attributions (time 2). The result shows that the line manager’s HR attribution for wellbeing is moderately related to employee HR attribution for wellbeing: r (201) = .144*, p < .042. The result also shows that the line managers’ HR attribution for exploitation is not positively related to employee HR attribution for exploitation: r (201) = .133, p < .060) and line manager’s HR attribution for labour law is positively related to employee HR attribution for labour laws: r (201) = .261**, p < .001). Line manager HR attribution for wellbeing is not related to their benevolence: r (220) =.025, p<.717), line manager HR attribution for exploitation is not positively related to their authoritarianism; r (220) = .114, p<.091) and line managers’ HR attribution for labour laws is negative and not positively related their moral behaviour; r (220) = -.043, p<.526). Neither is line manager benevolence positively related to employee HR attribution for wellbeing; r (230) = .137, p<.26), nor line manager authoritarianism is not related to employee HR attribution for exploitation; r (230) =004, p<.972). Line managers’ moral behaviour is negative and not positively related to employee HR attribution for labour laws: r (230) = -.010, p <.938. 
	For research question three, which examines the mediating effect of employee HR attributions (time 1) in the relationship between paternalistic leadership behaviour (time 1) and service quality, affective commitment and burnout (time 2). Results show that the line manager’s authoritarianism is positively correlated to employee HR attribution for exploitation: r (230) = .272**, p < .001), line manager benevolence is positively correlated to employee HR attribution for wellbeing: r (230) = .507**. P<001), the line manager’s morality is positively related to employee HR attribution for labour laws: r (230) = .174**, p < .008). Employee HR attribution for exploitation was found to be negatively related to burnout: r (204) = -.052, p<671), marginally correlated to service quality r (206) = 203, p <.097) and affective organisational commitment r (206) = 228, p <.061). As expected, employee HR attribution for wellbeing was found to be negative and positively related to burnout: r (204) = -.316, p <.009), not positively correlated to affective organisational commitment r (206) = .160, p <.193) and service quality r (206) = .172, p< .162). HR attribution for labour laws is negative and not positively correlated to burnout: r (204) =.-.101, p< .412), not positively correlated to service quality: r (206) = .026. p< .830), organisational affective commitment: r (206) = .062, p< .573). In respect to research question four, employee HR for exploitation is positively related to HR strength: r (236) =.385**, p<.001 and human capital: r (223) = .174** p<.001). Employee attribution for wellbeing is also positively correlated to hr strength: r (236) .645** p. <001) and human capital r (223) .331** p. <001). Employee HR attribution for labour laws is positively corrected to hr strength r (236) .385** p. <001) and human capital: r (233) .174** p<.001). 



[bookmark: _Toc163075934]Table13: Results of the means and standard deviations for research question two
	Variable
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Reliabilities of the scales

	Team(T1)
	27.97
	16.332
	

	Gender(T1)
	1.39
	.488
	

	Age(T1)
	27.87
	4.314
	

	Education(T1)
	2.02
	.389
	

	Organisation type(T1)
	1.17
	.380
	

	LM’s HRA service quality (T1)
	4.00
	.915
	.708

	LM’s HRA for wellbeing (T1)
	3.77
	.952
	.799

	LM’s cost reduction(T1)
	3.61
	.953
	.762

	LM’s for exploitation(T1)
	3.97
	.839
	.691

	LM’s for labour laws(T1)
	3.34
	1.034
	.659

	Authoritarianism(T1)
	3.31
	.758
	.849

	Benevolence(T1)
	3.55
	.759
	.914

	Morality(T1)
	3.79
	.766
	.775

	EM’s HRA service quality (T1)
	3.92
	.877
	.758

	Employee HRA wellbeing(T1)
	3.85
	.899
	.778

	Employee HRA cost reduction(T1)
	3.63
	.897
	.745

	Employee HRA exploitation(T1)
	3.87
	.790
	.718

	Employee HRA labour laws(T1)
	3.45
	.987
	.816

	EM’s HRA for service quality (T2)
	3.95
	.905
	.862

	EM’s HRA for wellbeing (T2)
	3.88
	.899
	.883

	EM’s HRA cost reduction(T2)
	3.77
	 .912
	.861

	EM’s for exploitation(T2)
	3.90
	.861
	.852

	EM’s for labour laws(T2)
	3.62
	.968
	.883

	Human capital
	4.87
	.681
	.833

	HR strength
	3.87
	.762
	.881

	Positive affect
	3.89
	.792
	.839

	Negative affect
	2.21
	.944
	.859

	Service quality
	4.28
	.790
	.890

	Organisational affective commitment
	3.45
	.608
	.710

	Burnout
	2.75
	.743
	.852





[bookmark: _Toc163075935]Table 14: The result of the reliability estimates and zero-order inter-correlations for the research question two.
	
	


Variables	1	2	3	4	5	6	7	8	9	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17 	18	19	20	21 	22	23	24	25	26	27	28	29	30		
1. Team (T1)		
2. Gender (T1)		-.033					
3. Age (T1)		-.003 .038							
4. Level of education(T1)	-.042 -.036   .130	
5. Org type (T1)		-.079 .034   .107 .191**	
6. LM’s HRA service quality (T1).195** -.039  -.015  -.099  -.122 	
7. LM’s HRA wellbeing (T1)	.108**.024 .052   -.110    -.095    .81*
8. LM’s HRA cost reduction (T1)	.017   -.007 -.133   -.160* -.273** .421**   .450** 
9. LM’s HRA exploitation (T1)	.095   -.026 -.028   -.062   -.364** .521**   .518**   .535** 
10. LM’s HRA labour Law (T1)	.163**  .090  -.023   -.035   .022   .554**     .585**   .552** .466** 		 
11. Authoritarianism (T1)	.046    -.151*	.056     -.047 -.107   .005      .009     .167*    .114       .075 
12. Benevolence (T1)	-.028    -.071	.012      -133*	.029   -.068	.025     .082	-.007      .091	.287** 
13. Morality (T1)		-.014    -.023	-.016    -.025	-.058    -.040	.013     -.018	-.030     -.043	.210**   .621** 
14. EM’s HRA service quality (T1)-.140*   -.054	.098     -.026	.071     .012	.050    -.020	-.026    -.005	.181**   .523**  .541**	
15. EM’s HRA wellbeing (T1)	-.025    -.162*	.050    -.051	-,004    .067	.056    .168*	.075     .106	.226**   .507**    .411**  .753**
16. EM’s HRA cost reduction (T1)	-.033    .060	.086    -.040	-,008    -.021	.032    .144*	-.038    .100	.259**   .318**    .237**   .354**  .438**
17. EM’s HRA exploitation (T1)	-.158*   -.105	-.008   .015	-,019    .045	.048     .092	.031     .058	.272**   .410**	.400**    .551**    .557**  .509**
18. EM’s HRA labour laws (T1)	-.111    -.169     .021   .-.011	.076      .003	.049       .116	 -.015     .102	.241**     .373** .174**   .323**   .442** .586** .440**
19. EM’s HRA service quality (T2).   228* -.034  .115     -.008	-.001     .172*	.139*     .072	.022      .097	.040     .246*	.309*    .446**      373** .252* .311**    .184
20. EM’s HRA wellbeing (T2)	.182**    -.118	.046     .076	.034     .175*	 .144*     .111	.000      .095	-.137     .137	.242*    .341**     .346 .255*   .151     .100    .834**
21. EM’s HRA cost reduction (T2)	.228**   .186	.014    -.033	-.055    .135	.156*   .248**	.150*    .227**	-.052    .091	.175     .242*	 .226    .299*   .273*    .161   .591**   .606**	
22. EM’s HRA exploitation (T2)	.235**  .038	.032    -.020	-.063    .126	.066    .151*	.133     .073	.004     -.040	.016     .210**	.091     .149     .124     .215     .621**  .582**    .746**     	
23. EM’s HRA labour laws (T2)	.259** .069	.024    -.116	-.106    .072	.073   .290**	.031   .261**	.036      .052	-.010     .173	.210     .300*	.006      .496** .486**   .526**	 .654**     .661**
24. Human capital	(T1)	-.024    -.053	.100     .025	.023    -.007	.058   .144*	.045     .033	.248**   .396**	.331**   .388**	.331**   .209**	.357**   .174**	 .304*    .101     .287*       .191   .168	
25. HR strength (T1)	-.093    -.074	.133*    -.042	.037     .024	.109   .158*	-.003    .072	.206**   .592**	.451**   .646**	.645**   .387**	.515**   .385** 	 .264*    .361**     .172      .106     .210     .413**
26. Positive affect	(T1)	-.040    .002	.152*   -.083	-.083   .160*	.195** .265**	.178    .152*	.182**   .391**	.316**   .438**	.430**    .283**	.297** .216**	 .294*    .267*        .172      .172     .185     .559**     .435**
27. Negative affect (T1)	.036    -.005	-.185**   -.067	-.077   .000	-.118    .034	.060    .058	.112     -.032	-.136** -.204**	-.079   -.044	-.097   .009	-.205   -.140       .080      -.079    .104     -.192**     -.062    -.144*
28. Affective Org commitment (T2).182** .289*	.522**   .035	-.007   .147*	.056    .022	.031    .125	.247*    .090	.225     .160	.160     .206	.228    .069	.272**    .259**       .036       .021    -.011    .096      .108     .256*     -.161
29. Service quality (T2)	.160*     .157	.279*    -.035	-.155    .249*	.194** .110	.301**   .212	.186     .053	.219     .161	.172    .330**	.203    .026	.555**   -.509**        .417**      .418**    .343**    .097      .104    .243     -.200    .448**
30. Burnout (T2)		-.125*   -.216	.032    .101	.142    -.102	-.055   -.078	-,101   -.191	-.012   -.227	-.329** -.260*	-.360** -.136	-.052 -.101	-.272** -.294**         -.130    -.109      -.162    .091     -.216    -.239     .097   -.471**     -.318**

[bookmark: _Toc189173815]5.8 Hypotheses tests
The hypotheses tests are categorised along the four research questions in this study. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173816]5.8.1 The results for research question 1: What is the role of line manager’s HR attribution in predicting their leadership behaviour?
Hypothesis 1 posits that the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for well-being (Time 1) is positively related to the employee-rated line manager’s benevolence (time 2). For this model, I controlled for the line manager’s gender, age, and other HR attributions that include service quality, cost reduction, exploitation, labour laws, authoritarian, morality components of paternalistic leadership and organisational type as a level-2 control variable.
Table (15) shows that the line manager’s HR attribution for wellbeing (Time 1) is non-significant and negatively related to the line manager’s benevolence at time 2 (𝛽 = -.047, p < .175, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 1 is not supported. 
Hypothesis 2 indicates that the line manager’s attribution for exploitation (Time 1) is positively related to the line manager’s authoritarianism Time 2. Same control variable as hypothesis 1. As shown in table (15) the line manager’s HR attribution for exploitation is significantly related to the line manager’s authoritarianism at time 2 (𝛽 = 198, p < .001, sig). Therefore, hypothesis 2 is supported. In other words, based on the social information processing perspective (SIP) (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978), this result indicates that when line managers cognitively evaluate that their HR philosophy is focused on exploiting their employees, they will exhibit authoritarian leadership behaviour. 
Hypothesis 3 indicates line manager HR attribution for labour laws (Time 1) is positively related to employee-rated line manager’s morality Time 2. Contrary to the hypothesised relationship, line HR attribution for labour law is significantly related to line manager morality at time 2 (𝛽 = .048, p < .010, sig). Therefore, hypothesis 3 is supported. The result suggests that when a line manager’s interpret goal of the HR philosophy and practice is to comply with labour laws, he/she will demonstrate moral behaviour. 



[bookmark: _Toc163075936]Table 15: The results of the direct paths between line manager's HR attribution foci and paternalistic leadership behaviours
	


Hypothesised relationships	Betas		SE		T-Value		P		Sig
Constant 	.859		.281		3.055		.002		s**
(H1) LM’s attribution for wellbeing (T1) → benevolence (T2)		-.047		.034		-1.359		.175		ns
Gender (control)	-.161		.036		-.4.453		.001		s**
Age (control)	-.011		.003		-3.384		.001		s**
Org type (control)	.123		.040		3.036		.003		s**
LM’s attribution for service quality (control)	-.029		.036		-.808		.420		ns
LM’s attribution for cost reduction (control)	.128		.023		5.566		.001		s**
LM’s attribution for exploitation (control)	.005		.026		.177		.860		ns
LM’s attribution for labour laws (control)	-.019		.025		-.740		.460		ns
Authoritarianism (control)	-.052		.033		-1.575		.116		ns
Morality (control)	.854		.059		14.462		.001		s**
Constant	 1.574		.470		3.349		.001		s**	
(H2) LM’s attribution for exploitation (T1) → Authoritarianism (T2)	.198		.042		4.700		.001		s**
Gender (control)	-.310		.060		-5.166		.001		s**
Age (control)	.006		.006		1.095		.274		ns
Org type (control)	.031		.069		.457		.648		ns
LM’s attribution for service quality (control)	-.201		.059		-3.411		.001		s**
LM’s attribution for wellbeing (control)	.009		.058		.153		.878		ns
LM’s attribution for cost reduction (control)	-.035		.040		-.876		.382		ns
LM’s attribution for labour laws (control)	.058		.109		.537		.594		ns
Benevolence	-.147		.093		-1.575		.116		ns
Morality	.670		.122		5.506		.001		s**	
Constant	1.556		.191		8.165		.001		s**
(H3) LM’s attribution for labour laws (T1) → morality (T2)	.048		.018		2.601		.010		s**	
Gender (control)	.138		.026		5.238		.001		s**
Age (control)	-.007		.002		5.238		.008		s**
Org type (control)	-.104		.030		-3.516		.001		s**
LM’s attribution for service quality (control) 	.078		.026		3.000		.003		s**
LM’s attribution for wellbeing (control)	.049		.025		1.963		.051		ns
LM’s attribution for cost reduction (control)	-.097		.017		-5.790		.001		s**
LM’s attribution for exploitation (control)	.000		.019		.023		.982		ns
Authoritarianism 	.128		.023		5.505		.001		s**
Benevolence	.461		.032		14.462		.001		s**
Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)											



[bookmark: _Toc189173817]5.9.1 The results for mediation analyses for research question 2: What is the role of line manager paternalistic leadership behaviours (Time 1) in the relationship between line manager’s HR attribution (Time 1) and employee HR attribution (Time 2)? 
As stated in Chapter Four, this multi-level mediational model assumes a 2-1-1 design (team-level predictor and individual-level mediator and one individual outcome). To model this hypothesized relationship, I followed Preacher et al., (2010) recommendation on multilevel-mediation analyses that allow estimation of covariance for level 1 in random intercept terms and indirect effects, and the multiple paths that are components of these indirect effects without lumping together the individual-level and team-level relationships (Wallace, et al., 2016). Before examining the multi-level mediation model, I examine the multiple multilevel direct paths in the mediational models using SPSS mixed variable options and then use MLmed to run multilevel-level mediational analyses. This is because MLmed has the capability to produce Monte Carlo simulation statistics for testing mediating significance (Hayes and Rockwood, 2020). However, it is limited in the number of control variables that it can take into account in its analyses (it takes only three control variables at both level 1 and level 2). In this model, the predictor (cluster-mean) is used to explain the between-level variance in the outcome variable. As already stated in chapter 3, I also examine the relationship between line manager HR attribution (time 1) and paternalistic leadership (time 1).
Hypothesis 1 indicates that the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) is positively related to employee rated line manager’s benevolence (time 1). The result shows that the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for wellbeing has a non-significant relationship with the employee-rated line manager’s benevolence between teams (𝛽 = .045, p < .554, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 1 at time 1 is also not supported.
Hypothesis 2 I also examined the direct path between the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) and the employee-rated line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1). The result shows that the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for exploitation has a non-significant relationship with the employee-rated line manager’s authoritarianism between teams (𝛽 = .089, p < .350, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 2 at time 1 is not supported.
Hypothesis 3 indicates that the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) is positively related to the employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1). The result shows that the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for labour laws has a non-significant relationship with employee-rated line manager’s morality between teams (𝛽 = -.088, p < .117, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 3 at time 1 is not supported. 
Hypothesis 4 indicates that the employee-rated line manager’s benevolence (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated HR attribution for well-being at time 2. Table (17) shows that line manager’s benevolence has a negative and non-significant relationship with employee HR attribution for wellbeing between teams at time 2 (𝛽 = -.714, p < .308, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 4 is not supported. 
Hypothesis 5 indicates that the employee-rated line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation at time 2. Table (17) shows that line manager’s authoritarianism has a negative and non-significant relationship with employee HR attribution for exploitation time 2 (𝛽 = -.170, p < .585, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 6 is not supported. 
Hypothesis 6 indicates that the employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1) is negatively related to employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws time 2. As hypothesised, table (17) reveals that line manager’s morality has a non-significant relationship with employee HR attribution for labour laws between teams at time 2 (𝛽 = -.820, p < .430, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 8 is not supported. 
Hypothesis 7 indicates that the employee-rated line manager’s benevolence (time 1) mediates the relationship between the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) and employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing (time 2). Table (18) shows that the between-direct relationship between the line manager’s HR attributions for wellbeing (time 1) and employee HR attribution for wellbeing (time 2) is non-significant (𝛽 = .292, p < .215, ns) and between-indirect effect of line manager’s benevolence reveals a non-significant result (𝛽 = .0041, SE = .052 p < .907). Results also suggest that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for line manager benevolence lies between -.0645 and .0854. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. Therefore, hypothesis 5 is not significant. 
Hypothesis 8 indicates that the employee-rated line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) mediates the relationship between the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) and employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 2). As shown in table (18), the direct relationship between the line manager’s HR attributions for exploitation (time 1) and employee HR attribution for exploitation (time 2) is non-significant (𝛽 = .2879, p < .178, ns) and the between-indirect effect of line manager’s authoritarianism also reveals a non-significant result (𝛽 = -.0116, SE = .0442 p < .792). The result also suggests that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for line manager benevolence lies between -.1132 and .0743. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. Therefore, hypothesis 7 is not supported.
Hypothesis 9 indicates that the employee-rated line manager’s morality mediates the relationship between the line manager’s self-rated HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws. Table (18) shows that the direct relationship between the line manager’s HR attributions for labour laws (time 1) and employee HR attribution for labour laws (time 2) is non-significant (𝛽 = .400, p < .313, ns) and the result of the between-indirect effect of line manager’s morality is also significant (𝛽 = .0040, SE = .112 p < .971). The result also reveals that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for line manager morality lies between -.2279 and .2337. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. Therefore hypothesis 9 is not supported.



[bookmark: _Toc163075937]Table 16: The results of the direct paths between line manager's HR attributions and paternalistic leadership behaviour (research question 2)
	
	



Hypothesised relationships	Betas		SE		T-Value		P		Sig
Constant	.529		.436		1.213		.227		ns
(H1) LM’s attribution for wellbeing (T1) → benevolence (T1)	.045		.077		.593		.554		ns
Gender (control)	.039		.080		.479		.625		ms
Age (control)	-.004		.006		-.709		.479		ns
Org type (control)	.147		.088		1.656		.099		ns
LM’s attribution for service quality (control)	-.121		.079		-1.533		.127		ns
LM’s attribution for cost reduction (control)	.038		.045		.852		.395		ns
LM’s attribution for exploitation (control)	-.017		.055		-.319		.750		ns
LM’s attribution for labour laws (control)	.097		.053		1.839		.067		ms
Authoritarianism (control)	.145		.049		2.927		.004	              s**
Morality (control)	.625		.049		12.601		.001	              s**
Constant 	1.862		.692		2.687		.009		s**	
(H2) LM’s attribution for exploitation (T1) → Authoritarianism (T1)	 .089		.095		.944		.350		ns
Gender (control)	.034		.136		.249		.805		ns
Age (control)	.001		.011		.101		.920		ns
Org type (control)	-.142		.152		-.930		.358		ns
LM’s attribution for service quality (control)	-.036		.135		-.267		.790		ns
LM’s attribution for wellbeing (control)	-.061		.129		-.474		.639		ns
LM’s attribution for cost reduction (control)	.109 		.075		1.456		.152		ns
LM’s attribution for labour laws (control)	.014		.090		.160		.874		ns
Benevolence	.238		.090		2.63		.009	              s**
Morality	.078		.086		.913		.362		ns
Constant	1.285		.452		2.840		.005		ns
 (H3) LM’s attribution for labour laws (T1) → morality (T1)	-.088		.056		-.157		.117		ns
Gender (control)	.005		.084		.059		.953		ns
Age (control)		.003		.007		.512		.609		ns
Org type (control)	-.026		.094		-.284		.777		ns
LM’s attribution for service quality (control)	.032		.083		.385		.700		ns
LM’s attribution for wellbeing (control)	.045		.081		.560		.576		ns
LM’s attribution for cost reduction (control)	-.036		.047		-.767		.444		ns
LM’s attribution for exploitation (control)	-.000		.058		-.003		.998		ns
Authoritarianism 	.027		.053		.506		.613		ns
Benevolence	.694		.055		12.601		<.001		s**
Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)											
[bookmark: _Toc163075938]
Table 17: The results of the direct paths between paternalistic leadership behaviour and employee HRA foci
	


Hypothesised relationships	Betas		SE		T-Value		P		Sig
Constant	2.602		1.861		1.398		.172		ns
(H4) Line manager’s benevolence (T1) → employee HRA for wellbeing (T2)	-.714		.683		-1.046		.308		ns         Gender (control)	-.240		.376		-1.045		.434		ns
Age (control)	.019		.030		.651		.518		ns
Organisational type (control)	.297		.376		.798		.434		ns
Authoritarianism (control)	-.423		.266		-1.401		.123		ns
Morality (control)	1.173		.302		1.580		.177		ns
Constant	5.057		1.829		2.765		.010		ns
(H5) Line manager’s authoritarianism (T1) → employee HRA for exploitation (T2)	-.170		.305		-.557		.585		ns
Gender (control)	.338		.210		.114		.114		ns
Age (control)	.022		.027		.427		.427		ns
Organisational type (control)	-.188		.358		.602		.602		ns
Benevolence (control)	-1.095		.687		-1.593		.127		ns
Morality (control)	.597		.749		.797		.435		ns
Constant	5.912		1.809		3.268		.002		s**
(H6) Line manager’s morality (T1) → employee HRA for labour laws (T2)	-.803		.746 		-1.075		.294		ns
Gender	.139		.203		.687		.495		ns
Age	.036		.027		1.342		.184	              ns Organisational type	-.474		.350		-1.353		.181		ns
Benevolence	-.054		.685		.-.080		.937		ns
Authoritarianism	.023		.304		.007		.940		ns
Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)






[bookmark: _Toc158839179][bookmark: _Toc163075939]Table 18: The results of the mediation analyses of paternalistic leadership behaviours in the relationship betwen line manager's HRAs and employee HRAs
	


Relationships					Direct			Indirect			Confidence Interval	 	T/Z-value		Sig				            		effect			effect 											
													MCLL 		MCUL	
																				            (H7) LM’s HRA wellbeing (T1)→benevolence (T1)→	0.292	(p<.215)		.0041 (p<.907)		-.0645		.0854		.1161			ns
EM’s HRA wellbeing (T2)
Gender (control)					-.3912	(p<.634)		(SE .806)						-.485			ns Age (control)					.0242	(p<.713)		(SE .064)						 .374			ns Authoritarianism (control)				-.619	(p<.183)		(SE .445)						-1.391			ns
Organisational type (control)				.0905	(p<.896)		(SE .680)						.133			ns



(H8) LM’s HRA exploitation(T1) →authoritarianism (T1)0.287 (p <. 178)	-.0116 (p<.792)		-.1132		.0743		-.2627			ns
→EM’s HRA exploitation (T2)
Gender (control)					-1.382	(p<.049)		(SE .633)						-2.182			s** Age (control)					.001	(p.981)		(SE .050)						.023			ns
Benevolence (control)				-.675	(p.062)		(SE .330)						-2.044			ns
Organisational type (control)				.517	(p.328)		(SE .328)						1.032			ns


(H9) LM’s HRA labour laws (T1) →morality (T1) →	.4000	(p<.313)		.0040 (.971)		-.2279		.2337		.0353			ns EM’s HRA labour laws (T2)
Gender (control)					-.987	(p<.426)		(SE 1.205)						-.8191			ns
Age (control)					-.0501	(p<.400)		(SE .0575)						-.8712			ns
Benevolence (control)				-.9125   (p<.912)		(SE 1.158)						-.7874			ns
Organisational type (control)				.6595	(p<.284)		(SE .5856)						1.126			ns

Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed
[bookmark: _Toc189173818]5.10.1 The results of the mediation analyses for research question 3: What is the role of employee HR attributions (Time 1) in the relationship between line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviours (Time 1) and employee outcomes (Time 2)?  
The multi-level mediational model assumes a 1-1-1 design (level 1 predictor and individual level mediator and one individual outcome). Similar to the above mediation model, the approach for analysing the 1-1-1 model involves regressing the level I outcomes to (a) to mediator centred within the cluster and (b) the cluster means of the mediator variables (group mean) and (c) the predictor centred within the cluster and cluster means of the predictor.  
To examine the mediating influence of employee HR attributions in the relationship between line managers’ paternalistic leadership (time 1) and outcome (service quality, organisational commitment and burnout respectively) (time 2). I used MLmed. Because MLmed cannot test more than one dependent variance at once; I individually examine these mediating effects. I also used the SPSS mixed option to examine the direct effects. In this model, the predictor (the group-mean centred variable) is focused on explaining the within-level variance in the outcome variable. Similar to the hypothesis 4, I also examined the direct path between employee-rated paternalistic leadership and employee HR attribution at time 1.
Hypothesis 4: Employee-rated line manager’s benevolence (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing at time 1. In this model, I focus on within-level variance in employee-rated attribution for well-being. As hypothesized, line managers’ benevolence was found to be positively related to employee HR attribution for wellbeing (𝛽 = .432, p < .001, sig). In other words, based on signalling theory (Spence, 1973) the result shows that when a line manager displays benevolent leadership behaviour, it will signal to employees that the intent behind their espoused HR policies and practices is to enhance their well-being.  
Hypothesis 5: Employee-rated line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation at time 1. Results indicate that line manager’s authoritarianism has a negative and significant relationship with employee HR attribution for exploitation at time 1 (𝛽 = -.237, p < .004, sig). Therefore, hypothesis 5 at time 1 is also not supported.  
Hypothesis 6: Employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws time 1. Results indicate that the line manager morality is negatively related to employee external HR attribution for labour laws (𝛽 = .118, p < .302, sig). Therefore, hypothesis 6 at time 1 is not supported.  
Hypotheses 10 posit that employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) is positively related to employee-rated (a) service quality (time 2), (b) affective organisational commitment (time 2), and negatively to (c) burnout (all measured at time 2). Table (20) shows that employee HR attribution for wellbeing has non-significant relationship with service quality within-teams (𝛽 = .0242, p < .832, ns), has negative and non-significant relationship with both affective organisational commitment within-teams (𝛽 = -.068, p < .524, ns), and burnout within-teams (𝛽 = -.162, p < .524). Therefore, hypothesis 10a and 10b is not supported while hypothesis 10c is supported. 
Hypotheses 11 posit that employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1) is negatively related to employee-rated (a) service quality (time 2), (b) affective organisational commitment (time 2), and positively to (c) burnout (time 2). Table (21) shows that employee HR for exploitation has a negative and non-significant relationship with service quality (𝛽 = -.016, p < .629, ns), organisational affective commitment (𝛽 = -.104, p < .384, ns) and burnout (𝛽 = -.063, p < .699, ns). Therefore, hypotheses 11a and 11b are partially supported while 11c is not supported.
Hypothesis 12 indicates that employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws is unrelated to employee-rated (a) service quality (time 2), (b) affective organisational commitment (time 2), and positively to (c) burnout (time 2). The results show that employee external HR attribution for labour laws has a non-significant relationship with service quality (𝛽 = .145, p < .094, [-.026	 .318]. and has negative non-significant with both affective organisational commitment (𝛽 = -.059, p < .465,[ -.294	102]). In other words, at a 95% confidence level and as the confidence intervals include zero, there is no significant difference in the relationship between employee-rated HR attribution and service quality, and affective organisational commitment respectively.  Additionally, I found that no significant relationship between employee rated HR attribution for labour laws and burnout (𝛽 = -.015, p < .885, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 12a and 12b is partially supported while 12c is not supported. 	Comment by Anna Topakas: This seems ok based on the feedback, but I am not familiar with null hypothesis testing, so I would recommend submitting the corrections before your deadline, which will give Jeremy a chance to come to you if he has any concerns.
Hypothesis 13a posits that employee-rated HR attribution for well-being (time 1)  
mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager benevolence (time 1) and employee-rated service quality (time 2). The result in table (23) shows that the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s benevolence (time 1) and service quality (time 2) is non-significant (𝛽 = .201, p < .281, ns) and the result of the within-indirect effect of employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing also reveals a non-significant result (𝛽 = .015, SE = .061 p < .806). The 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing also lies between -.1053 and .1381. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the within-indirect effect is non-significant. Therefore, hypothesis 13a is not supported. 
Hypothesis 13b posits that employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1)  
mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager benevolence (time 1) and employee-rated affective organisational commitment (time 2). As shown in table (23), the result of the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s benevolence (time 1) and affective organisational commitment (time 2) is negative and non-significant (𝛽 = -.133, p < .325, ns) and the within-indirect effect of employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing also reveals a non-significant result (𝛽 = .0517, SE = .045 p < .253). Moreover, the 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing lies between -.0348 and .1469. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. This finding suggests that employee HR attribution for well-being non-significantly but positively improves the effect of line managers’ benevolence on affective organisational commitment. Despite this small improvement, hypothesis 13b is not supported.
Hypothesis 13c posits that employee-rated HR attribution for well-being (time 1)  
mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager benevolence (time 1) and employee-rated burnout (time 2). As shown in table (23), the result of the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s benevolence (time 1) and burnout (time 2) is negative and non-significant (𝛽 = -.184, p < .279, ns) and the result of the within-indirect effect of employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing is also negative and non-significant (𝛽 = -.019, SE = .058 p < .117). The result further suggests that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing lies between -.2152 and .0174. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. Therefore, hypothesis 13c is not supported.
Hypothesis 14a indicates employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1)  
mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager authoritarianism (time 1) and employee-rated service quality (time 2). Controlling for gender and age and benevolence, table (23) reveals that the result of the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) and service quality (time 2) is negative and non-significant (𝛽 = -.143, p < .338, ns) and the result of within-indirect effect of employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation is significant (𝛽 = 069, SE = .035 p < .05). Result also shows that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation lies between .0114 and .1503. Because zero is not included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is significant. Contrary to the proposed relationship, hypothesis 14a is not supported. 
Hypothesis 14b posits that employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1)  
mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager authoritarianism (time 1) and employee-rated affective organisational commitment (time 2). As shown in table (23), the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) and organisational affective commitment (time 2) is non-significant (𝛽 = -.141, p < .192, ns) and the result of within-indirect effect of employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation reveals a significant result (𝛽 = 061, SE = .028 p < .03). Result also suggests that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation lies between .0149 and .1242. Because zero is not included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is significant. Contrary to the proposed relationship, hypothesis 14b is not supported. 
Hypothesis 14c indicates employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation (time 1)  
mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager authoritarianism (time 1) and employee-rated burnout. As shown in table (23), the result of the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s authoritarianism (time 1) and burnout (time 2) is significant (𝛽 = .543, p < .000, sig) and the result of within-indirect effect of employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation reveals a negative and non-significant result (𝛽 = -.033, SE = .030 p < .280). The result further indicates that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation lies between -.1027 and .0206. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. Contrary to the proposed relationship, hypothesis 14c is not supported. 
Hypothesis 15a employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1) and employee-rated service quality. Including the control variables for gender, age and benevolence. The result in table (23) shows that the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s morality (time 1) and service quality (time 2) shows non-significant relationships (𝛽 = .016, p < .925, ns) and the result of within-indirect effect of employee external negative HR attribution for labour laws reveals a non-significant result (𝛽 = .004, SE = .014 p < .771). Results also suggest that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee external negative HR attribution for labour law lies between -.0231 and .0395. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. The finding also suggests that employee external negative HR attribution for labour law non-significantly reduces the positive effect of line manager’s morality on service quality. Therefore, hypothesis 15a is not supported. 
Hypothesis 15b indicates that employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1)  
mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1) and employee-rated affective organisational commitment (time 2). As shown in table (23)), the result of the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s morality (time 1) and organisational affective commitment (time 2) is non-significant (𝛽 = .103, p < .414, ns) and result of within-indirect effect of employee external negative HR attribution for labour laws also reveals a negative and non-significant result (𝛽 = -.011, SE = .016 p < .487). Moreover, the 95% Monte Carlo interval for of employee external negative HR attribution for labour law lies between -.0509 and .0153. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. Therefore, hypothesis 15b is not supported. 
 Hypothesis 15c posits that employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws (time 1) mediates the relationship between employee-rated line manager’s morality (time 1) and employee-rated burnout (time 2). As shown in table (23), the result of the within-direct relationship between the line manager’s morality (time 1) and burnout (time 2) is negative and marginally significant (𝛽 = -.316, p < .078, ms) and the result of within-indirect effect of employee external negative HR attribution for labour laws reveals a non-significant result (𝛽 = .005, SE = .015 p < .740). The result also reveals that the 95% Monte Carlo interval for employee external negative HR attribution for labour law lies between -.0225 and .0418. Because zero is included in the 95% confidence intervals, I conclude that the indirect effect is non-significant. Therefore, hypothesis 15c is not supported.




[bookmark: _Toc158839180][bookmark: _Toc163075940]Table 19: The results of the direct paths between paternalistic leadership behaviour and employee HRAs (time 1)
	


Hypothesised relationships							Betas		SE		T-Value		P		Sig
Constant 									.526		.640		.822		.414		ns
 (H4b) Line manager’s benevolence (T1) → employee HRA for wellbeing (T1) 	.432		.105		4.097		.001		s***
Gender (control)									-.212		.105		-2.011		.046		s***
Age (control)									.006		.011		.574		.567		ns
 Authoritarianism (control)								-.035		.090		-.392		.695		ns
Morality (control)								-.136		.099		-1.377		.170		ns
Constant 									1.926		.651		2.957		.004		s***
(H6b) Line manager’s authoritarianism (T1) → employee HRA for exploitation (T1)	-.237		.081		-2.929		.004		s***
Gender (control)									-.092		.098		-.939		.349		ns
Age (control)									.003		.011		.737		.737		ns
Benevolence (control)								.162		.094		1.727		.086		ms
Morality (control)								-.295		.088		-3.340		.001		s**
Constant									1.814		.895		2.027		.047		s***
 (H8b) Line manager’s morality (T1) → employee HRA for labour laws (T1)		.118		.114		1.035		.302		ns
Gender										-.274		.128		-2.136		.034		s***
Age										.0115		.014		.773		.440		ns
Benevolence									.477		.121		3.93		.001		s**
Authoritarianism 									-.169		.104		-1.614		.109		ns

Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)



[bookmark: _Toc158839181][bookmark: _Toc163075941]Table 20: The results of the direct path between employee HRA for wellbeing and employee outcomes
	


Hypothesised relationships							Betas		SE		T-Value		P		Sig
Constant 									4.4996		2.827		1.591		.132		ns	 (H10a) Employee HRA for wellbeing (T1) → service quality (T2) 			.0242		.1130		.214		.832		ns
Gender (control)									-.3490		.1280		-2.73		.010		s**
Age (control)									.0371		.0191		1.939		.060		ms	 Employee HRA for service quality (control)						.1451		.2054		.707		.485		ns	               Employee HRA for exploitation (control)						-.0617		.1267		-.487		.629		ns	               Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.2945		.1133		2.600		.014		s**	              Employee HRA for labour laws (control)						.1458		.0846		1.722		.094		ms	       Positive affect (control)								.3279		.1199		2.735		.010		s**	
Negative affect (control)								-.2485		.0985		-2.521		.016		s**	   
Constant 									-.0917		1.518		-.060		.953		ns	 (H10b) Employee HRA for wellbeing (T1) → affective commitment (T2)		-.0679		 .1055		-.644		.524		ns
Gender (control)									-.2954		.1160		-2.546		.015		s**
Age (control)									.0575		.0169		3.390		.001		s**	 Employee HRA for service quality (control)						-.0169		.1911		-.089		.930		ns	               Employee HRA for exploitation (control)						-.1043		.1185		-.881		.384		ns	               Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.1138		.1056		1.078		.288		ns	 Employee HRA for labour laws (control)						-.0586		.0792		-.739		.465		ns     Positive affect (control)								-.0707		.1106		-.639		.526		ns	
Negative affect (control)								-.0872		.0916		-.952		.347		ns
Constant									4.824		1.802		2.676		.015		s**	
(H10c) Employee HRA for wellbeing (T1) → burnout (T2) 				-.1626		.1456		-1.117		.271		ns
Gender (control)									.1590		1575		1.010		.318		ns
Age (control)									.0318		.0227		1.399		.168		ns	 Employee HRA for service quality (control)						.0984		.2632		.374		.710		ns	              Employee HRA for exploitation (control)						-.0637		.1637		-.390		.699		ns	              Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.1219		.1456		.837		.407		ns
Employee HRA for labour laws (control)						-.0159		.1096		-.145		.885		ns	      Positive affect (control)								-.1047		.1518		-.689		.495		ns
Negative affect (control)								.1069		.1262		.847		.402		ns
Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)

[bookmark: _Toc158839182][bookmark: _Toc163075942]Table 21: The results of the direct paths between employee HRA for exploitation and employee outcomes
	


Hypothesised relationships							Betas		SE		T-Value		P		Sig
Constant 									4.4996		2.827		1.591		.132		ns     (H11a) Employee HRA for exploitation (T1) → service quality (T2) 			-.0617		.1267		-.487		.629		ns
Gender (control)									-.3490		.1280		-2.73		.010		s**
Age (control)									.0371		.0191		1.939		.060		ms Employee HRA for service quality (control)						.1451		.2054		.707		.485		ns	               Employee HRA for wellbeing (control)						.0242		.1130		.214		.832		ns	               Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.2945		.1133		2.600		.014		s**	               Employee HRA for labour laws (control)						 .1458		.0846		1.722		.094		ms	     Positive affect (control)								.3279		.1199		2.735		.010		s**	
Negative affect (control)								-.2485		.0985		-2.521		.016		s**	               Constant 									-.0917		1.518		-.060		.953		ns	 (H11b) Employee HRA for exploitation (T1) → affective commitment (T2)		-.1043		.1185		-.881		.384		ns
Gender (control)									-.2954		.1160		-2.546		.015		s**
Age (control)									.0575		.0169		3.390		.001		s**	               Employee HRA for service quality (control)						-.0169		.1911		-.089		.930		ns	                  Employee HRA for wellbeing (control)						-.0679		.1055	.	-.644		.524		ns 	               Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.1138		.1056		1.078		.288		ns	               Employee HRA for labour laws (control)						-.0586		.0792		-.739		.465		ns  
Positive affect (control)								-.0707		.1106		-.639		.526		ns	
Negative affect (control)								-.0872		.0916		-.952		.347		ns
Constant									4.824		1.802		2.676		.015		s**	
(H11c) Employee HRA for exploitation (T1) → burnout (T2) 			-.0637		.1637		-.390		.699		ns
Gender (control)									.1590		1575		1.010		.318		ns
Age (control)									.0318		.0227		1.399		.168		ns	              Employee HRA for service quality (control)						.0984		.2632		.374		.710		ns	               Employee HRA for wellbeing (control)						-.1626		.1456		-1.117		.271		ns	               Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.1219		.1456		.837		.407		ns
Employee HRA for labour laws (control)						-.0159		.1096		-.145		.885		ns	                 Positive affect (control)								-.1047		.1518		-.689		.495		ns
Negative affect (control)								.1069		.1262		.847		.402		ns
Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)




[bookmark: _Toc158839183][bookmark: _Toc163075943]Table 22: The results of the direct paths between employee HRA for labour laws and employee outcomes
	


Hypothesised relationships							Betas		SE		T-Value		P		Sig
Constant 									4.499		2.827		1.591		.132		ns      (H12a) Employee HRA for labour law (T1) → service quality (T2) 			.146		.084		1.72		.094		ms	      Gender (control)									-.349		.128		-2.73		.010		s**
Age (control)									.037		.019		1.93		.060		ms Employee HRA for service quality (control)						.145		.205		.707		.485		ns	              Employee HRA for wellbeing (control)						.024		.113		.214		.832		ns	  Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.294		.113		2.600		.014		s**	              Employee HRA for exploitation (control)						-.061		.126		-.487		.629		ns        	      Positive affect (control)								.327		.119		2.735		.010		s**	
Negative affect (control)								-.248		.098		-2.521		.016		s**	   
Constant 									-.091		1.518		-.060		.953		ns	          (H12b) Employee HRA for labour law (T1) → affective commitment (T2)		-.059		.079		-.739		.465		ns     	       Gender (control)									-.295		.116		-2.546		.015		s**
Age (control)									.057		.016		3.390		.001		s**	              Employee HRA for service quality (control)						-.016		.191		-.089		.930		ns	               Employee HRA for wellbeing (control)						-.067		.105	.	-.644		.524		ns Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.113		.105		1.078		.288		ns	              Employee HRA for exploitation (control)						-.104		.118		-.881		.384		ns
Positive affect (control)								-.070		.110		-.639		.526		ns	
Negative affect (control)								-.087		.091		-.952		.347		ns
Constant									4.824		1.80		2.676		.015		s**	
(H12c) Employee HRA for labour law (T1) → burnout (T2) 			-.015		.109		-.145		.885		ns	
Gender (control)									.159		157		1.010		.318		ns
Age (control)									.031		.022		1.399		.168		ns	               Employee HRA for service quality (control)						.098		.263		.374		.710		ns	               Employee HRA for wellbeing (control)						-.162		.145		-1.117		.271		ns	               Employee HRA for cost reduction (control)						.121		.145		.837		.407		ns
Employee HRA for exploitation (control)						-.063		.163		-.390		.699		ns	                  Positive affect (control)								-.104		.151		-.689		.495		ns
Negative affect (control)								.106		.126		.847		.402		ns
Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)
[bookmark: _Toc158839184]
[bookmark: _Toc163075944]Table 23: The results of mediational analyses of employee HRAs in the relationship between paternalistic leadership behaviours and employee outcomes
	 



Hypothesized relationships				Direct			Indirect			Confidence Interval	 	T/Z-value		Sig				            			effect			effect 											
													MCLL 		MCUL
																			            	             (H13a) Benevolence→EM’s HRA wellbeing		.020	(p<.280)		.015 (p<.806)		-.1053		.1381		.2456			ns
→Service quality
Gender (control)					.254	(p<.161)		(SE .178)						1.426			ns Age (control)					.011	(p<.639)		(SE .024)						 .472			ns Authoritarianism (control)				-.020	(p<.900)		(SE .166)						-.1256			ns
							

(H13b) Benevolence→EM’s HRA wellbeing		-.133 (p <. 325)		-.051 (p<.253)		-.0348		.1469		-.0453			ns
→affective organisational commitment 
Gender (control)					.302	(p<.025)		(SE .1308)						2.312			s* Age (control)					.054	(p.004)		(SE .0182)						2.978			s**
Authoritarianism (control)				-.021	(p.857)		(SE .1209)						-.1804			ns


(H13c) Benevolence→EM’s HRA wellbeing→	-.184	(p<.279)		-.091 (p<.117)		-.2152		.0174		-1.5656			ns	
Burnout
Gender (control)					.056	(p<.735)		(SE .1668)						.3403			ns
Age (control)					.012	(p<.593)		(SE .0233)						.5373			ns
Authoritarianism (control)				-.912    (p<.912)		(SE 1.158)						-.7874			ns


(H14a) Authoritarianism→EM’s HRA exploitation	-.143	(p<.338)		.069 (p<.0505)		.0114		.1503		1.955			s**
→Service quality
Gender (control)					.226	(p<.148)		(SE .1536)						1.4710			ns Age (control)					.013	(p<.525)		(SE .0214)						 .6401			ns	
Benevolence (control)				.1129	(p<.410)		(SE .1359)						.8298			ns
							






(H14b) Authoritarianism→EM’s HRA exploitation	-.141 (p <. 192)		.061 (p<.027)		.0149		.1242		-.0453			s**
→affective organisational commitment 
Gender (control)					.264	(p<.022)		(SE .1116)						2.365			s**
Age (control)					.056	(p.000)		(SE .0155)						3.627			s**
Benevolence (control)				-.137	(p.169)		(SE .0981)						-1.396			ns


(H14c) Authoritarianism→EM’s HRA exploitation→	.542	(p<.000)		-.033 (p<.280)		-.1027		.0206		-1.0786			ns	
Burnout
Gender (control)					.108	(p<.493)		(SE .1579)						.6891			ns
Age (control)					.005	(p<.795)		(SE .0220)						.2606			ns
Benevolence (control)				-.301    (p<.031)		(SE .1365)						-2.207			s**


(H15a) Morality→EM’s HRA labour laws		.016	(p<.925)		.0043 (p<.771)		-.0231		.0395		.2900			ns
→Service quality
Gender (control)					.295	(p<.082)		(SE .1657)						1.780			ns
Age (control)					.017	(p<.476)		(SE .0246)						 .7176			ns
Benevolence (control)				.162	(p<.352)		(SE .1629)						.9401			ns
							


(H15b) Morality→EM’s HRA labour laws		.103 (p <.414)		.-.0112 (p<.487)		-.0509		.0153		-.6951			ns
→affective organisational commitment 
Gender (control)					.319	(p<.011)		(SE .1207)						.1207			s**
Age (control)					.055	(p<.003)		(SE .0155)						3.627			s**
Benevolence (control)				-.205	(p<.111)		(SE .1263)						-1.625			ns


(H15c) Morality→EM’s HRA labour laws→		-.315	(p<.078)		.015 (p<.740)		-.0225		.0418		.3314			ns	
Burnout
Gender (controll)					-.062	(p<.712)		(SE .1687)						-.3713			ns
Age (control)					.013	(p<.587)		(SE .0250)						.5463			ns
Benevolence (control)				.028	(p<.874)		(SE .1765)						.1590			ns
Note: *** Significant at p < 0.01 (2-tailed)

[bookmark: _Toc189173819]5.11 Results of the moderation analyses for the fourth research question
The section examines what conditions improve and reduce the effects of employee-rated HR attributions (Time1) on employee-rated service quality, affective organisational commitment, and burnout (Time 2). Specifically, this study examines the moderating role of human capital in the relationship between employee HR attributions and employee-rated service quality, affective organisational commitment, and burnout (Time 2). In addition, this study also examines the moderating role of HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and burnout. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173820]5.11.1 The results of the moderating role of human capital in the relationship between employee HR attributions and employee outcomes 
As stated in chapter four, I followed Preacher and colleagues’ (2007, 2010) approach to test for moderation analyses. To do this, I first regress the independent variable to the dependent variable, regress the moderator to the independent variables and lastly, create a product interaction between the independent variable and moderator and regress to the independent variable. Based on the multi-level character of this study, I partition the variance of main variables within (group-mean centred) and between levels (group mean) and regress the random intercept terms for level 1 outcome using two separate multilevel regression models (i.e. between and within-level analyses) (Preacher et al., 2007, Hayes and Rockwood, 2020). 
Hypothesis 16a: Human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated service quality in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low. Controlling for gender, age, employee HR attributions for service quality, cost reduction, exploitation, labour laws, and positive and negative affect, the result (see figure 5) shows that the interaction between employee internal positive HR for wellbeing and human capital is significant (𝛽 = .525 p < .002, sig). I plotted this significant interaction graphically using values of one standard deviation below the mean and one standard deviation above the mean on human capital (Aiken and West, 1991, Preacher et al., 2007). As shown in figure 5, the plot indicates that the non-significant effect between employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality (𝛽 .171 p < .303, ns) is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. In addition, I performed a simple slope analysis, and the results revealed that the simple slope under conditions of high human capital was significantly greater than zero, simple slope (0.697, t = .6.361, p <.01.) Under conditions of low human capital, the relationship between employee HR for wellbeing and service quality is also significant (0.171, t = .830 <.01). Therefore, hypothesis 16a is supported.
[bookmark: _Toc163075861]Figure 5: The results of the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for wellbeing and service quality.

Hypothesis 16b: Human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low. The result (see figure 6) shows that the interaction between employee internal positive HR for wellbeing and human capital is significant (𝛽 = .523 p < .001, sig). I plotted this significant interaction graphically using values of one standard deviation below the mean and one standard deviation above the mean on human capital (Aiken and West, 1991). As shown in Figure 6, the plot indicates that the non-significant effect between employee positive HR attribution for wellbeing and organisational affective commitment (𝛽 = -.042 p < .759, ns) is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. I conducted a simple slope analysis, and the results revealed that the simple slope under conditions of high human capital is significantly greater than zero, simple slope (.481, t = 4.394, p <.01). Under conditions of low human capital, the relationship between employee HR for wellbeing and service quality is non-significant, simple slope (-.042, t -.948, <.345). Therefore, hypothesis 16b is supported. 



[bookmark: _Toc163075862]Figure 6: The moderating effect of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for wellbeing and affective org commitment.


Hypothesis 16c states that human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high., the result (see figure 7) shows that the interaction between employee internal positive HR for wellbeing and human capital is negative and significant (𝛽 = -.453 p < .017, sig). I plotted this significant interaction graphically using values of one standard deviation below the mean and one standard deviation above the mean on human capital (Aiken and West, 1991). As shown in figure 7, the plot indicates that the non-significant negative effect between employee internal positive HR attribution for wellbeing and burnout (𝛽 = -.072 p < .673, ns) is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low. I also conducted a simple slope analysis, and the results revealed that the simple slope under conditions of high human capital was significantly greater than zero, simple slope (-.526 t, -4.79, p <.01). Under conditions of low human capital, the relationship between employee HR for wellbeing and burnout is non-significant, simple slope (-.072, t -1.617, <.108). Therefore, hypothesis 16c is supported.




[bookmark: _Toc163075863]Figure 7: The moderating effect of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for wellbeing and burnout.

Hypothesis 17a states that human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation and employee-rated service quality in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. The result (see figure 8) shows that the interaction between employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation and human capital is significant (𝛽 = -.322 p < .017, sig). I plotted this significant interaction graphically using values of one standard deviation below the mean and one standard deviation above the mean on human capital (Aiken and West, 1991). As shown in figure 8, the plot indicates that the non-significant negative effect between employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation and service quality (𝛽 = -.029 p < .810, ns) is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low. I tested a simple slope analysis, and the results revealed that the simple slope under conditions of high human capital was significantly greater than zero, simple slope (-.353, t. 3.220, p <.002). Under conditions of low human capital, the relationship between employee HR for exploitation and service quality is non-significant, simple slope (-.030, t -.667, <.506). Therefore, hypothesis 17a is supported. 






[bookmark: _Toc163075864]Figure 8: The result of the moderating effect of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for exploitation and service quality.


Hypothesis 17b indicates that human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation and employee-rated affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. The result (see figure 9) shows that the interaction between employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation and human capital is significant (𝛽 = -.294 p < .014, sig). I also plotted this significant interaction graphically using values of one standard deviation below the mean and one standard deviation above the mean on human capital (Aiken and West, 1991). As shown in figure 9, the plot indicates that the non-significant negative effect between employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation and organisational affective commitment (𝛽 = -.042 p < .759, ns) is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low. I tested a simple slope analysis, and the results revealed that the simple slope under conditions of high human capital was significantly greater than zero, simple slope (-.383, t. 3.494, p <.001). Under conditions of low human capital, the relationship between employee HR for wellbeing and service quality is also significant but less steep than when it is high, simple slope (-.089, t -3.494, <.049). Therefore, hypothesis 17b is supported. 
[bookmark: _Toc163075865]Figure 9: The moderating effect of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for exploitation and affective org commitment.


Hypothesis 17c posits that human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation and burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. Controlling for gender, age, employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, labour laws, and positive and negative affect, the result (see figure 9) shows that the interaction between employee internal negative HR attribution for exploitation and human capital is not significant (𝛽 = .175 p < .283, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 17c is not supported. 
Hypothesis 18a indicates human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated service quality in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. Controlling for gender, age, employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation, and positive and negative affect, the result (see table 26) shows that the interaction between employee external negative HR attribution for labour laws and human capital is not significant (𝛽 = .265 p < .104, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 18a is not supported.
Hypothesis 18b indicates that human capital moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. Controlling for gender, age, employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation, and positive and negative affect, the result (see table 26) shows that the interaction between employee external negative HR attribution for labour laws and human capital is not significant (𝛽 = .-.006 p < .968, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 18b is not supported. 
Hypothesis 18c posits human capital moderates the positive relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high Controlling for gender, age, and employee HR attributions for service quality, wellbeing, cost reduction, exploitation, positive and negative affect, the result (see table 26)  shows that the interaction between employee external negative HR attribution for labour laws and human capital is not significant (𝛽 = .171 p < .405, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 18c is not supported. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173821]5.11.2 The moderating role of HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and burnout 
Hypothesis 19 posits that HR strength moderates the negative relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for wellbeing and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when HR strength is low than when it is high. Controlling for gender, age, employee HR attributions for service quality, cost reduction, exploitation, labour laws, and positive and negative affect, the result (see table 27) shows that the interaction between employee internal positive HR for wellbeing and HR strength is non-significant (𝛽 = .220. < .215, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 19 is not supported.
Hypothesis 20 posits HR strength moderates the relationship between employee-rated HR attribution for exploitation and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when HR strength is high than when it is low. Controlling for gender, age, employee HR attributions for service quality, cost reduction, wellbeing, labour laws, and positive and negative affect, the result (see table 27) shows that the interaction between employee internal positive HR for wellbeing and HR strength is non-significant (𝛽 = .007. < .968, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 20 is not supported.
Hypothesis 21 posits that HR strength moderates the relationship between employee HR attribution for labour laws and employee-rated burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when HR strength is high than when it is low. Controlling for gender, age, employee HR attributions for service quality, cost reduction, wellbeing, labour laws, and positive and negative affect, the result (see table 27) shows that the interaction between employee internal positive HR for wellbeing and HR strength is non-significant (𝛽 = -.334. < .147, ns). Therefore, hypothesis 21 is not supported.

[bookmark: _Toc163075945]Table 24: The results of the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for wellbeing and employee outcomes
	
	


Hypothesized Paths								Betas		SE		T-value		p 		Sig

(H16a) Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X Human Capital →Service quality 		.525		.140		3.731		.002		s***	Gender (control)								-.383		.094		-4.046		.001		s***		Age (control)								.0387		.016		2.358		.028		s***
Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)				.430		.152		2.816		.012		s***
	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control) 				.362		.088		4.119		.001		s*** 	Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)					.006		.084		.080		.937		ns
Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)					.157		.066		2.364		.028		s***
	Positive affect (control)							.360		.097		3.697		.002		s***
	Negative affect (control)							-.324		.080		-4.022		.001		s***

(H16b) Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X Human capital→ Affective org commitment .523		.147		3.555		.001		s***
             	Gender (control)								-.242		.099		-2.437		.021		s***		Age (control)								.057		.016		3.550		.001		s***
Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)				.271		.165		1.642		.112		ns
	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control) 				.062		.093		.669		.509		ns 	Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)					-.098		.093		-1.045		.307		ns	Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)					-.063		.069		-.915		.368		ns
	Positive affect (control)							.150		.105		1.429		.164		ns
	Negative affect (control)							-.198		.083		-2.381		.023		s***	

(H16c) Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X Human capital→ Burnout			-.453		.182		-2.491		.017		s***		Gender (control)								.121		.125		.972		.338		ns		Age (control)								.008		.0200		.435		.666		ns	Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)				-.126		.209		-.602		.552		ns	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)				.093		.117		.791		.673		ns 
Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)					-.063		.120		-.525		.603		ns	
Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)					.0200		.089		.226		.823		ns			Positive affect (control)							-.226		.133		-1.705		.098		ms			Negative affect (control)							.236		.105		2.232		.032		s***								

[bookmark: _Toc163075946]Table 25: The results of the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for exploitation and employee outcomes
	
	


Hypothesized Paths								Betas		SE		T-value		p 		Sig

(H17a) Employee’s HRA for exploitation X Human Capital →Service quality 	-.322		.128		-2.510		.017		s***		Gender (control)								-.278		.127		-2.186		.036		s***		Age (control)								.026		.019		1.368		.180		ns		Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control)					.057		.109		.530		.600		ns		Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)				.232		.200		1.159		.255 		ns
	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)				.293		.109		2.691		.011		s***			Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)					.145		.081		1.794		.082		ms			Positive affect (control)							.328		.124		2.632		.013		s***			Negative affect (control)							-.252		.096		-2.628		.013		s***								

(H17b) Employee’s HRA for exploitation X Human capital→ 			-.294		.114		-2.560		.014		s***	
              Affective org commitment
Gender (control)								 -.208		.114		-1.822		.076		s***		Age (control)								 .051		.016		3.030		.004		s***		Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control)					-.040		.100		-.409		.685		ns		Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)				.066	 	.184		.364		.718		ns 
	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)				.103		.100		1.033		.309		ns		Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)					 -.058		.074		-.788		.437		ns		Positive affect (control)							-.040		.114		-.354		.725		ns		Negative affect (control)							-.102		.088		-1.164		.253		ns								
(H17c) Employee’s HRA for exploitation X Human capital→ Burnout		 .175		.161		1.087		.283		ns	Gender (control)								.091		.162		.561		.577		ns		Age (control)								.020		.023		.875		.386		ns		Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control)					-.200		.146		-1.376		.177		ns		Employee’s HRA for service quality (control) 				.030		.267		.114		.910		ns
	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)				.142		.146		.977		.335		ns		Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)					-.000		.109		-.009		.993		ns		Positive affect (control)							-.226		.166		-1.366		.180		ns		Negative affect (control)							.159		.128		1.237		.224		ns								


[bookmark: _Toc163075947]Table 26: The results of the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HRA for labour laws and employee outcomes
	


Hypothesized Paths									Betas		SE		T-value		p 		Sig
	
(H18a)  Employee’s HRA for labour laws X Human Capital →Service quality 		.265		.159		1.671		.104		ns	Gender (control)									-.393		.131		-2.994		.005	              s**	Age (control)									.032		.019		1.620		.114		ns	Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)					.131		.204		.645		.524		ns	Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control) 						.012		.112		.112		.911		ns	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)					.217		.121		1.793		.082		ms	Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)						-.119		.130		-.913		.368		ns	Positive affect (control)								.301		.131		2.300		.028 		s** 
Negative affect (control)								-.192		.105		-1.826		.077		ms							

(H18b) Employee’s HRA for labour laws X Human capital→ Affective org commitment	-.006		.149		-.041		.968		ns	
Gender (control)									-.272		.123		-2.201		.034	            s**	Age (control)									.063		.018		3.444		.001	           s**	Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)					-.004		.198		-.022		.982		ns	Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control)						-.063		.108		-.581		.565		ns 	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)					.101		.116		.870		.390		ns	Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)						-.124		.127		-.979		.335		ns	Positive affect (control)								-.027		.126		-.219		.828		ns	Negative affect (control)								-.100		.101		-.991		.328		ns									
(H18c) Employee’s HRA for labour laws X Human capital→ Burnout			.171		.203		.843		.405		ns
Gender (control)									.117		.156		.754		.455		ns	Age (control)									.031		.023		1.329		.191		ns	Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)					-.104		.259		-.402		.690		ns	Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control)						-.211		.133		-1.582		.123		ns 	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)					.150		.153		.981		.333		ns	Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)						.037		.163		.227		.821		ns	Positive affect (control)								-.260		.158		-1.643		.109		ns	Negative affect (control)								.092		.126		.730		.470		ns		
[bookmark: _Toc163075948]Table 27: The results of moderating effect of HR strength in the relationship between employee HRA foci and burnout
	
	


Hypothesized Paths									Betas		SE		T-value		p 		Sig

(H19) Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X HR strength→ Burnout				.220		.175		1.259		.215		ns	Gender (control)									.178		.161		1.103		.276		ns	Age (control)									.031		.023		1.352		.183		ns	Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)					.132		.279		.474		.638		ns
Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)					.119		.150		.793		.433		ns	Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)						-.043		.163		-.266		.791		ns	Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)						-.005		.122		-.047		.962		ns	Positive affect (control)								-.118		.166		-.714		.479		ns	Negative affect (control)								.136		.138		.990		.328		ns														

(H20) Employee’s HRA for exploitation X HR strength→ Burnout				.007		.193		.040		.968		ns
Gender (control)									.121		.157		.767		.447		ns	Age (control)									.028		.023		1.234		.223		ns	Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)					.123		.285		.432		.668		ns	Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control) 						-.143		.160		-.895		.376		ns	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)					.155		.149		1.042		.304		ns	Employee’s HRA for labour laws (control)						-.001		.124		-.015		.988		ns	Positive affect (control)								-.138		.168		-.823		.415		ns	Negative affect (control)								.086		.135		.643		.524		ns

(H21) Employee’s HRA for labour laws X HR strength → Burnout				.334		.225		1.480		.147		ns	Gender (control)									.140		.156		.903		.372		ns	Age (control)									.031		.023		1.337		.188		ns	Employee’s HRA for service quality (control)					.198		.279		.710		.482		ns	Employee’s HRA for wellbeing (control)						-.155		.155		-.999		.324		ns	Employee’s HRA for cost reduction (control)					.143		.145		.987		.330		ns	Employee’s HRA for exploitation (control)						-.102		.161		-.632		.531		ns	Positive affect (control)								-.128		.161		-.800		.429		ns	Negative affect (control)								.094		.131		.719		.479		ns												
	

[bookmark: _Toc189173822]5.12 Summary of research findings 
[bookmark: _Toc163075949]Table 28: Summary of the findings for the research question one: What is the role of line manager’s HR attribution in predicting their leadership behaviour
	



HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS 		TYPE OF MEDIATION 				SUPPORTED/NOT SUPPORTED							
(H1a) LM’s HRA for wellbeing (T1) → Benevolence (T2)				NA						Not supported.
(H2a) LM’ HRA for exploitation (T1) → Authoritarianism	(T2)			NA						supported
(H3a) LM’s HRA for labour laws (T1) → Morality (T2)				NA						supported



[bookmark: _Toc163075950]Table 29: Summary of the findings for the research question two: Does line manager’s HR attribution (Time 1) influence employee HR attribution (Time 2) via leadership behaviour (Time 1)?
	



HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS 					TYPE OF MEDIATION 			SUPPORTED/NOT SUPPORTED
(H1b) LM’s HRA for wellbeing (T1) → Benevolence (T1)					NA						Not supported
(H2b) LM’ HRA for exploitation (T1) → Authoritarianism	(T1)				NA						Not supported
(H3b) LM’s HRA for labour laws (T1) → Morality (T1)					NA						Not supported
 (H4a) Line manager’s benevolence (T1) → employee HRA for wellbeing (T2)			NA						Not supported
(H5) LM’s HRA wellbeing (T1) → Benevolence → 						Mediation 					Not supported
Employee HRA for wellbeing 
(H6a) Line manager’s authoritarianism (T1) → employee HRA for exploitation (T2) 		NA						Not supported
(H7) LM’s HRA for exploitation → authoritarianism → 					Mediation					Not supported	              employee HRA for exploitation
(H8a) Line manager’s morality (T1) → employee HRA for labour laws (T2)			NA						Not supported
 (H9) LM’s HRA for labour laws → morality → 						Mediation					Not supported		 employee HRA for labour laws															



[bookmark: _Toc163075951]Table 30: The summary of the findings of research question three: Does line manager’s leadership behaviour (time 1) influence employee’s burnout, service quality and organisational commitment (time 2) via employee HR attributions (time 1)?  
	

	



HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS 					TYPE OF MEDIATION 			SUPPORTED/NOT SUPPORTED	
(H6b) LM’s benevolence (T1) → employee HRA for wellbeing (T1)			 NA						Supported
(H6b)	 LM’s authoritarianism (T1) → employee HRA for exploitation (T1)		NA						Not supported
(H6c) LM’s morality (T1) → employee HRA for labour laws (T1)			NA						Not Supported
 (H10a) Employee HRA for wellbeing (T1) → service quality (T2)			NA						Not supported
(H10b) Employee HRA for wellbeing (T1) → affective Org commitment (T2)		NA						Not supported
(H10c) Employee HRA for wellbeing (T1) → burnout (T2)				NA						Supported
(H11a) Employee HRA for exploitation (T1) → service quality (T2)			NA						Supported
(H11b) Employee HRA for exploitation (T1) → affective Org commitment (T2)		NA						Supported
(H11c) Employee HRA for exploitation (T1) → burnout (T2)				NA						Not supported
(H12a) Employee HRA for labour laws (T1) → service quality (T2)			NA						 Supported
(H12b) Employee HRA for labour laws (T1) → affective Org commitment (T2)		NA						 Supported
(H12c) Employee HRA for labour laws (T1) → burnout (T2)				NA						Not Supported
(H13a) Benevolence → employee HRA attribution for wellbeing 			Mediation					Not supported		
→ Service quality 
(H13b) Benevolence → employee HRA attribution for wellbeing 			Mediation 					Not supported
→ affective organisational commitment  
(H13c) Benevolence → employee HRA attribution for wellbeing 			Mediation					Not supported
→ Burnout  
(H14a) Authoritarianism → employee HRA attribution for exploitation			Mediation					Not supported		
→ Service quality 
(H14b) Authoritarianism → employee HRA attribution for exploitation 			Mediation 					Not supported
→ Affective organisational commitment  
(H14c) Authoritarianism → employee HRA attribution for exploitation			Mediation					Not supported
→ Burnout  
(H15a) Morality → employee HRA attribution for labour laws →			Mediation					Not supported 
Service quality 
(H15b)Morality → employee HRA attribution for labour laws →			Mediation					Not supported 
Affective organisational commitment 
(H15c) Morality → employee HRA attribution for labour laws →			Mediation					Not supported   		Burnout



[bookmark: _Toc163075952]Table 31: The summary of the finding for the fourth research question. What conditions improve and reduces the effects of employee HR attributions on the employee-rated service quality, affective organisational commitment, and burnout?  
	 
	
	


HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS 								MODERATION			SUPPORTED/NOT SUPPORTED	
H16a)  Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X Human Capital →Service quality			Moderation 			 	Supported 	         (H16b) Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X Human capital→ Affective org commitment		Moderation				Supported	
(H16c) Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X Human capital→ Burnout				Moderation				Supported	          (H17a)  Employee’s HRA for exploitation X Human Capital →Service quality 			Moderation				Supported	         (H17b) Employee’s HRA for exploitation X Human capital→ Affective org commitment		Moderation				Supported
(H17c) Employee’s HRA for exploitation X Human capital→ Burnout				Moderation 				Not supported		
(H18a)  Employee’s HRA for labour laws X Human Capital →Service quality 			Moderation				Not supported		
(H18b) Employee’s HRA for labour laws X Human capital→ Affective org commitment		Moderation				Not supported
(H18c) Employee’s HRA for labour laws X Human capital→ Burnout				Moderation				Not supported	            (H19) Employee’s HRA for wellbeing X HR strength→ Burnout				Moderation				Not supported	            (H20) Employee’s HRA for exploitation X HR strength→ Burnout				Moderation 				Not supported
(H21) Employee’s HRA for labour laws X HR strength → Burnout				Moderation				Not supported		

[bookmark: _Toc189173823]5.13 Conclusion:
I started with presenting CFAs result of the measurement instruments used in this research, that is, line manager’s HR attribution foci time 1 and employee HR attribution at both time 1 and 2. Thereafter, I evaluated the CFAs of main variables relating to the four research questions of this research. I separated the CFAs to correspond to each research question. I also calculated the ICC1, ICC2, and rwg for the variable measured at the individual level but aggregated at the group level.  After this, I reported the descriptive statistics, correlations and reliabilities of the measures used. Finally, I reported the results of the hypothesised relationships of this study, comprising the directed, mediated and moderated relationships. Finally, I presented in tabular form the summary findings of hypothesised relationships. 

[bookmark: _Toc189173824]6.0 Chapter 6
[bookmark: _Toc189173825]6.1 Conclusion and Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc189173826] 6.2 Introduction
 This chapter summarises the findings, contributions, limitations as well and the future research implications of this study. For the sake of precision and clarity, this chapter starts by recapping the four questions that underpin this thesis as well as presenting the theoretical linkages between each of the variables. Thereafter, I summarise the findings of this research. This will set the stage to explicate the implications and contributions of the findings to the theoretical development of HR attributions, including the effects of HR attribution in the understanding of leadership theory. Accordingly, I will present the empirical, methodological and practical contributions as well as policy implications of this study. I will also examine the study’s limitations. Based on these limitations, I will suggest possible future research directions. Finally, I will conclude by recapitulating the purpose of the study and the series of steps taken to actualise it. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173827]6.3 Summary of the thesis aim.
Building on Nishii et al.’s model of HR attribution (2008) and signalling theory, this multilevel study examined the influence of HR attributions on the line manager’s leadership behaviour and employee outcomes, and the moderating role of human capital and HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. To address this study’s aim, I developed four research questions. The first research question examined the role of line managers’ HR attribution in predicting their leadership behaviour. The second research question examined the role line manager’s leadership in relationship between line manager and employee HR attributions. The third research question examined the role of employee HR attributions in the relationship between   line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviours and employee outcomes (e service quality, burnout, and affective organisational commitment).  The fourth research question examined the boundary conditions that explain the relationship between employee HR attributions and employee outcomes (service quality, burnout, and affective organisational commitment).
For the first research question, I leveraged SIP theory to examine how line managers seek cues from their work environment to interpret the purpose of their HR philosophy and practices and thus, develop appropriate leadership behaviour (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1978). Specifically, I examined how the line manager’s HR attribution for employee wellbeing stimulates benevolent leadership behaviour, and how their attribution for exploitation engenders authoritarian leadership. Lastly, I examined how line manager’s HR attribution for labour laws stimulates moral leadership behaviour. Based on the causal assumptions underlying the relevant hypotheses, I examined these relationships at using a time-separated research design, that is, how line manager-rated HR attributions (time 1) influence line manager paternalistic leadership behaviour (time 2) and individual employee-rated paternalistic leadership behaviour (time 1). 
For the second research question, I first drew from signalling theory and SIP theory to examine the direct relationship between line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviour and employees' HR attributions. This is based on the notion that the line manager’s leadership behaviour could act as a valuable signal of HR philosophy and practices capable of reducing the information asymmetry that is likely to exist between intended HR philosophy and practices as interpreted by the line manager, and experience of HR philosophy and practices as interpreted by employees (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). Accordingly, I also examined the mediating influence of line manager paternalistic leadership behaviours in the relationship between line managers’ HR attributions and employee's HR attributions. I argued line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviours stimulate a series of social exchange processes that link the line manager's HR attributions and employee attributions. 
With regard to the third research question, which examined the mediating effects of employee HR attributions in the relationship between paternalistic leadership and employee burnout, service quality and affective organisational commitment (time 2), I drew on previous studies that employed COR theory. Before examining the mediating influence of employee HR attributions, I first examined the direct path between employee HR attributions and employee burnout, service quality and affective organisational commitment. Based on the SET, this study argued that a positive interpretation of HR intent is likely to stimulate positive employee responses such as higher employee service quality, higher affective organisational commitment and lower experience of burnout. On the other hand, a negative interpretation of HR intent is likely to stimulate negative responses such as lower employee service quality, lower level of affective organisational commitment and high experience of burnout. Lastly, external HR attribution for labour law will stimulate neutral employee responses leading to a lower level of service quality, lower level of affective organisational commitment and high experience of burnout. To examine the mediating effects of employee attributions in the relationship between paternalistic leadership, I integrated signalling and social exchange theories, which indicate that line managers’ paternalistic leadership will influence service quality, and affective organisational commitment and burnout through signalling informational cues capable of stimulating different responses from employee. 
Lastly, drawing on COR theory, I examined research question four, which examines the moderating effects of human capital and HR strength in the relationship between employee attributions and service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. Specifically, human capital was conceptualised as valuable personal resources that strengthen or weaken the relationship between employee HR attributions and service quality and affective organisational commitment burnout. Similarly, HR strength that signals high distinctiveness, consistency and consensus is examined to moderate the relationship between employee HR attributions and burnout. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173828]6.4 Summary of key findings
For the sake of clarity, I will present the findings according to each of the research questions. 
Research question 1: What is the role of line managers’ HR attribution (Time 1) in predicting their leadership behaviour (Time 2)? 
For hypothesis 1, I found no support for the direct relationship between the line manager’s HR attribution for well-being (Time 1) and the aggregated employee perception of the line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour (Time 2). However, for hypothesis 2, I found support that line managers’ HR attribution for exploitation (Time 1) is positively associated the aggregated employee perception of line managers' authoritarian leadership behaviour (Time 2). For hypothesis 3, I found support that line manager external HR attribution for labour laws (Time 1) is positively associated with line manager aggregated perception of moral leadership behaviour (Time 2). These findings suggest HR line manager’s attributions for exploitation and labour laws play a role in shaping line manager’s authoritarian and moral leadership respectively but their HR attribution for wellbeing does not influence their benevolent leadership behaviour. 
Research question 2: What is the role of line manager’s leadership behaviour (Time 1) in the relationship between line manager (Time 1) and employee HR attributions (Time 2)?  
As I have stated in Chapter 5, this multilevel mediational model assumed a 2-1-1 design, that is, the group predictor influencing variance in the individual-level outcomes through a group-level and individual-level variance in the mediator variable. Therefore, I followed Preacher et al., (2010) recommendation on multilevel-mediation analyses that allows estimation of covariance for level 1 in random intercept terms and indirect effects, and the multiple paths that are components of these indirect effects without lumping together the individual-level and team-level relationships (Wallace, et al., 2016). 
For hypotheses 1, 2 and 3, which examined the direct relationship between line manager HR attributions (Time 1) (i.e., wellbeing, exploitation and labour laws) and benevolent, authoritarian and moral leadership behaviours (Time 1), the results were nonsignificant  The result of hypotheses 4, 5, 6, which examined direct relationship between the paternalistic leadership behaviours (Time 1) and employee HR attribution foci (Time 2) were also nonsignificant.  For hypothesis 7, I found no support for the mediating effect of line managers’ benevolent leadership behaviour (Time 1) in the relationship between line manager HR attribution for wellbeing (Time 1) and employee HR attribution for wellbeing (Time 2). Similarly, for hypotheses 8, I found no support for the mediating effect of the line manager’s authoritarian leadership behaviour (Time 1) in the relationship between line HR attribution for exploitation (Time 1) and employee HR attribution for exploitation (Time 2). Finally, for hypothesis 9, no support was also found for the mediating effect of the line manager’s moral leadership behaviour (Time 1) in the relationship between the line manager’s external HR attribution for labour laws (Time 1) and employee external HR attribution for labour laws (Time 2). The implication of these findings will be discussed in the later stage of this chapter.  
Research question 3: What is the role of employee HR attributions (Time 1) in the relationship between   line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviours (Time 1) and employee outcomes (e service quality, burnout, and organisational commitment) (Time 2)? 
This model follows a 1-1-1 design whereby the level-1 predictor influences level-1 outcomes through a level-1 mediator. Similar to the above multilevel mediation model, the strategy for analysing the 1-1-1 model involves regressing the level-1 outcomes to (a) to mediator centered within the cluster and (b) the cluster means of the mediator variables (group mean) and (c) predictor centered within the cluster and cluster means of the predictor.  
Similar to hypothesis 4, I examined the direct effects that include the line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour (Time 1) and employee HR attribution for wellbeing (Time 1), and the result revealed a significant relationship. However, for hypothesis 5, I found no support for the direct relationship between line managers’ authoritarian leadership behaviour (Time 1) and employee HR attribution for exploitation (Time 1). Interestingly, I found that there is negative and significant relationship between line manager’s authoritarian leadership between and employee HR attribution for exploitation.  For hypothesis 6, I found no support for the direct relationship between line manager’s moral leadership (Time 1) and employees’ external HR attribution for labour laws (Time 1). Moreover, for hypotheses 10a, 10b, I found no support that employee HR attribution for wellbeing (Time 1) is positively associated with service quality and affective organisational commitment (Time 2). However, for hypothesis 10c, I found support that employee HR attribution for wellbeing (Time 1) was negatively associated with employee burnout (Time 2).  For hypotheses 11a, 11, I found support for the direct relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation (Time 1) and service quality, affective organisational commitment (Time 2).  However, for hypothesis 11c, I found no support that employee HR attribution for exploitation (Time 1) is positively associated with burnout (Time 2).   Lastly, for hypotheses 12a, 12b, I found support that employee HR attribution for labour laws is negatively associated with service quality and affective organisational commitment (Time 2). However, for hypothesis 12c, no support was found that employee HR attribution for labour law is positively associated with burnout. 
For the mediation results, for hypotheses 13 a, b, c, I found no support for the mediating effects of employee HR attribution for wellbeing in the relationship between line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour and service quality, affective organisational commitment or employee burnout. In addition, for hypothses 14a, b, c, I found no support for the mediating effects of employee HR attribution for exploitation in the relationship between line managers’ authoritarian leadership behaviour and service quality and affective organisational commitment and burnout. For hypotheses 15a, b, c, I also found no support for the mediating effects of employee external HR attribution for labour laws in the relationship between line manager moral behaviour and service quality and affective organisational commitment, employee burnout. 
Research question four: What are the boundary conditions that explain the relationship between employee HR attributions (Time 1) and employee outcomes (service quality, burnout, and affective organisational commitment) (Time 2)?
I followed Preacher and colleagues (2007, 2010) to test the moderating effect of human capital and HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. 
I found support for the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality, affective organisational commitment and employee burnout. In particular, I found that human capital moderated the positive relationship between employee HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality, and affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is high than when it is low. On the other hand, I found that human capital moderated the negative relationship between employee HR attribution for well-being and burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger (more negative) when human capital is low than when it is high. In addition, I also found support for the moderating effects of human capital in the negative relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and service quality, affective organisational commitment but not employee burnout. Specifically, the result showed that human capital moderated the relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and service quality, and affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. However, I found no support for moderating the effects of human capital in the relationship between employee external HR attribution for labour laws and service quality and affective organisational commitment and employee burnout. Lastly, I found no support for the moderating effects of HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions (i.e., wellbeing, exploitation and labour laws) and burnout. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173829]6.5 Discussion of findings
The section discusses the theoretical implications of the above findings in relation to broader attribution and leadership literatures. I will explain where the findings coincide or contradict the existing evidence in the attribution and leadership literature. I will conclude the section by interpreting the contradictions and non-significant findings based on extant literatures and put forth some future directions for research.
This multilevel study examined the influence of HR attributions on the line manager’s leadership behaviour, employee HR attributions and employee outcomes, and the moderating role of human capital and HR strength in the relationship between employee HR attributions and service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. It represents the first study to provide a comprehensive casual chain that considers both line managers’ and employee HR attributions in the study of the HR process. Given the number of nonsignificant findings in this study, there are several implications of this study to the broader HR literature. Notably, I will structure this discussion of findings following the research questions. 
As noted above, for the first research question, which examined the role on the line manager’s HR attributions on their paternalistic behaviours, revealed significant effects of line manager’s HR attribution for exploitation and labour laws on their authoritarian and moral leadership behaviours, respectively. This research evidence corroborates with previous studies, which demonstrated that attribution process influence leadership behaviour in the performance management context (Green and Mitchel, 1979, Ashkanasy, 1995, Offermann, Schroyer and Green, 1998). However, I found a non-significant effect of the line manager’s HR attribution for wellbeing and the line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour, thus, raising conceptual questions about the moderators in the relationship between line manager’s HR attribution and benevolent leadership behaviour. Scholars have suggested person-related variables could interact with contextual factors (i.e., signaling environment) to influence benevolent leadership behaviour (Karakas and Saragollu, 2012).  As such, research might benefit from a study that examines the moderating effects of organisational climate in the relationship between line manager’s HR attribution for wellbeing and benevolent leadership. In a positive climate the line manager who makes a negative attribution might still express benevolent leadership to protect the employees from the negative organisational intent (i.e. climate buffers the negative effect of a negative attribution on behaviour). Alternatively, a negative climate might override the leader’s high HR attribution for wellbeing, making its effect on benevolent leadership non-significant. 
Research may also investigate the factors that explain the significant (and non-significant) effects of line manager’s HR attributions on the different dimensions of paternalistic leadership behaviours. In particular, research may examine whether high HR strength, defined as the high consistency, high distinctiveness and high consensus about the  HR information signalling control or exploitative HR practices and compliance with the labour laws enabled (via mediating or moderating process) the positive relationship between line manager’s HR attribution for exploitation and authoritarian leadership, and the relationship between line manager’s HR attribution for labour laws and moral leadership, respectively. This signalling effect of HR strength may also explain the non-significant relationship between line managers’ HR attribution for well-being and benevolent leadership behaviour in that it may determine the line manager’s disposition to express benevolent leadership behaviour, irrespective of their HR cognition. That is, the unambiguous messages, conveyed via the HR strength, about the strategic focus of the HR practices, especially from the top management and HR department to the line managers (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004) and the HR content itself (Katou et al., 2020) could influence the relationship line managers’ HR attribution and their leadership behaviour. 
For second research question, which examined the mediating effects of line managers’ paternalistic leadership behaviour in the relationship between line managers' HR attributions and employees’ HR attributions, I found no significant results. Given that previous research has suggested that line manager’s HR attribution does not always coincide with employees' HR attributions because of the complexities e associated with the HR attribution process (Hewett and Shantz, 2022), research may extrapolate these relationships by examining other mediating or moderating mechanisms that could link line managers’ attributions and employees’ HR attributions, as it might be that paternalistic leadership behaviour may not significant vessel for transmitting the effects of line manager’s HR attribution on employee’s HR attribution. Alternatively, research could examine the mediating effect of LMX on this relationship. Research has suggested that the quality of LMX may explain the gap between line manager and employee attributions and perception of HR practices (Martinko and Gardner, 1987; Bos-Nehles et al. 2018). 
Research may also examine the multiple signals that may help reduce information asymmetry between line manager’ HR attributions and employee HR attributions. It is possible that multiple HR signals, such as, communication quality (Klaas et al., 2012), line manager’s HR implementation (Katou, et al., 2020), and fellow employee behaviours and HR cognitions (Beijer et al., 2019) may influence the mediating effect of line manager’s leadership behaviour in the relationship between line manager HR attribution and employee HR attributions. Integrating these multiple HR signals in a study of HR attribution process could help delineate the crucial HR signals that may integrate with line manager’s leadership behaviour to foster shared line manager’s and employees’ HR attribution foci.
In addition, the research could also examine the moderating influence of employees’ attributional style in the relationship between line managers' HR attributions and employee attribution. Attributional style describes the relatively stable disposition in the way individuals make causal attributions about events and people's actions (Reiland, 2020, Abramson, Seligman, and Teasdale, 1978; Martinko et al., 2007). It also contributes to how individuals make biased causal explanations about social stimuli (Peterson et al., 1982; Martinko et al., 2007). Broadly, scholars have categorised attributional styles into optimistic and pessimistic attributional styles (Martinko et al., 2007; Abramson et al., 1978). According to this categorisation, individuals with optimistic attributional styles tend to be biased toward internal and stable attributions for favourable outcomes (e.g., high desire) and external and unstable attributions for unfavourable outcomes (e.g., company policy). In contrast, individuals with a pessimistic attributional style tend to make internal and stable attributions for unfavourable outcomes (e.g., low desire) and external and unstable explanations for favourable outcomes (e.g., company policy). Drawing from this dichotomy, research could examine the moderating role of attributional style in the relationship between line manager’s HR attributions and employee HR attributions. Indeed, there is a possibility that employees that possess an optimistic attributional style may  buffer the effects line manager HR attribution for exploitation, as they more likely attributes line manager’s HR cognition (and leadership behaviour)  to external factors (company policy while attribution for wellbeing will be attributed to internal factor (desire).This perspectives resonates with , Martinko et al., (2007) work that  attributional clash occurs  between line managers and employees’ attributions (i.e. abusive context) in such a way that an employee who has an optimistic attributional style may attribute a line manager’s unfavourable cognitions and behaviours  to an external factor while his or her favourable behaviour is attributed to an internal factor. 
Moreover, I did not find any significant results for the third research question, which looked at the mediating roles of employee HR attributions in the relationship between line manager paternalistic leadership behaviours and employee outcomes (burnout, service quality, and affective organisational commitment). The findings indicate that employee attitudinal and behavioural responses to paternalistic leadership behaviours are not associated with how they interpret the HR intent regarding the leadership behaviours. As such, research may examine moderating factors that could further explain the relationships. For example, research could conduct a conditional mediated model whereby factors such as (line manager HR implementation) moderated the effect of line manager paternalistic leadership behaviours to signal unambiguous HR signals, which thus influence the mediating role of employee HR attributions in the relationship between paternalistic leadership behaviours and employee's attitudinal and behavioural outcomes. In other words, there is a possibility that the line manager's desire and ability to perform their HR responsibilities and the level of HR support they receive from top management (Bos-Nehles, 2010) limited employee interpretation of leadership behaviour to possess HR attributes, which thus account for the nonsignificant findings about the mediating role of employee HR attribution in the hypothesised relationships. 
Contrary to the hypothesised relationships, I found a negative and significant relationship between line manager authoritarian leadership and employee HR attribution for exploitation at Times 1 and a nonsignificant relationship of the same variables at Time 2. I also found 2, a nonsignificant relationship between moral leadership and employee HR attribution for labour laws at both Times 1 and 2, research could further examine these relationships. Similar to the above preceding arguments, research could investigate the moderating or mediating role of line manager HR implementation in these relationships. In addition, it might also consider how other HR signals, such as the communication quality between the line manager and employees, may influence these relationships. It might be that high-quality communication between line managers and employees about the strategic foci of HR practices will signal a clear and coherent message about the HR attributes over line managers that has low-quality communication with the employees. Thus, strengthening the relationship between line manager paternalistic leadership behaviours and employee HR attribution foci.
Moreover, the negative significant result found between line managers' authoritarian leadership behaviour and employee HR attribution for exploitation at Time 1 raised an important conceptual issue about the effects of authoritarian leadership, especially as previous research has reported mixed findings the leadership effects at workplace (Pizzolitto, Verna and Venditti, 2023). It could be that cultural variables (e.g. employee traditionality and high-power distance) may have moderated the relationship such that an employee high in high-power distance perception may perceive authoritarian leadership to be less exploitative whilst an employee low in high power distance perception may perceive authoritarian leadership to be very exploitative. Nigeria has a high-power distance culture with a cultural expectation of top-down relationships in the line manager-employee relationship. It could have shaped the interpretation of authoritarian leadership behaviour to be less exploitative.  Research could further explore this perspective.	Comment by nonso anthony: In the discussion chapter, please acknowledge the Nigerian context and explain what impact this might have had on the findings.	Comment by Anna Topakas: Make sure you mention this section in your response to examiners.
I found nonsignificant effects in the relationship between benevolent and moral leadership and service quality and affective organisational commitment, respectively, suggesting the presence of moderators and mediators in the hypothesised relationships. For example, it might be that an employee's trust in leadership moderated the relationship between benevolent leadership and affective organisational commitment (Meyer and Allen, 1990), and employees' service-oriented competence, service motivation and service climate moderated the relationship between benevolent leadership and service quality (Hong et al., 2013). In addition, I also found a nonsignificant relationship between authoritarianism and burnout, suggesting that cultural variables may have influenced the effect of authoritarian leadership on unfavourable outcomes, such as burnout.
 About the fourth research question, I found a nonsignificant moderation effect of human capital in the positive relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and employee burnout. This finding suggests that the effect of employees' HR attribution for exploitation on burnout was neither strengthened nor diminished by employee’s level of knowledge, skill, and competence. Put differently, it means that employees' interpretation of HR practices as exploitative will not alter their experience of burnout, regardless of their level of human capital. Research could further investigate other factors such as the signalling environments that could moderate this relationship. For example, social support and the organisational climate (e.g., the climate of concern for employees) may provide a more nuanced understanding regarding the contextual factors that moderate the effect of attribution for exploitation on burnout. In addition, to capture the multilevel signals influencing the effect of attributional process on burnout, researchers can integrate both individual (e.g., human capital) and context variables (employee climate of concern) to fully understand the factors influencing the effects employee HR attribution for exploitation on burnout experience. 
Furthermore, I found a nonsignificant moderating effect of human capital in the negative relationship between employee external HR attribution for labour laws and service quality, affective organisational commitment and in the positive relationship between employee external HR attribution for labour laws and burnout. This finding indicates the employees' interpretation of HR practices as externally motivated will not alter their attitude and behaviour, regardless of their level of human capital. As already stated, the external explanation for HR philosophy and practices will signal to employees that their management’s motivation to select specific HR philosophy and practices lies outside their control, which thus provides limited information about the value organisations place on their employees as critical assets for management. Employees may also perceive it as an adoption of a minimal HR system and as a lack of intrinsic motivation to care about their welfare. Drawing on this interpretation, the nonsignificant findings could mean that employees withheld the deployment of their human capital to manage the customer service process, feel an emotional connection to the organisation and have lower burnout experience as they considered the HR practices to be externally driven and not prioritise their welfare. 

Given Nigeria’s institutional context as reviewed in Chapter 3, I suggest research may examine how institutional context may influence the relationship between employee HR for labour laws and the stated employee outcomes. It might be that prioritising compliance with labour laws in a country with poor institutional regulations may stimulate positive motivational and behavioural responses because employees may interpret compliance with labour laws as a signal that the organisation respects their rights. In addition, as the Nigerian cultural context holds a collectivist and high-power distance orientation, it could influence employee perception of paternalistic leadership and HRM. Scholars have indicated that paternalistic leadership is congruent with high-power and collectivist cultures and thus may stimulate positive employee experience (Jackson et al., 2008).  This may have implications for this study as I found that a line manager HR attribution for wellbeing predicted their authoritarian leadership behaviour. This result suggests that line managers who consider their HR practices to promote wellbeing may demonstrate authoritarian leadership as a positive response to ensure stability in organisation. This may be due to higher appreciation for uncertainty avoidance in the Nigeria cultural context (Hofstede,1980), which thus contributes to employee wellbeing.  	Comment by nonso anthony: In the discussion chapter, please acknowledge the Nigerian context and explain what impact this might have had on the findings.	Comment by Anna Topakas: good

Lastly, I found that HR strength did not moderate the relationship between all the employee HR attribution foci and burnout. There are several interpretations of why the nonsignificant results exist. This study conceptualised HR strength as an employee-level variable despite the recent arguments that HR strength is an organisational level variable (Hewett et al., 2018). However, one of the major reasons for conceptualising it as an employee-level variable is that the ICC1 and ICC2 were very low at 0.046 and 0.149, respectively, although the rwg is marginally acceptable at .697. Given these poor results, there is no statistical justification to aggregate the employee's HR strength perception to reflect group-level construct. The implication for conceptualising an employee-level variable is that I am accounting for the individual perception of unambiguous messages regarding the organisation's HR strategic foci, which might still be prone to variations. Put differently, I am reiterating the conversation about variations in employee HR attributions rather than looking at the absence of variances in employee HR attribution as thought to be indicated by the HR strength.  Research may further examine this relationship by conceptualising HR strength as an organisational-level phenomenon and then examine its moderating effect between employee HR attributions and burnout. 
It also might be that HR strength does not moderate the effect of employee HR attributions on burnout in such a way that it increases or reduces the variations in employee attributions to predict burnout. Research may consider additional signaling environments, such as coworker support and HR support as moderators. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173830]6.6 Theoretical contributions
The present study contributes to understanding of the antecedents of paternalistic leadership. Prior research has relied on cultural arguments to demonstrate the effectiveness of paternalistic leadership, such as, in Central Asia, Middle East, Africa, and Latin America (see Hiller, Sin, Ponnapalli and Ozgen, 2019). Although this cultural perspective has continued to dominate the study of paternalistic leadership, there is a gap in the literature about the effect of proximal context (HRM) on the study of paternalistic leadership. Moreover, research examining the antecedents of leadership behaviour have either focused on physiological attributes (e.g., genetic factors, physical attributes, gender, endocrinological and neurological factors) or physiological factors (e.g., personality traits, intelligence, self-regulation, dark-triad personality traits and background variable) (see Tuncdogan, Acar and Stam, 2017) with little attention to the attribution process. Given that prior research has demonstrated that the attribution process influences a leader’s behaviour in appraising of employee performance (Mitchel, 1982; Green and Mitchell, 1979; Ashkanasy and Gallois, 1994; Ashkanasy, 1995; Xing, Sun, Jepsen and Zhang, 2023), this study argues that context-specific attribution process (e.g., HR attribution) could influence line manager’s leadership behaviour. This is crucial because studies have indicated leadership behaviour could emerge through a complex socio-cognitive process that interrelates personality factors, behaviour of others and social context (Cervone, 2008; Dominick, Squires and Cervone, 2010). In other words, leadership behaviour is not a static or fixed behavioural pattern, but rather a malleable behavioural display formed through a learning process that integrates multiple mutually influencing factors (Dominick et al., 2010). Considering the effects of HR attributions as antecedent of line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviour represent important departure from previous studies that focus on cultural factors in the study of paternalistic leadership. It also considers the influence of HR cognitions in motivating HR-driven leadership behaviour. In this study, I found that line manager’s HR attribution for exploitation is positively related to authoritarian leadership behaviour while line manager’s external attribution for labour laws was also found to stimulate their moral leadership behaviour. However, I found no significant result on the direct relationship between line managers’ HR attribution for well-being and benevolent leadership behaviour. These mixed findings regarding how different HR attribution foci influenced different dimensions of paternalistic leadership behaviours indicate that the relationship is rather complex as certain conditions or factors could have influenced to it. For example, it could be that the HR content itself stimulated specific HR attributions, which further translated to certain leadership styles. To put this into perspective, it could be that high-commitment HR practices and high-involvement HR practices may have stimulated line managers' HR attribution for employee well-being, which further motivates the display of benevolent leadership behaviour. Therefore, this work only laid the foundation for future research to explicate the factors and the implications of HR attributions of line managers' leadership behaviour. 
Secondly, building on previous studies that suggested that line managers’ HR implementation (Katou et al., 2020) and co-workers HR attribution (Beijer et al., 2019) could act as antecedents of employee HR attributions, this study contributes to the study of HR attribution by examining line manager’s leadership behaviour as an antecedent of employee HR attribution. This is important because knowing what shapes employee HR attributions is likely to help streamline their interpretation of HR intent to intended strategic HR goals. Specifically, I found evidence that line managers' benevolent leadership behaviour influenced employees’ HR attribution for well-being within teams. 	
However, I found that the line manager's authoritarian leadership behaviour did not predict employee HR attribution exploitation. I also found that the line manager's moral leadership behaviour did not predict employee external HR attribution for labour laws. These mixed findings indicate that specific leadership behaviours may be an effective HR signal for specific employee HR attribution over others. In addition, it also shows that there may be a complex process involved in the relationship between a line manager's leadership behaviour and employee HR attributions, as the relationship may be shaped by specific factors (e.g. institutional and cultural variables and line manager HR implementation). As such, future research could re-theorise it and update our understanding of the factors that may influence the relationship between different line managers' leadership behaviour and different employee HR attributions.
Thirdly, this project contributes to the study of HR attribution by examining the boundary conditions of employee HR attribution. Despite the call by Hewitt (2018), research has yet to investigate the moderating factors influencing employee HR attribution. In response to this call, I found that human capital positively moderated the relationship between employee HR attribution for well-being and service, quality and affective organisational commitment and burnout. Similarly, I found that human capital negatively moderated the relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and service quality and affective organisational commitment. These findings suggest that employees who have high knowledge, skills and ability are likely to provide superior service performance; become emotionally attached to the organisation; and experience low burnout when they make either positive or negative HR attribution. By examining the effect of human capital as a moderating factor, this study contributes to studies explicating complexities associated with positive and negative HR attribution process, in that attribution alone may not account for variance in outcomes. 
Lastly, this contributes to the study of the HR implementation process by leveraging signalling theory to explain how line managers transmit HR cues through their leadership behaviour, which in turn, influence employee HR attributions and attitudinal and behavioural responses. With the exception of Guest (2020), previous research has presented disjointed theoretical frameworks that fail to capture each step of the HR process (e.g. Nishii et al., 2008; De Voorde and Beijer, 2015; Shantz et al., 2016; Tandung, 2016). In particular, most of these studies have focused on employee attributions without considering the role of line managers in shaping those employees’ HR attributions. Therefore, utilising signalling theory, this study presented a more holistic picture of the HR implementation process as it considers both the role of line manager HR attributions and leadership behaviour in fostering employee HR attributions and outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc189173831]6.6.1 Methodological strengths
This study has three main methodological strengths. First, this study adopted a time-lagged design (data collected at two-time points) to examine the hypothesised relationships. Scholars have suggested that the temporal separation of self-reported data could improve the validity and reliability of the results of a study (Podsakoff, et al., 2012, Viswanathan and Kayande, 2012). Specifically, adopting a time-lagged design contributes to the reduction of common method bias, which occurs when both the independent and dependent variables are measured within one survey, using the same response method (Kock, Berbekova, and Assaf, 2021). As such, this study ensures that variance in the dependent variables is not caused by the measurement method but by the independent variables. This is important as previous studies rely on cross-sectional design with data collected at a single time point (Nishii et al., 2008; Koys 1991; Beijer et al., 2019; Guest et al., 2020, Van De Voorde and Beijer, 2015). Collecting data at two time points also adds interesting complexities to the study of HR attribution because Weiner (2018) noted that the attribution process is time-dependent in that it occurs after observing the behaviour of another person or an event. Moreover, attribution is likely to change due to the consistency, distinctiveness and consensus in the HR information within organisations (Nishii et al, 2008, Guest et al., 2020; Hewitt et al., 2018). In addition, I controlled for common-source bias, which occurs when data are collected from the same source (e.g., employees) (Podsakoff, et al., 2003). In this study, for example, employees rated line managers’ leadership behaviours while the line managers rated their attribution process. In this way, the possibility of an inflated significance of the observed relationship between the variables is reduced. Therefore, the separate source of data adds to the methodological strength of this study.	Comment by nonso anthony: the separate source data should be mentioned as a methodological strength	Comment by Anna Topakas: good
Secondly, the study also considered the problem of endogeneity. The latter arises when factors that influence the dependent variable are not included in the regression equation. As I have stated in Chapter 3, there are several causes of endogeneity such as omitted variables, simultaneity, measurement error and selection. Research has noted that it is not viable to address all these causes of endogeneity in a study but an attempt to examine any of them should be a meaningful part of the main research design and analyses (Hill et al., 2021). In this study, I addressed the problem of omitted variables. Following the procedure suggested by Hill et al. (2021) and Antonakis et al. (2010), I included control variables in the analyses. Specifically, I control for other HR attributions when testing for the effect of a singular HR attribution on outcomes. This is theoretically justifiable as all HR attribution dimensions were rated by the same respondent and previous research has shown a correlation between the different dimensions of HR attributions (Nishii et al, 2008). Moreover, this study controlled for the employee’s affective states (positive and negative affect) when examining the effects of employee HR attributions on the outcomes. Controlling for employee affective states corroborates Weiner's (1980) original attribution-emotion-action model, where Nishii et al (2008) drew their concept of HR attribution. As such, this study represents an important departure from previous studies that overlooked the impact of emotion in the HR attribution process. In addition, I collected data from multiple sources, that is, from line manager and employees, to reduce endogeneity.  
Lastly, this study adopts a multilevel perspective in the study of HR attributions. This is essential, though not consistently reflected in extant research, because organisations are structured across multilevel entities and employees are nested within clusters (Klein and Kozlowski, 2000). Employees of the same group/cluster are more likely to share similar attributes to employees from different group/clusters (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002) and this could be a result of socialisation that are unique to each group/cluster (Ostroff and Kozlowski, 1992). Despite this argument, limited research has considered the multilevel character of organisations in the study of HR attribution (except Katou et al., 2020). This is critical because conflating the group-level effect with individual level effect is likely to result in bias estimation of the intercepts (Preacher, et al 2010; Asparouhov and Muthén, 2006); and the possibility of not accounting for potential bias of shared variance due to the cluster effects (e.g., group membership) (Klein and Kozlowski 1998). 
[bookmark: _Toc189173832]6.6.2 Practical implications
The research has practical implications for organisations in terms of their leadership development programmes. Most organisations derived their leadership development practices mainly from context-free development programmes aimed at improving leadership cognitive and metacognitive skills, experience, learning, personality and identity (Day et al., 2014; Lord and Hall, 2005, Marshall-Mies et al., 2000). Broadly, Mumford et al. (2007) suggested that different patterns of skills comprising cognitive, interpersonal, business and strategic are integral to leadership development in organisations. They suggested that senior leadership roles require the acquisition of strategic and business skills over the acquisition of interpersonal and cognitive skills, which are align to line manager role in organisations. Moreover, this study suggests that organisations could benefit from designing leadership development programmes that acknowledge the line managers’ leadership behaviour as cognitive source for HR strategy and practices. In other words, this study suggests that leadership development at the operational level should follow concurrently with organisational strategy and practice in order to foster  a strategic alignment between them .Specifically, such an alignment is likely to reduce variability in the line manager’s HR attributions to predict specific leadership behaviour and to transmits specific HR signals, which thus will reduce the gap between intended HR goals, implemented HR practices and employee perception of these HR practices. This is partially supported in the study as I found that line manager’s HR attributions for exploitation and labour laws to influence their authoritarian and moral leadership respectively. Line manager’ benevolent leadership leadership was also found to predict employee HR attribution for wellbeing. As such, aligning leadership development to HR strategy and practices is likely to enhance appropriate interpretation of HR practices by the line managers, who are responsible for transmitting to the employees. 
Secondly, this study has practical implications for organisations to provide relevant resources that could sustain line manager’s benevolent leadership at the operational base of organisation. Drawing from studies utilising SET (Nishii et al., 2008), I found the line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour stimulated employee HR's attribution of wellbeing. Although it partially supported the hypothesised relationships, this finding suggests that organisations should provide training, assessment, reward and feedback to their line managers about their benevolent behaviour in order to motivate them to maintain their positive leadership behaviour, which is, as shown in this study, is a cognitive source of HR strategy and practices. Alternatively, organisations could also formulate cultures that enhance stronger alignment between line manager ‘s benevolent leadership behaviour and employee HR attribution for wellbeing. As the role of organisational culture is to confirm or deny the legitimacy of individual actions and interventions (Burns and James, 1995), creating an organisational that enhance positive association between line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour and employee HR attribution for wellbeing is likely to foster the alignment between implemented HR strategy and perceived HR practices leading to superior organisation performance (Dewettinck and Vroonen, 2017; Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Sikora and Ferris, 2014; Friede et al. 2008). Typically, in the context of fostering a culture that facilitates a positive relationship between line manager’s benevolence and employee HR attribution for well-being, the organisation could benefit from creating a clan culture (Cameron et al., 2006). In clan culture, line managers are likely to share emotional connection with their employees, which thus, stimulate a stronger connection between the line manager leadership behaviour and employee attribution of wellbeing. 
Lastly, this study also has practical implications for the human capital development of employees. As suggested by the research evidence, the development of employees’ knowledge, skills and abilities, in a hypercompetitive global marketplace, could create a resourceful psychological climate that strengthens a relationship between employees’ HR attributions and service quality, affective commitment, and negatively to burnout. This implies that organisation should deploy their resources towards employee training to enhance their skills, knowledge and ability, hire employee with human capital resources and provide coaching and mentoring programme to employees, as it will not only contribute to enhanced delivery of service quality but also motivate an emotional attachment to the organisation. Additionally, employees are more likely to have low experience of burnout. This perspective dovetails with previous studies that suggested that the development of human capital would lead to creative, bright, skilled employees, who are experts in their roles and help them to develop new ideas and knowledge in the organisation (Snell and Dean, 1992; Subramaniam and Youndth, 2005). 
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There is a policy implication of this research for organisations in Nigeria. Scholars have indicated that Nigeria operates a ‘segmented business system’ (Ikyanyon, et al., 2020). A segmented business system theory “highlights uneven nature of institutional coverage and great internal variations according to firm type or sector” (Wood and Horwitz, 2015, p.23). It depicts the weak nature of institutional control over organisational practices across organisations in the African context. Although labour laws exist in the Nigerian context, such legislation is poorly enforced resulting in the adoption of low-value-added HRM practices. Scholars have linked poor institutional regulations and enforcement mechanisms to the endemic corruption that bedevilled government institutions (Gbadpmosi and Adisa, 2020; Ikyanyon et al., 2020). As such, organisations in the Nigerian context are less likely to follow labour legislation for recruitment, rewards and training. For example, Olugbile (1997) suggested that nepotism plays a role in the selection of employees to attend training overseas in public sector organisation. Employees of the same ethnic stock as the boss are prioritised to attend oversee training and occupy strategic positions in the department even before his/her senior (Nwanna, 2023; Budwar and Debrah, 2001). In this context, line managers’ normative moral leadership behaviour is less likely to direct employee attribution to explicit laws mandated by the government. This perspective is consistent with Bedi, Alpaslan and Green’s (2016) meta-analytic review, where they revealed that the geographical locations of their study sample moderated the effects of moral leadership on follower outcomes. Therefore, in the Nigerian context, ethical leaders may exploit policies and rules to enhance their ends (Den Hartog and Belschak, 2012). They might do this to keep their job amidst the high levels of unemployment in the country (Qu, et al., 2023). This perspective dovetails to utilitarian ethical perspective which proposes that the ends justify this means (Mill, 2008). 
Given Nigeria’s institutional context, I suggest an organisation that prioritises compliance with labour laws may stimulate positive motivational and behavioural responses because employees may interpret compliance with labour laws as a signal that the organisation respects their rights. There is also the possibility that employees will attribute dispositional explanations to the organisation’s effort to comply with labour laws. In other words, organisations in Nigeria could benefit from the research by redefining their policies, structures and organisational cultures to enhance the effectiveness of moral leadership to transmit HR cues that signal compliance with external labour laws. For example, organisations could promote a high level of justice perceptions and ethical climate (O’keefe, Howell and Squires, 2019) so that the effect of line manager moral behaviours will be enhanced, including signalling HR cues for compliance to normative laws (Lemoine et al., 2019).  This is relevant in this study as findings reveal that line manager’s HR attribution for labour law influence their moral leadership. However, moral leadership did not transit HR cues that facilitate employee HR attribution for labour laws. Thus, suggesting that line manager’s moral behaviour, in Nigeria context, is constrained to the type of HR cues that they signal.
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[bookmark: _Toc189173835]6.7.1 Theoretical limitations 
Although this research has made significant contributions, it has several limitations. First, this study operationalised HR strength as an individual-level construct. Research has demonstrated that HR strength has organisational or group-level properties (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004; Hewett et al., 2018, Guest et al., 2020). Conceptualising HR strength as an individual-level construct has several implications in this study. First, it not only limits our understanding of how it contributes to collective performance outcomes, but it also deviates from unitarist HR traditions as originally conceived by (Bowen and Ostroff, 2004). In addition, scholars have indicated HR strength precedes line manager implementation of HR practices in the causal chain linking HRM practices to employee outcomes (Hewett et al., 2018). However, in this study, HR strength is conceptualised as a moderator of the relationship between employee HR attributions and burnout. As such, it does not consider the role of HR strength in ensuring uniform implementation of HR practices (i.e., line managers) at the operational base. Rather, this study theoretically applied HR strength to examine how it reduces or increases the variability in employee HR attributions, which thus, could lead to the variations in their behavioural reactions.  Though I consider this theoretically relevant, future research should consider the influence of HR strength in the relationship between HRM practice and line managers’ HR attribution in influencing employee outcomes.  
The second limitation of this study is the measure of performance outcomes. In particular, this study collected data on service quality from frontline employees. Scholars such as Bowen and Waldam (1999), Bowen and Schneider (1988) and Parasuraman et al. (1985) have indicated perception of service quality lies in the experience of customers about the service. This suggests customers determine the quality of service performance and not the frontline employees. The behaviour of frontline employees only plays an integral role in shaping customers’ perception of service quality (Bowen and Waldam, 1999, Bowen and Schneider, 1988). As such, customer data is preferred over employee data. However, due to lockdown restrictions during the Covid pandemic and other emergent issues, such as the non-contact rule and the unwillingness of organisations to allow external visitors into their premises, this study relied on employee data. Although research has utilised employee data to measure service quality (Aryee et al., 2016), future research should utilise customer data to capture the real experience of their service performance from customer perspective. In addition, this study measured service quality as a proximal outcome of employee HR attribution. Scholars have suggested that service quality is a less proximal performance outcome in that employee service behaviour is what shapes it (Dyer and Reeves, 1995). Therefore, future research will benefit by examining how service performance behaviour contributes to service quality. 
Although research has conceptualised paternalistic leadership as a culturally oriented leadership style (Farh et al., 2006; Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008), this conceptualisation is based on a broader national cultural context, such as high-power distance and high collectivism. However, in Nigeria's context, scholars have noted religious, ethnic and linguistic affinity play a role in the perceptions of leadership behaviour and implemented HR practices (Akwei and Nwachukwu, 2022). There are three major ethnic groups in Nigeria, namely, Hausa-Fulani, Yoruba, Igbo and over 200 minority ethnic groups (Nwanna, 2023). Given the complexities of Nigerian society, scholars have noted that there is a high level of nepotism and tribalism in the job market (Ikyanyon et al., 2020). For example, Nwanna (2023) explicating the attribution process in the recruitment and selection in Nigeria, highlighted that ethnic, religious and tribal bias influence an individual’s causal attribution of the HR practices. Therefore, the findings of this research cannot be generalised to other cultural contexts. Future research might adopt qualitative research approach in order to understand local interpretations of HR intent and other emergent themes that could guide subsequent study about the HR attribution. 
Lastly, another operationalisation-related limitation of this study is the lack of pre-specification of the HR practices that exist in the organisation, where this study is conducted. Research has demonstrated that features of HRM practices such as HPWP (Van De Voorde and Beijer, 2015; Sanders et al., 2015), general HR practices (Katou et al., 2020) and high commitment HR practices (Guest et al., 2020) could influence line managers’ and employees’ evaluation of underlying purpose relating to their HR practice. Moreover, scholars have noted line managers could deviate from their organisation’s HR intention by reframing the goals of HR practices to meet their own specific needs (Hewett and Shantz, 2022), based on their level of skills and experience (Sikora et al., 2015), and HR implementation mentality (Quade et al., 2020) etc. Therefore, pre-specifying the HR practices in this study could have accounted for the HR context as well as provide a complete picture of the HR process that starts from actual-implemented-perceived-outcomes of the HR process (Nishii and Wright, 2008). In other words, it will help diagnose whether there is a misalignment between HR content and line managers’ interpretation of HR practices, leadership and employee attribution of those HR practices (Katou et al 2021). 
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The first methodological limitation of this research is using MLmed to test the mediation models. As stated in Chapter 4, MLmed cannot accommodate more than three control variables both at the individual and group levels. As such, the variables controlled when testing the direct effects were not included in the mediation models, which makes the findings of the mediational model questionable. For example, I found that employee HR attribution for exploitation mediated the relationship between line managers’ authoritarian leadership behaviour and affective organisational commitment while controlling for only gender, age and benevolence. This result is problematic given that I did not control for other employees’ HR attribution foci and employees' affective states that were included as control variables when I tested for the direct relationships. MLmed is also limited as it cannot model multiple predictors and outcomes at the same time and it can only test for mediation models when the outcome variable is at the individual level of analysis and not on a group level. Thus, future research might use other statistical packages (e.g. Mplus) to examine the hypothesised relationship. Mplus is capable of running structural equation models and has the capability of predicting mediation effects through multiple models; it also can handle multiple predictors, mediators, and outcomes from different levels of analyses in a study; it can also run confirmatory analytic models (Preacher et al, 2010). It can also allow separate estimation for between and within effects in a multi-level mediating model design. 
In addition, the use of SPSS and MLmed to analyse the direct and indirect relationships model means that I constrained the analyses to the level of observed data (Geiser, 2013). As such, it is limited because it does not account for the latent structure or the structural paths in the regression analyses. Scholars have suggested that the use of observed data is prone to measurement error, unlike structural equation models that consider structural relationships between the constructs, which thus, is more reliable (Geiser, 2013). 
The second limitation is the use of cross-sectional design, which thus, precludes any inference for causality. Although this study used time-lagged data to enhance the reliability and validity of this study, it does not account for the cause-and-effect relationships in the study’s hypothesised relationships. Future research should consider adopting a longitudinal design or field experiment to improve the methodological rigour about the influence of HR attributions on the line manager and employee outcomes. In particular, longitudinal field research and field experiments would not only provide a more robust test of causal chains, it will also fit more closely with Weiner’s (1979, 1985) original conceptualisation that attributions are time-dependent because they are likely to occur after an observation an event or people’s actions.
 This is important because I found positive relationships between the line manager’s HR attributions for exploitation and labour laws (Time 1) and the line manager’s authoritarian and moral leadership behaviour (Time 2) respectively but found no significant result when the same dependent variables were measured at Time 1. Similarly, I found a positive relationship between line manager’s benevolent leadership and employee HR attribution for wellbeing Time 1 but not at Time 2. These conflicting findings suggest, especially when the predictor and dependent variables were measured the same time point, may be due to common method bias. Then when predictor variable (Time 1) influences the outcome variables measured at Time 2 reiterates the implications time-dependent nature of the attribution process. Indeed, Nishii et al., (2008) argued that individuals make causal explanations for HR strategy practices based on the ongoing exposure of those HR policies and practices in the workplace but it is yet to be known how much time it takes an individual to make a conclusive attribution about HR attributes. As such, future research may examine the influence of HR attributions on individual behavioural outcomes using daily report data. This could help to ascertain how individual causal attributions change daily. 
Lastly, the lack of a pilot study to test these theoretical models represents a significant limitation.  Several practical challenges hindered the feasibility of conducting a pilot study. Primarily, this study was conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic, which complicated the recruitment process for research participants, including students. Additionally, a lack of adequate funding to offer remuneration for participants further hindered the feasibility of conducting the pilot study.	Comment by nonso anthony: Please add an explanation about the lack of a pilot study, and ensure that the limitations of not having one are noted.	Comment by Anna Topakas: I am not sure this covers the required revision and not sure it reflects reality. You intended to run this study in Ghana, with a pilot followed by main study, but because the partner organisation withdrew support you were pressed for time and were not able to conduct a pilot. Also, you can mention that receiving feedback from HR in each organisation to a degree ensured the clarity and appropriateness of the questions/wording in the survey. Make a clear statement about the role and importance of pilot studies and that this is a limitation of your research. 
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There are several suggestions for future research based on the findings of this research. First, future research might benefit from a study that considers individual factors alongside contextual factors to capture the multilevel factors affecting individual HR attributions in the workplace. Scholars have demonstrated that the attribution process is a complex process that goes beyond the actions or the leadership behaviour of line managers to explain how employees make causal attribution of their HR practices (Hewett and Shantz, 2022; Wo et al., 2019). It is suggested that the attribution process is mapped onto context factors (Nishii et al, 2008; Hewett et al. 2018; Hewett and Shantz, 2022; Kelley and Michela, 1980). Secondly, research may consider the interactional effect of organisational culture and the line manager’s motive and ability to drive employees’ HR attributions process. For example, in an organisation where there is clan culture, line managers are likely to share emotional connections with employees, have good team spirit, feel empowered and show loyalty and flexibility. Thus, line managers’ motives and ability to make positive HR attribution for well-being will be salient. In this context also, the line manager is more likely to demonstrate benevolent behaviour towards their employees, which ultimately will influence employee HR attribution for wellbeing. Conversely, in a hierarchical culture, line managers are expected to be risk-aversive, follow strict rules, maintain control and ensure accountability to maintain stability (Cameron et al., 2006). Therefore, line managers’ motives and ability to make cost or exploitative HR attribution will be stronger resulting in a display of authoritarian leadership behaviour and employee HR attribution for exploitation. Examining the multiple pathways through which line manager’s HR attribution relates to employee HR attribution is likely to generate theoretically parsimonious explanations associated with complexities in attributional process at workplace (Hewett and Shantz, 2022). 
In addition, in strategic terms, future research could consider whether the level of line manager involvement in the design of HR strategy contributes to the development of appropriate strategic HR attributions and leadership behaviour, which is expected to contribute to their signalling effectiveness of HR practices. This also applies to employee involvement in the design of HR practices such as taking their feedback on board when making HR decisions. Research has demonstrated that differences in employees’ perceptions of involvement in HR practices influence how they make sense of and respond to organisational goals (Wood and Ogbonnaya, 2016). Research could also examine whether employees’ views of involvement at the department level or of involvement at the operation level matters more in the HR attribution process. This will help diagnose whether general HR practices are more important to HR attribution or discretionary HR practices at the operational level (Nwanna, 2023). 
Although this research examined the causal attribution of five traditional HR practices (recruitment and selection, pay and rewards, flexibility, training, and employee appraisal), equally, there is a tendency for an employee to interpret particular HR practices differently from other HR practices. For example, a particular HR practice (e.g. pay and rewards) that fulfils an employee’s personal needs and goals might be interpreted more positively than other HR practices (employee involvement). Such an HR attribution process may be present in the Nigerian context where there is a cultural expectation for organisational control and lower employee involvement than in the Western context. Moreover, the poor economic conditions in Nigeria mean that employees may prioritise monetary rewards (extrinsic factors) over employment involvement (intrinsic factors). Similarly, there is also a possibility that a line manager may interpret employee training and development positively but not recruitment strategy. In particular, line managers may view recruitment and selection as solely the responsibility of the HR department; thus, they have limited power over how such HR practices are implemented. As such, future research could examine how different HR practices are interpreted in an organisation. This will help the organisation streamline its resources to crucial motivational mechanisms rather than expending resources where it has little to no impact (Nwanna, 2023). 
Although this research made an effort to integrate the two main attribution theories related to HRM research (HR strength and HR attribution), it did not fully capture all the nuances of attribution theories. In particular, Nishii et al.’s (2008) HR attribution only focused on attributional dimension in terms of locus of causality (internal and external) while Bowen and Ostroff (2004) examined the features of strong HR information capable of driving uniform perception of HR practices. Nothing is known about attributional explanations (Bos-Nehles, 2019; Hewett et al., 2018). In HR context, attributional explanations are the factors (e.g., HR support, HR competency and motivation) that contribute to how a line manager and employees perceives and interprets the value of specific HR practices. Integrating the influence of attributional explanations with HR attribution and HR strength in the study of HR process   could help capture the different trends of attribution theories. A substantial body of research has demonstrated the relationship between attributional explanations, attributional dimensions, expectancies, emotions, and behaviours in a performance evaluation context (Green and Mitchell, 1979; Martinko et al., 2007; Weiner, 1986). Building on this, future research could examine how attribution explanations (e.g. individual level factors: ability and motivation, or contextual factors: HR support, company policy) interrelate with HR attribution dimension (i.e. internal and external) and HR strength (i.e. distinctiveness, consistency and consensus) in the HR process. For example, research could examine whether consistent, distinctive and consensually perceived (HR strength) is driven by HR support (attributional explanation) to stimulate appropriate line managers’ HR attributions (i.e. internal or external HR attributions) leading to development of strategic-driven leadership behaviour and employee outcomes. Considering this research not only captures the totality of attribution theories, but it also reveals how causal HR explanations can be mapped onto underlying casual HR dimensions based on HR situational strength, which ultimately influences an individual’s emotions, expectancies, and behaviours (Weiner, 1986).
Despite this study’s efforts to examine the antecedents of employee HR attribution, little is known about how employees formulate collective HR attribution (except Katou et al., 2020, Martinko et al., 2011). Future research could examine factors that may engender collective employee HR attribution, such as team characteristics (team cohesion, task interdependence) or organisational level factors (organisational culture and structure) and team-level factors such as team-leadership factors and line manager implementation behaviour. Research could also examine remote organisational attributes such as organisational reputations to influence collective HR attribution. Considering these factors is likely to further the unitarist HRM traditions in HRM research as it recognises the importance of homogenised employee cognitions in creating superior organisational performance over idiosyncratic employee cognitions.
Although this study examined the relationship between the line manager’s leadership behaviours and employee HR attributions, it is solely based on the organisation’s HR intention and not line manager’s own HR intention. Research has indicated that employees' HR attributions could be directed to either the organisation’s intention or line manager’s own intention (Hewett and Shantz, 2022). However, such distinction was not captured in this study. Research has noted that making such a distinction will help to delineate the source of employee HR attribution (Hewett and Shantz, 2022). To conduct this study, I suggest adopting Kelley's (1973) covariation principle, which demonstrated the complexities of information used to make attributions concerning HR context (circumstance), another person's action (person) or factors within the environment (entity). Specifically, Kelley suggested that when there is high consistency, high consensus and high distinctiveness, employees are likely to direct their attribution to an ‘entity’ such as the organisation’s general HR practices. On the other hand, when there is high consistency but low consensus and low distinctiveness, employees will make causal attribution to relate to the person such as the line manager. Lastly, when this high distinctiveness but low consistency and low consensus, employees will attribute the goal of the HR practice to the circumstance such as the content of HR practices itself. Following this configuration, future research may examine the nature of information pattern used by employees to make causal attributions about the purpose of practices, that is, whether it is attributed to the organisation’s general HR practices, or whether it is attributed to line manager’s behaviour or salience of the HR practice in itself. Conducting this research is likely to help understand which source of HR attributions contribute to stronger employees’ behavioural and attitudinal responses.  
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Research has recognised the importance of HR attribution theory in the causal chain linking intended HR practices to employee perception of HR practices. However, research has yet to simultaneously investigate the effects of HR attributions on the line managers’ leadership behaviour and employee attitudinal and behavioural response in the casual chain linking implemented HR to perceived HR practices. Leveraging signalling theory and the SIP perspective, this research developed four research questions aimed at understanding how line manager’s HR attributions influence their leadership behaviour leading to variations in employee’s HR attributions and outcomes. The first research question examined the influence of line manager’s HR attribution on their leadership behaviour. Specifically, this study proposed that when a line manager makes a positive internal HR attribution that the underlying intent of their organisation’s HR philosophy and practice is to enhance employee wellbeing, they would adopt benevolent leadership behaviour. In contrast, when a line manager makes negative internal HR attribution that the underlying intent of their organisation’s HR philosophy and practice is to exploit staff, they will develop authoritarian leadership behaviours. Lastly, when a line manager makes external HR attribution for labour laws, they will develop moral leadership behaviour. These leadership approaches represent the paternalistic leadership behaviours of the line managers. Concurrently, this study further proposed that a line manager’s paternalistic leadership behaviour will influence employee HR attributions leading to differences in behavioural and attitudinal responses. Specifically, a line manager who displays benevolent leadership behaviour is likely to signal positive HR cues and, thus, direct employee HR attribution for wellbeing. In contrast, a line manager who displays authoritarian leadership behaviour is likely to signal negative HR cues, which thus, engender employee’s HR attribution for exploitation. Lastly, line managers who demonstrate moral leadership behaviour will signal compliance to external rules and regulations, thus, influence employee’s external HR attribution for labour laws. These resulting employee HR attributions will in turn affect employee outcomes in terms of service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. Lastly, the study examines the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HR attributions and employees’ outcomes (service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout) and the moderating effect of HR strength on the relationship between employee HR attributions and burnout. 
To test these relationships, this study used time-lagged data of 187 employee respondents matched across 48 teams and their line managers, and tested the four research questions using models that combine data at different time points. Data were analysed using the mixed options in SPSS to test direct and moderated analyses, while MLmed was used to test multi-level mediation models. Based on the four research questions, I found some partial evidence to support the hypothesised relationships. Particularly, for the first research question, which examines the direct relationship between line manager’s HR attributions and paternalistic leadership behaviour, the results revealed that line manager’s HR attribution for exploitation and external HR attribution for labour (time 1) is positively related to authoritarian and moral leadership respectively (time 2) while line manager HR attribution for wellbeing (time 1) has a non-significant effect on benevolent leadership (time 2). These results suggest line manager’s interpretation of HR context will influence their leadership behaviours. 
For the third research question where I examined the direct effect of line manager paternalistic leadership behaviour on employee HR attributions, I found a significant effect of line manager’s benevolent leadership behaviour and employee HR attribution for wellbeing. This evidence indicates that line manager’s leadership behaviour is an effectiveness signal for HR attributes.
For the fourth research question where I examined the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HR attributions and service quality, affective organisational commitment and burnout. Results revealed that human capital has a significant moderating effect on the relationship between employee HR attribution for wellbeing and service quality, and affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is high than when is low. On the other hand, I found that human capital moderated the relationship between employee HR attribution for well-being and burnout in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. In addition, I also found support for the moderating effects of human capital in the relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and service quality and affective organisational commitment but not employee burnout. Specifically, the result showed that human capital moderated the relationship between employee HR attribution for exploitation and service quality, and affective organisational commitment in such a way that the relationship is stronger when human capital is low than when it is high. 
Although this research did not find evidence for some of the proposed relationships (i.e. mainly in the research questions two and three), the mixed findings reported in the study lend partial support for the theoretical bases of the proposed relationships as it open up new and interesting questions for future theoretical and empirical advances. It has shed light on the complexities associated with the HR process, as it acknowledges the impact of HR attributions to the variability that exists in the HR process, including line managers’ leadership behaviour and employee responses. Overall, this study represents a cogent attempt to delineate the impact of line managers and employees' cognitive processes in the causal linkage between implemented and perceived HR practices. It has laid a theoretical foundation to further examine the factors and conditions that shapes both the line manager’ HR attributions and employee HR attributions, and attitudinal and behavioural responses. Because capturing what causes the gap between implemented and perceived HR practices will help organisation channel their resources into bridging this gap, which will thus, contribute to superior organisational performance and competitive advantage.
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1. Title of research project
The Employees' Workplace Experiences and Attitudes Survey
2. Invitation
Thank you for considering to participate in this research project, which is a collaboration between the University of Shefﬁeld (UK). Before you decide whether you want to take part, it is important for you to understand why the research is being conducted and what your participation will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask me (penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk) if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. Thank you  for reading this.
3. What is the project's purpose?
The project aims to examine employees' workplace experiences and attitudes with focus on Human Resource Management (HRM).
4. Why have I been chosen?
You were chosen because you are an employee working      in a proﬁt-organisation.
5. Do I have to take part?
It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. A copy of this information has been sent to your email for your records. You will be asked for your consent before you can view the survey. You can withdraw from participating at any time during the survey without giving reasons. It will not be possible to withdraw your data once submitted as all data is anonymous.
6. What do I have to do if I take part?
If you agree to take part, you will be asked to complete two short online surveys (approx. 20 mins). You can complete the ﬁrst one now and you will be invited via email to complete the second one in four weeks.
7. What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?
The questions you will be asked are of a general nature and what we are interested in is your opinion. There are no right or wrong answers, so answering the survey is not expected to cause any disadvantage or discomfort.
8. What are the possible beneﬁts of taking part? 
There is no direct beneﬁt to you from this project. However, by taking part you will help us advance our knowledge of HRM and help towards improvements in HRM implementation. However, we will reimburse you the sum of 1500 Naira (£2) worth of recharge cards as you will be using their personal internet data to complete the surveys. You will be required to provide either your phone numbers, internet providers or bank account details in order to reimburse you at each wave of data collection. All personal data will be stored separately to your survey responses to ensure your anonymity, and it will only be used for the purposes of reimbursing you and will be deleted immediately after the reimbursement has been sent. You will receive the reimbursement 2 weeks after you have completed the survey and you can still withdraw from the survey even after they receive compensation, as long as your request is within the time allowed for withdrawal.
9. Will my taking part in this project be kept conﬁdential? 
All information collected from you will be anonymous and strictly conﬁdential. Your personal details will not be able to be identiﬁed in any reports or publications.
10. What is the legal basis for processing my personal data?
According to data protection legislation, we are required to inform you that the legal basis we are applying in order to process your personal data is that ‘processing is necessary for the performance of a task carried out in the public interest’ (Article 6(1)(e)). Further information can be found in the University’s Privacy Notice https://www.shefﬁeld.ac.uk/govern/data- protection/privacy/general.
11. What will happen to the data collected, and the results of the research project?
Your data will be stored in the password-protected University of Shefﬁeld drive.
Due to the nature of this research, it is very likely that other researchers may ﬁnd the data collected to be useful in answering future research questions. To make this possible we will deposit the data from this project to the University of Shefﬁeld’s Data Repository (Online Research Data Access; ORDA) after 10 years of completing this research. We will ask for your explicit consent for your data to be shared in this way as part of the general consent.
Results of the research will be included in the lead researcher's PhD Thesis, it will be reported in a management report to participating organisations and will be published in peer reviewed journals. If you wish to receive a copy of the report, please ask me to include you on the circulation list by emailing the lead researcher (penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk).
12. How is the project being funded?
This project's survey is resourced and supported by the University of Shefﬁeld.
13. Who is the Data Controller?
The University of Shefﬁeld will act as the Data Controller for this study. This means that the University is responsible for looking after your information and using it properly.
14. Who has ethically reviewed the project?
This project has been ethically approved via the University of Shefﬁeld’s Ethics Review Procedure, as administered by the Management School.

15. What if something goes wrong?
If you have any complaints about the project, please contact the lead researcher, Paul E Nwanna, in the ﬁrst instance. If you feel your complaint has not been handled to your satisfaction, please contact the project supervisors (see contacts below) and the Head of Department (Professor Rachael Finn on r.l.ﬁnn@shefﬁeld.ac.uk).

Contacts:
Lead researcher: Paul E. Nwanna. School of Management, University of Shefﬁeld. United
Kingdom. penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk. +44 (0)
7393387217
Dr. Huiping Xian School of Management. University of Shefﬁeld. United Kingdom. h.xian@shefﬁeld.ac.uk. + 44 (0) 1142223468

Dr. Anna Topakas, School of Management. University of Shefﬁeld. United Kingdom. a.topakas@shefﬁeld.ac.uk. +44 (0) 1142223240.Consent Form



Please read the following terms of consent and indicate whether you agree. If you agree you will be directed to the survey.

1. I have read and understood the project information (see previous section). If not, please do not proceed with this consent until you are fully aware of what your participation in the project will mean. Feel free to read the information again or contact the lead researcher for clariﬁcations.

2. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the project.

3. I agree to take part in the project. I understand that taking part in the project will include completing two short online surveys.

4. I understand that by choosing to participate as a volunteer in this research, this does not create a legally binding agreement nor is it intended to create an employment relationship with the University of Shefﬁeld.

5. I understand that my taking part is voluntary and that I can withdraw from the study at any time during the survey; I do not have to give any reasons for why I no longer want to take part and there will be no adverse consequences if I choose to withdraw.

6. I understand that my personal details (i.e. phone numbers and bank account details) will not be revealed to people outside the project.

7. I understand and agree that other authorised researchers will have access to this data only if they agree to preserve the conﬁdentiality of the information as requested in this form.

8. I understand and agree that other authorised researchers may use my data in publications, reports, web pages, and other research outputs, only if they agree to preserve the conﬁdentiality of the information as requested in this form.

9. I give permission for the survey responses that I provide to be deposited in the University of Shefﬁeld’s Data Repository (ORDA) so it can be used for future research and learning.

10. I agree to assign the copyright I hold in any materials generated as part of this project to The University of Shefﬁeld.




[image: ]   Yes I consent
[image: ]   No I do not consent
Thank you for considering taking part in the survey.
If you would like to give us feedback about your experience or change your mind (i.e. if you wish to take part) please contact the lead researcher (Paul E. Nwanna penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk) to request a new survey link.
Code
Please generate a personal identiﬁcation code. This will be used to match your response to this survey with your response to the previous survey. We do not use your name or any other personal information for the matching. That is why we ask you to generate a code that only you will be able to recognise and reproduce.

To generate your code please use the initials of your father’s name, the last three digits of your phone number. For example, if your father's name is Emma Nwanna and your phone number is 07037762100, your personal code is EN100.

PLEASE USE THE SAME PERSONAL CODE YOU USED ON THE FIRST SURVEY



Insert your team code, this is the team code you used on your ﬁrst survey or the team code that was given to you by your team leader in the ﬁrst survey.




About your organisation

This section of the survey is about your organisation. There are no right or wrong answers and no need to overthink each statement- give the answer that most closely describes your opinion.


Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements with regards to your organization (Affective organizational commitment)


	
Sample items
	Strongly
disagree
	Disagree


	



	Neither agree nor
disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	OC_1 I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organisation.
OC_2 I enjoy discussing this organisation with people outside of it
OC_3 I really feel as if this organisation's problems are my own
OC_4 I think that I could easily become as attached to another organisation as I am to this one (R)
OC_5 I do not feel like 'part of the family' at this organisation (R)
OC_6 I do not feel 'emotionally attached' to this organisation (R)
OC_7 This organisation has a great deal of meaning for me.
OC_8 I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to this organisation (R)
	
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Hlk163309255]Please indicate the extent to which you agree with    the following statements with regards to your perception of organisation's human resource management (HR attribution)

	This organisation provides the employees the training that it does.
	Not all
	





	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	 In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees


	
	
	
	
	

	This organisation provides the employees with the beneﬁts that it does (e.g., healthcare, retirement plans)
	Not all
	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees

	
	
	
	
	

	This organisation makes the hiring choices that it does (i.e. the number and quality of people hired)

	Not all
	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees

	
	
	
	
	

	This organisation schedules employees the way it does (hours, ﬂexibility, and leave policies)
	Not all
	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees

	
	
	
	
	






Please indicate the extent to which to which you agree with the following statement with regard to understanding and agreement of your organisation of your organisation HR implementation process (HR strength)
	Sample items
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	HRS1 HR practices here contribute to my work satisfaction.   	
HRS2 Supervisor here don't implement HR policies properly (R)         	
HRS3 HR policies here are clearly communicated to employees.          
HRS4 Supervisor here adopt a similar approach to managing employees.
HRS5 HR practices here make me feel much more confident in my ability to do my job well.    	
HRS6 HR practices here help me a great deal to develop my knowledge and skills.       	
HRS7 Supervisors here agree on how to implement HR policies.           
HRS8 HR practices here help me to achieve the company's goals. 
HRS9 HR practices here help me to achieve my goals   
	
	
	
	
	



Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements with regards to branch performance in terms of it provides quality customer service. (Service Quality)

	Sample items
	Needs much improvement
	Slightly
improved
	Improved
	Good
	Excellent

	SVQ1 I accurately anticipate customer needs. 
SVQ2 I establish rapport with customers.       	
SVQ3 I interact professionally with customers.
SVQ4 I provide high quality to customers.
	
	
	
	
	







About your line manager (supervisor)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements with regards to your line manager (supervisor).
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements with regards to your line manager (supervisor) (Authoritarian leadership)

	Sample items
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	BL1 My line manager is like a family member when he/she gets along with me.        	
BL2  My line manager devotes all his/her energy to taking care of me
BL3 Beyond work relations, my line manager expresses concern about my daily life.  
BL4 My line manager ordinarily shows a kind concern for my comfort.
BL5 My line manager will help me when I am in an emergency.       	
BL6 My line manager takes very thoughtful care of the subordinates who have spent a long time with him/ her         
BL7 My line manager meets my needs according to my requests.
BL8 My line manager encourages me when I encounter arduous problems.  
BL9 My line manager takes good care of my family members as well.
BL10 My line manager tries to understand what the cause is when I don’t perform well.
BL11 My line manager handles what is difficult to do or manage in everyday life for me.             
	
	
	
	
	

	AL1 My line manager asks me to obey his/her instructions completely.
AL2 My line manager determines all decisions in the organisation whether they are important or
AL3 My line manager always has the last say in the meeting.
AL4 My line manager always behaves in a commanding fashion in front of employees.         	
AL5 I feel pressured when working with my line manager AL6 My line manager exercises strict discipline over the subordinates
AL7 My line manager scolds me when I can’t accomplish my tasks. 	
AL8 My line manager emphasises that I must have the best performance of all the employees in this organisation.            	
AL9 I have to follow my line manager's rules to get things done. If not, he/she punishes me severely  
	
	
	
	
	

	EL1 My line manager never avenges a personal wrong in the name of public interest when he/she is offended (R)*            	
EL2 My line manager employs people according to their virtues and does not envy others’ abilities and virtues.            	
EL3 My line manager uses his/her authority to seek special privileges for himself/herself (R)*
EL4 My line manager doesn’t take the credit for my achievements and contributions for himself/herself.    	
EL5 My line manager does not take advantage of me for his/her personal gain.        	
EL6 My line manager does not use personal relationships or back-door practices to obtain illicit personal gains.     
*items deleted due to reliability concerns (Original Chronbach’s alpha ET1=.331 and ET2=.191           
	
	
	
	
	




Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements with regards to your mood at work. (Positive and Negative Affect)

	Sample items
	Very Slightly
	A Little
	Moderately
	Quite a bit
	Extremely

	PA1 Enthusiastic    	
PA2 Elated  
PA3 Active  
PA4 Strong  
PA5 Happy  
PA6 Excited
	
	
	
	
	

	NA7 Hostile
NA8 Scornful           	
NA9 Fearful 
NA10 Sleepy 
NA11 Placid	
NA12 Sad   
	
	
	
	
	



Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements with regards to your feeling about your work (Burnout)
	Sample items
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Very Often
	Always

	BO1 Do you feel worn out at the end of the working day?   	
BO2 Are you exhausted in the morning at the thought of another day at work?         	
BO3 Do you feel that every working hour is tiring for you?  	
BO4 Do you have enough energy for family and friends during leisure time? (R)
BO5 Is your work emotionally exhausting?  	
BO6 Does your work frustrate you?  
BO7 Do you feel burnt out because of your work?       
	
	
	
	
	







Please indicate the extent to which agree with the following statements with regard to your ability, skills and knowledge about your work procedures, products and services.

	Sample items
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	HC1 I'm highly skilled.
HC2 I'm widely considered the best in our industry.	
HC3 I’m creative and bright at my work.       	
HC4 I'm an expert in my particular job and function.  	
HC5 I develop new ideas and knowledge in this organisation  
	
	
	
	
	





Personal Background

Gender
[image: ]   Male[image: ] Female[image: ] Others


Age at last birthday


Employment Status
· Full time [image: ]  Part-time[image: ] Contract



Level of education
· Below First degree (primary school, secondary school, WAEC etc.)
· First Degree or its equivalent (e.g. BSc, BA, HND, B.TEC, etc.)
· Postgraduate Degree (e.g. MSc, MA, MBA, M.TECH, PG, MPhil etc.) 
· Doctorate Degree (e.g. PhD, DBA, EdD, EngD, MD etc.)

Your years of experience as an employee



How long have you worked under your present line    manager



Which type of organisation do you work in? Public/Private?





Mobile Data
If you wish to receive the sum of 1500 Naira as a reimbursement for your mobile internet data for this survey. Please provide your bank account details or your phone number here. This will be stored separately from your survey responses and will only be used for the reimbursing you


Bank Account Number


Phone Number


Internet Provider


[bookmark: _Toc189173842]Information sheet (line managers)

16. Title of research project
The Employees' Workplace Experiences and Attitudes Survey
17. Invitation
Thank you for considering to participate in this research project, which is a collaboration between the University of Shefﬁeld (UK). Before you decide whether you want to take part, it is important for you to understand why the research is being conducted and what your participation will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask me (penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk) if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. Thank you  for reading this.
18. What is the project's purpose?
The project aims to examine employees' workplace experiences and attitudes with focus on Human Resource Management (HRM).
19. Why have I been chosen?
You were chosen because you are an line manager or supervisor working          v  in a proﬁt-organisation.
20. Do I have to take part?
It is up to you to decide whether or not to take part. A copy of this information has been sent to your email for your records. You will be asked for your consent before you can view the survey. You can withdraw from participating at any time during the survey without giving reasons. It will not be possible to withdraw your data once submitted as all data is anonymous.
21. What do I have to do if I take part?
If you agree to take part, you will be asked to complete two short online surveys (approx. 20 mins). You can complete the ﬁrst one now and you will be invited via email to complete the second one in four weeks.
22. What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?
The questions you will be asked are of a general nature and what we are interested in is your opinion. There are no right or wrong answers, so answering the survey is not expected to cause any disadvantage or discomfort.
23. What are the possible beneﬁts of taking part? 
There is no direct beneﬁt to you from this project. However, by taking part you will help us advance our knowledge of HRM and help towards improvements in HRM implementation. However, we will reimburse you the sum of 1500 Naira (£2) worth of recharge cards as you will be using their personal internet data to complete the surveys. You will be required to provide either your phone numbers, internet providers or bank account details in order to reimburse you at each wave of data collection. All personal data will be stored separately to your survey responses to ensure your anonymity, and it will only be used for the purposes of reimbursing you and will be deleted immediately after the reimbursement has been sent. You will receive the reimbursement 2 weeks after you have completed the survey and you can still withdraw from the survey even after they receive compensation, as long as your request is within the time allowed for withdrawal.
24. Will my taking part in this project be kept conﬁdential? 
All information collected from you will be anonymous and strictly conﬁdential. Your personal details will not be able to be identiﬁed in any reports or publications.
25. What is the legal basis for processing my personal data?
According to data protection legislation, we are required to inform you that the legal basis we are applying in order to process your personal data is that ‘processing is necessary for the performance of a task carried out in the public interest’ (Article 6(1)(e)). Further information can be found in the University’s Privacy Notice https://www.shefﬁeld.ac.uk/govern/data- protection/privacy/general.
26. What will happen to the data collected, and the results of the research project?
Your data will be stored in the password-protected University of Shefﬁeld drive.
Due to the nature of this research, it is very likely that other researchers may ﬁnd the data collected to be useful in answering future research questions. To make this possible we will deposit the data from this project to the University of Shefﬁeld’s Data Repository (Online Research Data Access; ORDA) after 10 years of completing this research. We will ask for your explicit consent for your data to be shared in this way as part of the general consent.
Results of the research will be included in the lead researcher's PhD Thesis, it will be reported in a management report to participating organisations and will be published in peer reviewed journals. If you wish to receive a copy of the report, please ask me to include you on the circulation list by emailing the lead researcher (penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk).
27. How is the project being funded?
This project's survey is resourced and supported by the University of Shefﬁeld.
28. Who is the Data Controller?
The University of Shefﬁeld will act as the Data Controller for this study. This means that the University is responsible for looking after your information and using it properly.
29. Who has ethically reviewed the project?
This project has been ethically approved via the University of Shefﬁeld’s Ethics Review Procedure, as administered by the Management School.

30. What if something goes wrong?
If you have any complaints about the project, please contact the lead researcher, Paul E Nwanna, in the ﬁrst instance. If you feel your complaint has not been handled to your satisfaction, please contact the project supervisors (see contacts below) and the Head of Department (Professor Rachael Finn on r.l.ﬁnn@shefﬁeld.ac.uk).

Contacts:
Lead researcher: Paul E. Nwanna. School of Management, University of Shefﬁeld. United
Kingdom. penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk. +44 (0)
7393387217
Dr. Huiping Xian School of Management. University of Shefﬁeld. United Kingdom. h.xian@shefﬁeld.ac.uk. + 44 (0) 1142223468

Dr. Anna Topakas, School of Management. University of Shefﬁeld. United Kingdom. a.topakas@shefﬁeld.ac.uk. +44 (0) 1142223240.Consent Form



Please read the following terms of consent and indicate whether you agree. If you agree you will be directed to the survey.

11. I have read and understood the project information (see previous section). If not, please do not proceed with this consent until you are fully aware of what your participation in the project will mean. Feel free to read the information again or contact the lead researcher for clariﬁcations.

12. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions about the project.

13. I agree to take part in the project. I understand that taking part in the project will include completing two short online surveys.

14. I understand that by choosing to participate as a volunteer in this research, this does not create a legally binding agreement nor is it intended to create an employment relationship with the University of Shefﬁeld.

15. I understand that my taking part is voluntary and that I can withdraw from the study at any time during the survey; I do not have to give any reasons for why I no longer want to take part and there will be no adverse consequences if I choose to withdraw.

16. I understand that my personal details (i.e. phone numbers and bank account details) will not be revealed to people outside the project.

17. I understand and agree that other authorised researchers will have access to this data only if they agree to preserve the conﬁdentiality of the information as requested in this form.

18. I understand and agree that other authorised researchers may use my data in publications, reports, web pages, and other research outputs, only if they agree to preserve the conﬁdentiality of the information as requested in this form.

19. I give permission for the survey responses that I provide to be deposited in the University of Shefﬁeld’s Data Repository (ORDA) so it can be used for future research and learning.

20. I agree to assign the copyright I hold in any materials generated as part of this project to The University of Shefﬁeld.




[image: ]   Yes I consent
[image: ]   No I do not consent
Thank you for considering taking part in the survey.
If you would like to give us feedback about your experience or change your mind (i.e. if you wish to take part) please contact the lead researcher (Paul E. Nwanna penwanna1@shefﬁeld.ac.uk) to request a new survey link.
Code
Please generate a personal identiﬁcation code. This will be used to match your response to this survey with your response to the previous survey. We do not use your name or any other personal information for the matching. That is why we ask you to generate a code that only you will be able to recognise and reproduce.

To generate your code please use the initials of your father’s name, the last three digits of your phone number. For example, if your father's name is Emma Nwanna and your phone number is 07037762100, your personal code is EN100.

PLEASE USE THE SAME PERSONAL CODE YOU USED ON THE FIRST SURVEY



Insert your team code, this is the team code you used on your ﬁrst survey or the team code that was given to you by your team leader in the ﬁrst survey.




About your organisation

This section of the survey is about your organisation. There are no right or wrong answers and no need to overthink each statement- give the answer that most closely describes your opinion.


Please indicate the extent to which you agree with    the following statements with regards to your perception of organisation's human resource management (HR attribution)

	This organisation provides the employees the training that it does.
	Not all
	





	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	 In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees


	
	
	
	
	

	This organisation provides the employees with the beneﬁts that it does (e.g., healthcare, retirement plans)
	Not all
	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees

	
	
	
	
	

	This organisation makes the hiring choices that it does (i.e. the number and quality of people hired)

	Not all
	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees

	
	
	
	
	

	This organisation schedules employees the way it does (hours, ﬂexibility, and leave policies)
	Not all
	Very little extent
	Undecided
	To some extent
	To a great extent

	In order to help employees deliver quality service.
So that employees will feel valued and respected—to promote employee well-being.
To try to keep costs down.
Because they are required by labour laws.
In order to get the most work out of employees

	
	
	
	
	




Gender
  [image: ]   Male
[image: ]Female
[image: ] Others


Age at last birthday



How long have you been a supervisor?



Level of education
· Below First Degree (e.g. Primary schools, Secondary school - WASC etc.) 
·  First Degree or its equivalence (e.g. BSc, BA, HND, B.TECH, etc.)
· Postgraduate Degree (e.g. MSc, MA, MBA, M.TECH, PG etc.) 
· Doctorate Degree (PhD)


What is the number of employees directly reporting to you



Which type of organisation do you work?

Private/Public



If you wish to receive the sum of 1500 Naira as a reimbursement for your mobile internet data for this survey please provide your bank account details or your phone number here. This will be stored separately from your survey responses and will only be used for the reimbursing you


Bank Account details


Phone number


Internet Provider





Low Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	High Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	3.13120820936	3.4393162610400001	High Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	High Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	4.7147171839999995	5.9682185759999999	
Service quality	



Low Human capital	Low HRA wellbeing	High HRA wellbeing	0.61094735040000003	0.53464944960000005	High Human capital	Low HRA wellbeing	High HRA wellbeing	2.2616426064000001	3.1274841935999995	
affective org commitment	



Low Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	High Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	-3.2884965628999998	-3.4186138930999999	High Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	High Employee HRA  for wellbeing 	-4.7877746399899994	-5.7335187736100002	
Burnout	



Low Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for exploitation 	High Employee HRA  for exploitation 	-2.7407723251199996	-2.7879331372799996	High Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for exploitation 	High Employee HRA  for exploitation 	-3.6851660967199997	-4.2427693476799995	
Service quality	



Low Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for exploitation 	High Employee HRA  for exploitation 	-11.01489413352	-11.15511344688	High Human capital	Low Employee HRA  for exploitation 	High Employee HRA  for exploitation 	-11.8162478784	-12.4213138896	
 Affective org commitment 
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