Downloaded by University of Wollongong At 13:09 02 June 2018 (PT)

1

remeraldins

B

Journal of Managerial Psychology
HPWS and unethical pro-organizational behavior: a. moderated mediation model
Ting Xu, Zhike Ly,

Article information:

To cite this document; -
Ting Xu, Zhike Lv, (2018) "HPWS and unethical pro-organizational behavior: a moderated mediation
model", Journal of Managerial Psychology, https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2017-0457

Permanent link to this document:
hitps://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-12-2017-0457

Downloaded on: 02 June 2018, At: 13:09 (PT)
References: this document contains references to 59 other documents.

To copy this document: permissions@emeraldinsight.com
The fulltext of this document has been downloaded 3 times since 2018*

3

] UNIVERSITY
B OF WOLLONGONG
3 AUSTRALIA

Access to this document was granted through an Emerald subscription provided by emerald-
srm:235887 []

For Authors

If you would like to write for this, or any other Emerald publication, then please use our Emerald
for Authors service information about how to choose which publication to write for and submission
guidelines are available for all. Please visit www.emeraldinsight.com/authors for more information.

About Emerald www.emeraldinsight.com

Ermerald is a global publisher linking research and practice to the benefit of society. The company
manages a portfolio of more than 290 journals and over 2,350 books and book series volumes, as
well as providing an extensive range of online products and additional customer resources and
services.

Emerald is both COUNTER 4 and TRANSFER compliant. The organization is a partner of the
Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) and also works with Portico and the LOCKSS initiative for
digital archive preservation.

*Related content and download information correct at time of download.




Downloaded by University of Wollongong At 13:09 02 June 2018 (PT)

The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available on Emerald Insight at:
www.emeraldinsight.com/0268-39-46,htm

HPWS and unethical
pro-organizational behavior: a
moderated mediation model
Ting Xu and Zhike Lv

Sehool of Business, Xiangtan University, Xiangtan, China

Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this paper is to examine the effect of employees’ perceptions of high-performance
work systems (HPWS) on unethical pro-organizational behavior (UPB), and explores the mediating role of
psychological ownership and the moderating role of moral identity.

Design/methodology/approach — The hypotheses were tested by using two-wave survey data that were
collected from 306 employees in Chinese enterprises.

Findings - This study found that HPWS were positively related to UPB, and psychological ownership
partially mediated this relationship. Results also revealed that moral identity negatively moderated
the relationship between psychological ownership and UPB, and the indirect effect of HPWS on UPB via
psychological ownership was weaker for employees high in moral identity.

Research limitations/implications - The generalizability of the findings is limited, and the cross-sectional
data cannot draw any clear causal inference among variables.

Practical implications — Managers should pay attention to the “dark side” of HPWS and incorporate ethics
in the HPWS. Moreover, organizations should provide correct guidance for their pro-organizational behaviors
to avoid employees doing bad things for good reasons.

Originality/value - This study first extends HPWS research to employee’s UPB, uncovers employees’
psychological ownership toward organizations as the pivotal mechanism underlying this relationship, and
indicated moral identity can regulate employees unethical behavior,

Keywords Performance management, Human resource management, Work engagement

Paper type Research paper

Introduction

The past few decades have witnessed a substantial amount of rescarch on unethical
behavior in the workplace, referred to as conduct violating the accepted moral codes of
society, such as counterproductive work behavior, fraud, A common assumption among
these works is that uncthical behavior is conducted for the interest of the self. However,
many studies have recognized that employees might engage in unethical behaviors serving
the benefit of their organizations (Lee ef al, 2017). For example, employecs hide negative
mformation about their company or products from customers for the interests of Companny.
Umphress ef al. (2010) call this behavior as unethical pro-organizational behavior (UPB),
which is broadly conceptualized as “actions that are intended to promote the effective
functioning of the organization or its members (e.g. leaders) and violate core societal values,
mores, laws, or standards of proper conduct” (Umphress and Bingham, 2011). UPB refers to
a number of ethical relevance on a societal level and may potentially produce destructive
consequences on organizations and external stakeholders, even though the intention is to
benefit the arganization (Umphress and Bingham, 2011; Vadera and Pratt, 2013). At present,
organizations have more external stakeholders, such as governments, stockholders,
communities and customers exerting pressure on managing employees’ behaviors to reduce
their illegal and unethical conducts (Trevifio ef al, 2006). So it is urgent for us to explore the
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potential motivation for UPB and examine the mechanisms which conduce to account why
employees would conduct this unethical behavior. In addressing this question, prior studies
have indicated numerous individual-level factors including Machiavellianism (Castille ef al,,
2016), organizational identification (Chen et al, 2016), psychological entitlement (Lee et al,
2017), and interpersonal-level factors including transformational leadership (Effelsherg
et al, 2014), ethical leadership (Miao ef al, 2013) and employee-organization relationships
(Wang et al,, 2018) that help to explain why employees engage in UPB, thereby advancing
our understanding of behavioral ethics considerably. Interestingly, however, little is known
about the potential role management contextual variables that play in predicting UPB.

In an attempt to address this lacuna, we examine whether high-performance work
systems (HPWS), which are defined as a system of HRM practices intended to enhance
employee’s skills, commitment and productivity in such a way that employces become a
source of competitive advantage (Datt ef al, 2005, p. 135), lead individuals to exhibit a
greater willingness to engage in UPB. On the basis of social exchange theory and social
identify theory, we also test the potential role of key mediator psychalogical ownership, and
moderator moral identity.

This paper contributes to the existing literature in a number of ways. First, prior studies
have suggested the positive side of social exchange relationship in HRM research, but tumn a
blind eye to its dark side. Umphress ef al (2010) pointed out that some productive conducts
might evoke unethical behavior, and demonstrated that UPB is a potential negative
consequence of social exchange relationships and organizational identification (Kalshoven
et al, 2016). HPWS are designed to build long-term and positive social exchange relationship
with employees, inspire employees’ positive emotional attachment to organizations, and
eventually improve organizational performance (Lv and Xu, 2016; Nieves and Osorio, 2017),
but limited attention has been placed on the role played by HPWS in influencing employees’
UPB. So our research for the first time provides evidence for the link between HPWS and UPB,
by drawing attention to the ethical challenges of positive social exchange relationship. Second,
our study extends the UPB literature by shedding light on the psychological mechanism:
psychological ownership. Psychological ownership, referring to a psychological experience
when individuals produce possessive feelings and attachment to objects (Pierce et al, 2001,
2003) is increasingly being confirmed to play a mediating role in the organization-individual
relationships (e.g. Liu ef al, 2012; Dawkins ef al, 2017). Notwithstanding that, there is no
sufficient research examining whether psychological ownership likewise mediates the effect of
HPWS on UPB. Third, we investigate the boundary conditions of the moderated mediation
model from the perspective of moral identity which is based on the social identity theory.
Despite the considerable hody of research on the outcomes of psychological ownership, there
is only scant literature focusing on the underlying boundary conditions (Dawkins ef al, 2017),
especially when the dark side of psychological ownership manifests itself remains unclear
(Olckers and Zyl, 2016). Furthermore, previous studies found that cthical intent and hehaviors
are impacted by personal characteristics (Kish-Gephart ef al, 2010). So this individual
difference factor of moral identity may help explain when employees are more likely to show
willingness to engage in UPB under the similar organizational situation.

The remainder of the pdper is structured as follows. We first review relevant literature
and present our formal hypotheses. Then, we describe our sample and research method, and
finally, we report our findings and consider the implications and limitations of our study.

Literature review and hypotheses

HPWS and UPB

This study mainly focuses on employee-experienced HPWS, which have got more attention
from latest HPWS rescarch (Agarwal and Farndale, 2017). The reasons for this arrangement
are: employces may have different perception or experience to management practices and
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employee perceived HPWS have the most immediate impact on their attitudes and
behaviors (Jensen ef afl, 2013). Most research on the effect of HPWS on employees’
pro-organizational behaviors is often based on the social exchange theory, which indicates
that employees feel an obligation to reciprocate organizations with benefits, when they
experience beneficial treatments from organizations. Meanwhile, Umphress ef afl. (2010)
theoretically proposed and empirically confirmed that the employee’s positive reciprocity
beliefs would influence the UPB of employees, and social exchange theory also has heen
widely used to explain why employees might engage in UPB (Miao et af, 2013; Kalshoven
et al, 2016). So we will give a fuller insight into the relationship between HPWS and UPB
based on social exchange theory.

It is known that HPWS build a Jong-term investment to employees by providing them with
direct incentive, rewards and opportunities for development (DiazFernandez et al, 2017).
On the basis of the social exchange theory, when employeces experience HPWS, they will build
strong and positive social exchange relationship with organizations and ultimately drive their
obligation to reciprocate with pro-organizational hehaviors, However, “everything has two
sides,” existing studies about HPWS-employee behavior relationship ignore the negative
consequences of the positive social exchange. So it was UPB, indicating employees probably
do “bad things for good reasons.” On the one hand, employees may pay more attention to how
finish their work and engage in acts for the henefits of organizations to reciprocate
organizations, and even overlook the ethical implications of their behaviors and the henefits of
extermnal stakeholders (Kalshoven et al, 2016). On the other hand, positive social exchange
relationships may foster strong sense of loyalty that will reduce employees’ tendency of
harming organizations (Wilks, 2011) and even lead employees to regard their unethical
hehavior for benefiting organization as being “good citizens” (Kelman and Hamilton, 1989;
Wang et al, 2018). For example, employees may view UPB (e.g. exaggerating the truth about
company’s products or services to customers to help company) as an appropriate way to
reciprocate their organizations. Therefore, according to the social exchange theory, we
assert that HPWS can engender a high-quality social exchange relationship with employees
and make employees feel more comfortable to engage in risky behaviors such as UPB
(Miao et al, 2013):

H1. HPWS will be positively related to UPB.

Mediating effect of psvchological ownership

Psychological ownership is featured by the sense of possessiveness and being
psychologically tied to a range of tangible and intangible “targets™ (Pierce and Rodgers,
2004), which refers to the object of attachment to the individual or group (Liu ef al, 2012).
In this research, we mainly focus on the psychological ownership directed at the
organization, which represents a psychological state when employees experience the
organization they work for as “mine” (e.g. T feel this is MY organization).

HPWS and psychological ownership. Although the effect of HPWS on employees’ attitudes
and behaviors is well understood, there is a dearth of study investigating the impact of HPWS
on psychological ownership. According to the literature relevant to the origin
and development of possession and ownership, Pierce ef ol (2001) summarized and
abstracted that the emergence of psychological ownership lied in three main routes:
controlling over the target, imtimately knowing the target, and investing the self into the
target. On the basis of these initial ideas, we contend that the components of HPWS can
increase employees’ psychological ownership. In terms of single practice, participative
decision-making can help employces enhance control over the target of ownership (Liu ef al,
2012). Information sharing provides employees with intimate access to the status of the
organization (Pierce and Rodgers, 2004). Careful selection procedures conduce to make
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employees experience that they share similar values with organizations and get a deeper
understanding of the organization (Han et al, 2015). Extensive ownership of shares (e.g. profit-
sharing schemes) means that employees invest into their organizations (Pierce and Rodgers,
2004) and are bound to the success of the organization. Employment sccurity can enhance
employees’ organizational identification, loyalty and investment of themselves into the
organization (Pfeffer, 1998). As a general view, HPWS are composed of a bundle of separate
but interconnected HRM practices, and it has been proven that the systematic effect of HPWS
on outcomes is greater than that of individual practices (Combs ef al, 2006). Morcover, HPWS
could give employees a supportive environment including investments in employee skills,
incentives or recognition for employee efforts, and opportunities for employee growth.
Therefore, employees will be encouraged to increase their self-investment in the organization
when they experience HPWS carried out by their organizations satisfying their needs, and in
turn develop feelings of ownership directed at the organization (Avey ef al, 200):

H2. HPWS will be positively related to employees’ psychological ownership toward
organizations.

Psychological ownership and UPB. Psychological ownership serves to satisfy basic human
needs for efficacy, self-identity, and belongingness (Pierce ef al, 2003), which is the
important factor affecting individual behaviors (Dawkins ef al, 2017). The theoretical reason
behind the linkages between psychological ownership and employee outcomes can be
figured out by drawing on the social exchange (cffort applied due to the satisfying of needs
by a particular organizational target) and social identity (effort applied from using the target
of ownership as an expression of personal identity) theories as complementary conceptual
frameworks (Avey et al, 2009). According to the two theoretical perspectives, when
employees feel ownership in the organization context suggesting organizations fulfill their
basic human needs, they tend to more protect, care, and make sacrifice for organizations
and engage in pro-organizational behaviors (Pierce et al, 2001; Avey ef al, 20009;
Brown et al, 2014). Furthermore, Pierce et af (2003) theoretically demonstrated that people
high in psychological ownership toward organizations might immerse themsclves in
protecting and enhancing their psychological possessions, even if it is at the expense of their
family or community. Further, employees would pay much attention to protecting the
benefits of organizations when feeling the ownership toward organizations, so that they are
willing to take risk to disregard the moral standards and the interests of external
stakeholders (Pierce ef al, 2003; Pierce and Jussila, 2011). Specially, Brown et @l (2005)
warned that psychological owncrship might lead individuals to conduct protective
behaviors aimed at the target of ownership. Baer and Brown (2012) found that individuals
might reject others” potentially beneficial advice that shrank their possessions. Considering
UPB is intended to promote the effective functioning of organizations, we argue that
psychological ownership toward organizations will be positively related to employees’ UPB.
In conclusion, we expect HPWS can enhance organization-based psychological ownership,
which in turn provokes employees’ UPB:

H3. Psychological ownership will mediate the positive relationship between HPWS
and UPB.

Moderating effect of moral identity

Blasi (1984) first introduced moral identity, which is defined as “a self-conception
organized around a set of moral traits” (Aquine and Reed, 2002, p. 1424). Moral identity
contains two dimensions: one is internalization involving the extent to which becoming an
ethical man is extremely important to one’s self-concept; the other is symbolization
involving the extent to which individuals express their focus on moral traits with practical
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actions (Aquino and Reed, 2002). We mainly focus on internalization, for this dimension
reveals the self-determined importance of moral character to one’s identity and links with
individual moral decision-making and ethical behaviors. We hold that the association
between psychological ownership and UPB and the mediating role of psychological
ownership might vary depending on that influence the judgments and actions employees
take when facing the ethical dilemmas (Jennings et al.,, 2015).

This definition of moral identity based on the social identity theory indicates that it is one
potential component of a person’s social self-schema (Aquine and Reed, 2002), so moral
identity can impact individual perceptions and behaviors. It has been acknowledged that
people will try their best to maintain self4dentities that they think is meaningful, and
thereby conduct certain behaviors which are consistent with their self-defining attributes
(Blasi, 1934). From this, Blasi (2004) pointed out that individuals, who regard morality as the
central element of their self-definitions, hope for keeping the sense of self-consistency and
act in ways that are consistent with their moral values, and if conducting unethical behavior,
individuals with high moral identity would feel mauthentic (Greenbaum ef «al, 2013);
moral identity has been theoretically and empirically found to have a restraining effect on
individuals’ ethical behaviors and moral decision-making (Jennings ef af, 2015). Given this,
we arguce that employees with high moral identity are more inclined to take UPB as an
inappropriate act because it damages the benefit of external stakeholders. Even though
some emplovees hold high level of psychological ownership toward organizations,
employees with high levels of moral identity may still response organizational-based
psychalogical ownership more ethically. Accordingly, we argue that the strength of the
effect of psychological ownership on employees’ UPB is moderated by moral identity:

H4. Moral identity will negatively moderate the relationship between psychological
ownership and UPB, such that this relationship is weaker at higher levels of moral
identity than at low levels.

Although HPWS is likely to solicit employee UPB via psychological ownership, we
argue that individual differences may play a vital role in this relationship. According to
the ahove analysis, we put forward a moderated mediation model integrating mediation
and moderation effect into a single framework, which is displayed in Figure 1.
In combination the 43 and H4, it is not difficult to find that the indirect effect of HPWS on
UPB through psychological ownership depends on the levels of moral identity, because
moral identity plays a moderating role in the second stage of the mediating process.
Namely, the strength of the mediated relationship between HPWS and UPB through
psychological ownership depends on the level of moral identity, which leads us to make
the forecast that moral identity operates as a second stage moderator in our moderated
mediation model:

Hb5. Moral identity moderates the mdirect relationship between HPWS and UPB, such that
this indirect relationship is stronger among employees with lower moral identity.
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ownership N -
i
H
|

(Time 2)

behavior

L {Time 1) | ,‘Ji‘,’?“ 2)

HPWS and
unethical pro-
organizational
behavior

e s e v .

Figure 1.
Research model



Downloaded by University of Wollongong At 13:09 02 June 2018 (PT)

JMP

Research method
Sample and procedure
Responses were collected from 306 employees working in Chinese companies. Among them,
158 (51.6 percent) were male and 148 (484 percent) were female participants. In terms of age,
16.7 percent were aged below 30 years, 38.9 percent from 30 to 40 years, 32 percent from 41 to
50 years and 12.4 percent above 50 years. In terms of education level, only 1.6 percent had
below junior college degree, 18 percent had junior college degree, 74.5 percent had bachelor
degree and 5.9 percent had master degree and higher degree. In terms of working years at the
company, 27.2 percent worked for less than 5 years, 385 percent worked for 5-10 years,
17.9 percent worked for 11-15 years and 164 percent have worked for more than 15 years.
Before the formal investigation, we explained the significance and managerial
implications of our study with personal contacts, and made a promise that we did not
leak any data and information about companies. After receiving permission and support
from the HR managers, we carried out two-wave surveys at an average three-month interval
to reduce common method biases (Podsakoff et af, 2003), and employees accessed our
surveys via the internet. Online questionnaires can be finished by using company or
personal computer in ten days, and employees who do not finish it will receive an e-mail
reminder one week after the initial invitation. In order to improve response rate, we
distributed the study announcement and questionnaires to employees via c-mail, along
with a letter pledging to secrecy and emphasizing the independence of our research
(Korif et al, 2017). At the first wave (Time 1), participants completed our survey including
their personal information, their experienced HPWS and maral identity. Like previous
studies on HPWS (e.g. Jiang et al,, 2015), participants were asked to rate their psychological
ownership and UPB after three months.

Measures
HPWS (T7). We measured HPWS with 15 items from Xiao and Bjorkman (2006). One sample
item jg~“employees are invalved in job rotation.” We asked employees to respond the
HPWS on a Ti%gpeint Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly ag
The Cronbach’s a™of HPWS was 0.913, showing an excellent internal reliability.
Moral identity ¢1'1)Weameasured moral identity with Aquino and Reed's42002) scale of
internalization. This meastwg provides nine moral traits (i.e. caring, coppassionate, fair,
friendly, generous, helpful, hardworking, honest, and kind) to respopdents and requires
them to assess the importance of aying these traits for them. An gample item is “Being
someone who has these characteristic®3g an important part of wht I am.” Responses were
provided with a five-peint Likert-type ansyer format, ranging #fom 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree). The Cronbach’s « for thescNtems was
Psychological ownership (T2). We employedihe sevenst
from Van Dyne and Pierce (2004). Participantsswep
as “This is MY organization” and “I fecl a very
organization” using a five-point scale (1 = stro
a was 0931.
UPB (T2). We used the six-item scghé developed by phress ef al (2010) to measure
UPB with a five-point scale (1= _sfrongly disagree, b= strongly agree). One sample
item reads “If my organizationfeeded me to, I would witiﬁ%@{d issuing a refund to a
customer or client accidentally’overcharged.” Cronbach’s a coefficient for this scale in our
study was 0.924.
Conltrol variables {FT). Previous studies demonstrated that dcmogra\j)hic characteristics
may influence thextent to which individuals conduct unethical behavior (Erdogan and
Liden, 2002; Kish-Gephart ef al, 2010), and most empirical research about the UPB takes

em psychological ownership scale
asked to evaluate statements such
degree of personal ownership for this
y disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s

.

N
N
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Discussion

Drawing on the social exchange theory and social identity theory, we built a moderated
mediation model which confirmed by the results of data analysis. We found that HPWS
were positively related to UPB, and extended the literature by proving that psychological
ownership mediates this relationship. Moreover, we found that moral identity moderated
the relationship between psychological ownership and UPB. Finally, we examined the
moderated mediation model that the effect size of HPWS on UPB through psychological
ownership was moderated by the boundary condition of moral identity.

Research implications

First, this study extends HPWS rescarch to employees” behaviors referring to ethics. Even
though Keegan and Boselie (2006) called for a balanced investigation about the effects of
HPWS on employees outcomes, only a few researchers focus on the potential dark side of
HPWS (e.g. Jensen et al, 2013; Topcic ef al, 2016). Unlike previous research, we draw on the
negative side of social exchange theory to analysis the effect of HPWS on employees UPB. This
finding 1s consistent with the argument that HPWS can motivate employees to conduct
pro-organizational behavior, but also suggest that this behavior may be unethical. Meanwhile,
we respond to the call of Umphress ef af. (2010) by taking HPWS as a new antecedent of UPB,
and provide the empirical evidence supporting the previous theoretical research demonstrating
that employees might conduct unethical behaviors to benefit the organization (Brief ef af, 2001).

Another significant contribution of this study is to uncover employees’ psychological
ownership toward organizations as the pivotal mechanism underlying the relationship between
HPWS and UPB, which suggests that the effect of HPWS on employee outcomes is not directed
as is assumed in previous research (Heffernan and Dundon, 2016). This is the first time to
introduce the psychological ownership as the mediator in this relationship, which not only helps
open the “black box™ about the mechanism behind the effect of HPWS on employee outcomes
(Boxall, 2012), but also expands the empirical research on psychological ownership. Specifically
speaking, this work adds to owr knowledge of the new antecedent of organization-based
psychological ownership with HPWS., In addition, we found that the psychological ownership
toward organizations could lead employees to conduct unethical behaviors for the benefits of
organizations, which advances the limited literature on the negative outcomes of psychological
ownership (i.e. Avey ef al, 2009; Baer and Brown, 2012; Brown et al, 2014).

Morcover, we contribute to the research that indicates moral identity can regulate
employees’ unethical behavior, by investigating the moderating effect of moral identity on
the psychological ownership-UPB relationship. Additionally, so far we have only identified
several studies investigating the boundary conditions behind the linkage between
psychological ownership and employee outcomes (i.e. Baer and Brown, 2012; Brown et al,
2014; Liu ef al, 2012). This finding also adds to the surprisingly limited research by
exploring individual differences which impact the association between psychological
ownership and UPB, and address the call for maore research about understanding the
boundary conditions of psychological ownership-outcomes link.

Practical implications

Our research findings also have important managerial implications. First, we remind
managers of paying attention to the “dark side” of HPWS. Specifically speaking, managers
should value the guidance of corporate social responsibility to employee’s behaviors, and
incorporate ethics in the HPWS. For example, organizations can have a special concern
evaluation and rewarding system by formulating reasonable rules and regulations to ensure
employees have a good balance between financial gains and moral standards; organizations
can also instill the minds of employces with ethical value during the training process
(Greenbaum et al., 2013). Next, our research supports the view of Baer and Brown (2012) that
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psychological ownership is a double-edged sword. Except for the benefit of psychaological
ownership, managers should be mindful of employees’ psychological investment to
organizations, and provide correct guidance for their pro-organizational behaviors, so as to
avoid employees doing bad things for good reasons. Additionally, managers can benefit
from employees high in moral identity and diminish the occurrence of UPB. So we suggest
that organizations should pay special attention to assessing on the moral characters of
individuals during the hiring and performance appraisal process, rather than only
emphasizing on ability and performance. At the same time, managers should attach great
importance to create a favorable organization environment that promotes moral standards
and norms to elevate employees’ moral awareness. Finally, considering employees low in
moral identity are more likely to engage in UPB, it is necessary for organizations to monitor
immoral behaviors to prevent menacing organizational development.

Limitations and future rescarch

Despite making above contributions, this work also suffers from several limitations. As for
the limitations of methodology, first, our data are collected from the same source, which may
encounter common method bias. In fact, this research is designed to explore the effect of
employee perceived HPWS on UPB, which seems more suitable for all constructs to be
measured with self-report. Although we took relevant steps to reduce and examine this
problem, further studies can adopt multiple sources and time data to examine our findings.
Second, our cross-sectional data cannot help us to draw any clear inference about causal
relationships among variables. Future research can examine our theoretical model by
adopting a longitudinal or experimental design. Third, our control variables (participant
age, gender, tenure, and position) failed to substantively change the results, and future
research should add efficient control variables based on theoretical reasoning to improve
our research as suggested by Bernerth and Aguinis (2016). Finally, our study suggests that
psychological ownership partially mediates the HPWS-UPB relationship, and scholars can
investigate other mediators to extend our study.
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