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Abstract

:

While previous research has already revealed the positive influence of socially responsible human resource management (SRHRM) on organizations, little is known about whether employees’ perceived SRHRM can lead to a win–win situation between organization and society. We address this void by examining whether employees’ perceived SRHRM can contribute to organizational performance (operationalized as task performance and organizational citizenship behavior, OCB), and social performance (operationalized as volunteering). Using a sample of 314 employee–supervisor dyads from three large manufacturing enterprises in Southeast China, we found that perceived SRHRM could increase employees’ OCB and volunteering, but not task performance, through both cognitive (i.e., prosocial identity) and affective (i.e., affective empathy) paths. Furthermore, perceived SRHRM was more positively related to prosocial identity and affective empathy when distributive justice was high. We finally discuss the implications of our findings for both theory and practice.
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1. Introduction


Corporate social responsibility is defined as “context-specific organizational actions and policies that take into account stakeholders’ expectations and the triple bottom line of economic, social, and environmental performance” [1]. For several decades, scholars from institution, strategy, marketing, and finance have found the positive effects of corporate social responsibility (CSR) in facilitating legitimacy [2], attracting investors [3], satisfying customers [4] and resolving such broader social problems as climate change, poverty and unemployment [5]. In addition to the tremendous benefits outside organizations, CSR has pronounced influences inside organizations, as demonstrated by many organizational scholars recently. For example, CSR has been shown favorable in enhancing employee performance, satisfaction [6], organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) [7] as well as attracting potential applicants [8] by cultivating high identification [9], providing meaningfulness [10], and signaling social care and justice [11].



Given the abundant benefits of CSR to both society and organization, it is necessary to put CSR into business practices. However, past scholars have mainly investigated the influences and mechanisms of CSR from external perspectives like corporate governance, strategy, and finance, lacking an internal exploration into how CSR practices are carried out in organizations. In addition, most previous studies have focused on the impact of CSR on external stakeholders like consumers, investors and community, ignoring employees’ response to CSR. In fact, as the most critical internal stakeholder, employees play a prominent role in embracing and implementing CSR practices. The gaps in current research make practitioners confused and challenged to integrate social goals into business operation effectively.



To handle this dilemma, several scholars have suggested implementing CSR through progressive HRM practices—the socially responsible human resource management (SRHRM) [12]. Put it simply, SRHRM is a kind of strategic human resources management designed to move CSR into managerial practice by engaging employees [13]. Through the HRM functions like recruitment, training, SRHRM incorporates the idea of social responsibility into organizational daily routines to achieve favorable outcomes. Following this, several scholars have explored the effect of SRHRM. For example, Shen and Benson [13] found that SRHRM had a positive impact on employees’ task performance, commitment and extra-role helping behavior.



While these findings have deepened our understanding of SRHRM, several urgent questions need to be further explored. First, as policies and practices implementing CSR, can SRHRM translate social problems into business interest successfully? That is, whether SRHRM can strike a balance between social performance and organizational performance and thus create a win-win situation between organization and society? However, existing research has just examined and demonstrated the positive effects of SRHRM on employees’ organizational performance, lacking an investigation into the impact of SRHRM on employees’ social performance. Second, how does SRHRM engage employees in the CSR practices? More specifically, how do organization guide employees to care for others and contribute to broad society? Previous studies have explained the underlying mechanism of SRHRM mainly from a cognitive perspective, such as organizational identification theory [13] or organizational commitment [14], ignoring the possible effect of emotional factors. As such, an integrative and in-depth perspective is needed to unveil the underlying mechanism of SRHRM comprehensively. Third, what is the boundary condition to bring SRHRM into work? Scholars from justice and CSR domain have historically noted a prominent effect of justice on CSR since they share a common fundamentally ethical foundation [2,15,16]. Especially the distributive justice, concerned with distributive norms of reward [17], may stand out as a salient issue in the resource allocation involved in SRHRM. Scholar has yet to examine the possibly contingent effect of distributive justice on SRHRM.



To advance theory, research, and practice, we seek to answer these questions by developing a framework explaining how employees’ perceived SRHRM affects employees’ organizational performance (operationalized as task performance and OCB) and social performance (operationalized as volunteering). Our research makes several primary contributions. Firstly, although SRHRM is a set of practices aimed at striking a balance between organization and society, no existing research has yet to examine the relationship between SRHRM and organizational performance as well as social performance. To address this gap, we extend the SRHRM literature by simultaneously examining the possible effects of SRHRM on both employees’ organizational performance and social performance. Secondly, little prior research has partially explained the underlying mechanism of SRHRM with mere cognitive perspective or affective perspective, lacking an integrated framework. Given that, we adopted a dual model to explain the influence of SRHRM on performance by integrating identity theory [18,19] and affect event theory [20]. Particularly, we proposed and found that prosocial identity served as a cognitive mechanism and empathy served as an affective mechanism mediating the relationship between SRHRM and employee outcomes. Thirdly, previous research has mainly focused on contextual factors such as POS and cooperative climate [13] when identifying the boundary factors of the influence of SRHRM. As such, our work has introduced and demonstrated a more vitally related issue, the distributive justice, as the moderating factor of the effect of SRHRM. Taken together, the current research has shed light on whether, why and under what circumstances SRHRMR can create a win–win situation between both organization and society. The result has confirmed that SRHRM can serve as a favorable tool to create a win-win situation between organization and society. This not only advances our understanding about SRHRM, but also inspires the implementation of CSR values in practices, which in turn promotes the sustainable development for both organization and society.




2. Theory and Hypothesis Development


2.1. SRHRM


SRHRM was first introduced theoretically by Swanson [12] as a response to the challenge of translating corporate social responsibility (CSR) into business practices. It is a set of HRM practices embedded with the idea of social responsibility. For instance, it involves hiring employees who exhibit relatively high cognitive moral development and show the personality trait of agreeableness; formulating appraisal criteria based on economic and social performance; designing pay systems that reward economic and social performance; developing employee skills receptive to stakeholder engagement and communication.



Three critical components of SRHRM should be noted. First, SRHRM is a kind of strategic human resource management like selective hiring, extensive training, performance appraisal, and compensation [21]. At its essence, it is a tool to implement CSR. Second, SRHRM aims at striking a balance between organizational and social performance. Distinct from high-performance work system (HPWS) which mainly pursues competitive advantages, SRHRM not only cares about organizational outcomes but also concerns broader social welfare. Third, SRHRM achieves its goal by engaging employees in the process of CSR implementation [22]. For example, it develops employees’ knowledge, skills, abilities and enhances employees’ motivation to participating in the activities delivering social responsibility by providing training and contingent rewards.




2.2. Dual Mechanisms of SRHRM on Employees’ Performance


Since the conception of CSR was introduced, the link between CSR and performance has long been heatedly debated by numerous scholars from various areas with diverse perspectives. Generally speaking, earlier researchers mainly explained the underlying mechanism between CSR and performance primarily from corporate governance channels or compensation incentive channels at the macro level. For example, Hong et al. [23] have found that firms with more shareholder-friendly corporate governance are more likely to provide compensation to executives linked to firm social performance outcomes. Similarly, Ikram et al. [24] have demonstrated that firms can signal firmer commitment to CSR and increase firm value by tying executive compensation to CSR, but the nature of the CSR contract matters. Particularly, compared to Transparent CSR contracts that clearly define the relationship between executive pay and CSR-related milestones, Opaque CSR contracts correlate more strongly with measures of good governance and firm value. Recently, with ongoing calling for the implementation of CSR initiative, more and more studies have turned to unveil the association between CSR and performance from the psychological channels, so as to provide more useful guidance for the translation of CSR values into practices. Consistent with this trend, our work aims at exploring the relationship between SRHRM and employees’ performance from the psychological channel at the micro level.



Psychological scholars have distinguished between two motives which are provoked by work situation and then influence subsequent attitudes and behaviors, the cognitive motive and affective motive [25]. A cognitive motive means that the individual is guided by the expected probabilities of obtaining desired outcomes, along with their associated costs and benefits [26]. In contrast, an affective motive represents that actors are driven by affective state, which is more automatic, impulsive [27].



Given this, we extend this duality to SRHRM literature and propose that SRHRM influences organizational and social performance through both cognitive path and affective path. In short, prosocial identity is used to represent the cognitive pathway, explaining employees’ response to SRHRM based on the cognitive judgment. Whereas empathy represents the emotional pathway, explaining employees’ response to SRHRM driven by an emotional factor.



Taken together, integrating identity theory [8,18,19] and affective event theory [20], we identify two potential mediating mechanisms linking perceived SRHRM to performance: The cognitive path (i.e., prosocial identity) and affective path (i.e., empathy). Moreover, we examine the effect of distributive justice as a moderator on the influence of SRHRM. We test our hypothesis with multisource data and discuss implications for theory and research on SRHRM, identity construction, strategic human resource management. Our overall conceptual model encompassing a moderator and two mediators is presented in Figure 1.



2.2.1. Cognitive Path: The Mediating Role of Prosocial Identity


Identity refers to a self-referential or self-defining description answering the question “who am I?” or “who are we?”, including social identity and personal identity. The former is based on social collectives such as nations, organizations and occupations while the latter is based on personal attributes such as abilities, interests [28,29,30]. Prior scholars have claimed that people will establish, maintain, or refine a contextually appropriate identity to locate himself or herself within an organizational context [31]. Moreover, efforts people creating new identities are influenced by situational events that challenge one’s sense of self [32]. Just as Dutton, Roberts and Bednar [18] noted “changes in the context or situation encourage the creation of new identity content or possible selves.”



As such, organizations, as people’s main life domain, may play an essential role in shaping and cultivating people’s new identities with its continually updated practices and systems. Similarly, employees, on the other hand, may form, transform and modify identities to achieve a better fit with work demands. In line with this logic, Ashforth and his colleagues [8,28] have developed a framework modeling the process of how an individual defines who he or she is, namely the identity construction process. Three critical elements have been identified during the process: Sensebreaking, sensegiving and sensemaking. Sensebreaking is the destruction or breaking down of meaning [33] while sensegiving is an attempt to guide the meaning construction of others toward a preferred redefinition of organizational reality. Sensemaking, on the other hand, is a process individual interprets internal and environmental cues [32]. In general, organizations set the stage for an individual to construct their identities through sensebreaking, rendering individuals more receptive to organizational cues conveyed by sensegiving. Finally, the individual utilizes sensemaking to construe their identity.



SRHRM, as a new form of HRM practice advancing social betterment, may cultivate employees’ caring self, particularly the prosocial identity in this context. Prosocial identity is defined as the component of the self-concept concerned with helping and contributing [34,35]. It should be highlighted that prosocial identity here refers to the social identity shaped and shared by organization members. Researchers have contended that although people may hold prosocial identities, the salience of the identities depends on situational cues [36]. Based on the literature on identity theory and identity construction model, we will demonstrate explicitly how SRHRM shapes employees’ prosocial identity below.



First, SRHRM conveys caring and contributing values into employees’ sense of self by sensebreaking and sensegiving. For example, the organization will consider applicants’ interest and capability in CSR activities in recruitment and staffing. Moreover, SRHRM provides training programs to cultivate CSR knowledge and skills. This would signal employees the importance of CSR to organization. In addition to guidance in internal perception, SRHRM further strengthens CSR value and meaning through external incentives such as linking promotion, compensation, assessment to their performance in CSR activities. On the one hand, policies of sensebreaking will challenge employees’ current belief about what their work is and who they are and then stimulate them to search for how things work and what is expected. On the other hand, the policies of sensegiving convince employees to believe that their work makes a difference to the betterment of the world. Moreover, contributing to the social betterment makes them a caring and helping man.



By doing so, the organization creates an environment for employees to question what is unfolding around them and then prompt them to seek identity-relevant information [33]. The connection between sensemaking and identity construction is relatively well established [8,32]. As pointed out by previous scholars, identity is often the target of sensemaking [32], and sensemaking is accordingly tied to identity motives [37]. Notably, it is a social process to build up a new identity through sensemaking. Firstly, just as some researchers have highlighted, “although sensemaking facilitates identity construction, the process is recursive; a budding identity shapes sensemaking” [28]. That is, sensemaking facilitates identity construction and the newly built identity, in turn, shapes the way how people perceive the environment. Employees ultimately build up stable views of themselves during the recursive interaction between employees and the organizational environment. Secondly, the process of identity construction through sensemaking involves the social observation and interaction among employees [37]. That is, employees interpret the environment based on what their peers do and what their peers say. Through repeated interaction and communication, employees form stable perceptions and opinions about themselves explicitly or implicitly. In short, organizations first set the stage with sensebreaking and sensegiving, employees then build up the new prosocial identity through sensemaking [38]. Indeed, scholars from corporate governance domain have recently found that corporate social responsibility and corporate governance (CG) interact to influence a firm’s intellectual capital (IC) efficiency, which leads to trust between people, the reputation of the organization, and the development of a corporate identity [39]. Therefore, we posit that:



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

Perceived SRHRM is positively related to prosocial identity.





The self-verification theory argues that people are motivated to verify, validate and sustain their existing self-concepts [40,41]. The consistency between action and self-concepts offers people a crucial source of coherence. The coherence serves as an invaluable means of defining their existence, organizing experience, predicting future events, and guiding social interaction [42]. In other words, people tend to express in words and in acting one’s important values to identifying oneself” [43]. According to Leary [44], self-verification processes seem to influence behaviors in three ways. First, self-verification leads people to interact with those who confirm their self-concepts. Second, people tend to behave in ways that elicit self-verifying feedbacks from others. Third, people look for and remember information that verifies their views of themselves. Given that, we expect that prosocial identity, as has been mentioned before, which is the helping and contributing component of the self-concept, would influence employees’ task performance and OCB through self-verification process.



Our core assumption is that, when a person views himself or herself as a prosocial person, he or she will be willing to express this self through engagement in activities reflecting responsibility and care, which will improve their performance. First, prosocial employees would be more likely to interpret their work situation in a caring and responsible way. Then, they may behave in such a way to get feedbacks consistent with their prosocial identity. Third, in the context of SRHRM, employees should be more likely to cooperate with coworkers around since they share the same collective identity, the prosocial identity. In this way, trust and cooperation are easy to be built up within the organization. Therefore, the way of interpretation, action and interaction with others caused by the self-verification would change employees’ understanding about their work roles, demands, expectations and thus promote their task performance and OCB.



As for the task performance, evidence has shown indeed that one’s helping such as prosocial behaviors will foster interpersonal harmony, facilitate task completion, build and maintain relationships [45,46,47], which is directly or indirectly beneficial to task performance. Similarly, studies in altruism suggest that the value of concerning for others makes people more acceptable to social information and feedbacks without carefully weighing its consequences, leading to improvement in performance [48].



As for the OCB, it has been assumed that people holding prosocial identity would be more sensitive to others’ needs and more likely to go above and beyond their required tasks to help others regardless of rewards, like OCBs in the workplace [49,50]. This perspective is consistent with Rioux and Penners’s [51] observation that employee’s desire to help and connect with others was strongly related to supervisor-rated OCB in the form of altruism and peer-rated OCB in the form of altruism and civic virtue. Following this, researchers further found that citizen role identity served as the indirect mediator between motives and OCBs. In other words, when employees internalize citizenship behaviors into their identities, they may be motivated to perform OCB to sustain as good citizens. Taking the arguments and evidences above together, we propose that:



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Prosocial identity is positively related to task performance (2a) and OCB (2b).





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

Prosocial identity mediates the positive relationship between perceived SRHRM and task performance (3a) and OCB (3b).





Social performance is a general evaluation of the contribution an organization makes to broader society [52,53,54]. With the recent advancement in CSR initiatives, various ways have been adopted for organizations to contribute to society, like charitable giving, environment protection, community service and volunteering. Volunteering, defined as giving time or skills during a planned activity for a volunteer group or organization, is a popular way for organizations to embrace CSR [10,55]. For example, employees participate in a post-disaster reconstruction, or teach immigrant kids native languages during a corporate volunteer day. As illustrated by the examples, volunteering here refers to an important vehicle for organizations to contribute to society through the engagement of employee. We choose volunteering as the representative of social performance for two reasons.



First, volunteering is one of the most widely popular forms of CSR, embraced by both the organization and employees. Over 90 percent of Fortune 500 companies have formally sponsored and subsidized employees’ efforts to perform community service and outreach activities on company time [56]. To organization, volunteering is a desirable choice to exert broadly and positively social impacts [55] and thus gain reputation [56] and competitiveness [57] as it involves multiple stakeholders, like the nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), target groups and internal employees. To employees, participation in volunteering is an excellent chance to enrich their work life, craft professional skills and promote work meaningfulness [58]. Just as Caligiuri and his colleagues [58] have found, volunteering created a win–win–win situation for organization, target group, and employees. Second, the implementation of volunteering program requires employee engagement. That is, volunteering takes an employee-centered perspective of CSR, rather than an up-down perspective such as charitable donations made by executives and managers [59]. Specifically, volunteering is a planned activity and not a spontaneous act of helping. Thus, it is the time and skills, but not simply financial donations, that employees should offer. To this end, human resource management is supposed to align organizational goal, employees’ participation as well as the social cause together.



Following this, we argue that SRHRM will encourage volunteering through shaping employees’ prosocial identity. What the three has in common is the underlying idea of responsibility and the concern for others. We will focus on unveiling the process how SRHRM spreads the responsible and caring idea through cultivating employees’ prosocial identity and then engaging them in volunteering. As has been mentioned before, SRHRM plays a significant role in delivering the idea of helping and concerning for people in a broader society with human resource management. For example, with the recruitment system, SRHRM hires new employees who are more likely to help others in need, like, with previous experience in volunteering. With the training and development system, SRHRM can share and communicate the prosocial value of CSR among employees. With the evaluation system, SRHRM sets CSR performance indicators and monitors results to performance objectives. Moreover, SRHRM provides opportunities for employees to carry out this value, such as volunteering. These efforts together enhance increase employees’ sensitivity and readiness to incorporate the idea of care and responsibility into their self-perception and then their wok life.



According to self-verification theory [60] mentioned above, when people perceive themselves as a prosocial person, they will perform on a task or job in a manner to verify their prosocial selves. Then, it may be an appropriate way to express prosocial selves in volunteering programs such as community safety, neighborhood schools, and natural environment protection. Indeed, scholars in volunteering domain have found that volunteering can satisfy people’s desire for meaningfulness, or the “value fulfillment [61]”. That is, volunteering was a way to act on what a person values and an outlet to do something they perceive as worthwhile [10,58,62,63]. Just as Grant, Dutton and Rosso [35] have observed that when employees volunteer to contribute to others in need, they perceive themselves as more caring, compassionate, and worthy individuals. Thus, we posit that:



Hypothesis 2c (H2c).

Prosocial identity is positively related to volunteering.





Hypothesis 3c (H3c).

Prosocial identity mediates the positive relationship between perceived SRHRM and volunteering.






2.2.2. Affective Path: The Mediating Role of Empathy


Affect, encompassing emotion and mood, has long been recognized as vital factors influencing employees’ attitudes and actions in an organization context. In comparison, mood is relatively weaker, more stable and longer lasting without certain origins whereas emotions are more intense, shorter duration and related to a specific object [64,65]. For example, people may be in a happy mood without any reasons for a week and feel angry for being criticized by the supervisor. Scholars have called for more research on the emotions since emotions, as the result of different events, have specific targets and produce different outcomes [20].



As a favorite topic in psychology and organizational behavior domain, empathy is defined as an other-oriented emotion aroused in response to the needs of others that elicits caretaking behavior [66]. It has two distinguishable but related dimensions: Perspective taking and empathic concern. Perspective taking is the tendency to be aware of and adopt the perspective of the other (cognitive empathy) whereas empathic concern is the tendency to respond emotionally to the fortunes and misfortunes of others (affective empathy) [67,68]. In this research, we focus on employees’ emotive reaction aroused in the SRHRM and its subsequent influence.



Affective event theory (AET) serves as a powerful framework to explain the role of emotion in work setting, describing the emotion arises from the work event and then influence people’s performance-related behaviors [20]. According to AET [20], affective events are defined merely as “a change in circumstances, a change in what one is currently experiencing” [20]. Moreover, specific events at work generate specific emotions, like happiness arises when one has reached a goal whereas sadness arises when one faces a loss. AET further posits that individuals affect stems from appraisals of affective events in the work environment. In other words, it is not an event itself that gives rise to emotions but how events are interpreted by the people [69]. From a perspective of evolutionary psychology, Goetz and his colleagues [70] have argued that people make a cost-benefit calculation in the responding of empathic situation. As for the benefit aspect, people evaluate whether it is self-relevant and deserving. Whereas as for the cost aspect, people evaluate their level of resources to be compassionate. Following this, Atkins and Parker [69] later proposed a comprehensive model identifying three critical appraisals to depict the formation process of compassion. The first appraisal is if the event is self-relevant. The second appraisal is whether the event is worthy of one’s help. The final appraisal is whether one can cope with the event and bring about the desired outcomes. All of the three appraisals are required to arouse empathic emotion.



Grounded in the AET literature, we connect SRHRM and empathy to expect that SRHRM will serve as an affect-inducing event invoking employees’ empathy. We will explicate the process explicitly how SRHRM elicits employees’ empathy through influence their interpretation about organizational HRM practices. First, SRHRM enables employees to understand CSR as self-relevant by aligning the CSR mission, value and influences with employees’ work. For example, an employee in the food industry will know his or her work plays a significant role in other’s health. Whereas an employee in the auto industry will know his or her job influences other’s safety and energy consumption. People will be connected to the anonymous others outside the organization in the SRHRM training program, in which influences of one’s work are acknowledged to people. When employees are aware of the influences of their work on others’ lives, they will be more likely to seek to make a positive difference in their work [48,62].



Second, SRHRM makes employees believe that organizational CSR initiatives deserve their efforts. For instance, SRHRM can motivate employees by delivering a responsible culture to make the employee feel proud and meaningful to be members of a responsible organization. On the other hand, the material incentives for employees’ performance in the CSR practices, can also trigger employees’ motivation to respond positively to SRHRM practices. With both the tangible and intangible rewards, the SRHRM practice can win employees’ support and then engender their positively attitudinal, emotional response, like empathy.



Third, SRHRM promotes employees’ “coping self-efficacy” by providing related resources and skill training, such as how to develop more environment-friendly products, how to communicate with stakeholders [69]. Self-efficacy refers to one’s belief in one’s capability to perform a specific task [71]. It determines whether coping behavior will be initiated, how much effort will be expended, and how long it will be sustained facing obstacles and aversive experiences [72]. When an employee knows how to improve his or her work to impact others positively, such as more environmental-friendly product, more safe food, he or she will obtain more “coping self-efficacy” and be more likely to make positive difference. After the three appraisals of SRHRM practices above, employees may support, trust and accept the caring value preached by SRHRM practices and then feel empathic for others in need. Accordingly, we hypothesize that:



Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Perceived SRHRM is positively related to empathy.





After describing how specific events generate specific emotional reactions, AET goes on to indicate that these emotions, in turn, translate to spontaneous, affectively driven behaviors at work [20,73]. Within this conceptual framework, behaviors most directly influenced by discrete events are those that are more closely related to affective states, or what Weiss and Cropanzano [20] called “affect-driven behaviors.” As such, empathy may motivate employees to engage in a number of actions that are prosocial in nature. Indeed, extensive research in social psychology has suggested empathy as one of the most important motivations for altruistic behavior [36,67,74,75]. For example, Omdahl and O’Donnell [76] pointed out that individuals experiencing empathic emotion tended to “catch” the needs of others and lead to action tendencies aimed at reparative behaviors, such as altruism and helping. As in the workplace, people driven by empathic emotion may be sensitive to the needs of proximate others like coworkers and thus perform more OCB. Organizational researchers have already paid attention to the role of empathy in predicting OCB. For example, Settoon and Mossholder [77] have predicted, and found that empathic concern served as a mediator between relationship quality variables and person-focused ICB whereas Joireman and his colleagues [78] have noted those who are high in empathy and adopt a long-term horizon tend to engage in OCB more.



Apart from the facilitation of OCB, empathy invoked by SRHRM may also contribute to the task performance either directly or indirectly. Since the positive emotion such as empathy caused by SRHRM drives people to see situations from another’s perspective more easily, cooperate more, are more open to information, share information more readily, and is kinder to others [79,80]. Therefore, we hypothesize that:



Hypothesis 5 (H5).

Empathy is positively related to task performance (H5a) and OCB (H5b).





Hypothesis 6 (H6).

Empathy mediates the positive relationship between perceived SRHRM and task performance (H6a) and OCB (H6b).





As has discussed above, volunteering is such a kind of activities aimed at exhibiting compassion and concern for people outside the boundaries of organizations [2,81]. Thus, it is a widespread and predominant approach for an organization to address societal concerns ranging from environment protection to closing the wealth gap and to educational inequity. In addition to its significant benefits to broader society, evidence has also shown its remarkable role in maintaining good reputation [82], attracting and recruiting qualified applicants, building skills, enhancing meaningfulness, and promoting pride and retention inside organization [10,57,58,83].



As such, there is an ongoing interest in exploring what motivates and sustains long-term active participation in voluntary associations. While the antecedents motivate of volunteering is rich, the altruistic motive stands out as a prominent and predictive factor. The altruistic motive behind volunteering is often referred to as “warm glow” feelings which captures the emotion connected with prosocial helping behavior, a feeling that in itself is motivating [84]. As such, empathy, as a kind of emotion conveying caring and concern to others outside the organization, may give rise to employees’ participation in volunteering. Indeed, it has long been demonstrated that people experiencing empathic emotion are likely to engage in the altruistic behavior such as OCB inside organization [85] and volunteering outside the organization [57].



Similarly, several scholars have demonstrated that individuals with higher empathy, emotional stability were more receptive to volunteering participation [86]. In line with this argument, Craig-Lees, Harris and Lau [57] have empirically demonstrated that empathy was a vital factor to motivate and sustain long-term active participation in volunteering. Here, we assume that as a more direct way of helping and caring, empathy will motivate employees in the volunteering initiatives. Therefore, we hypothesize that:



Hypothesis 5c (H5c).

Empathy is positively related to volunteering.





Hypothesis 6c (H6c).

Empathy mediates the positive relationship between perceived SRHRM and volunteering.







2.3. Moderation of Distributive Justice


It has long been recognized that corporate social responsibility (CSR) and organizational justice share a common fundamental ethical assumption of normative treatment [2,16,87,88]. Particularly, CSR implies norms with regard to the fair treatment of individuals or environments external to the organization. Whereas justice entails norms regarding the fair treatment of individuals within the organization. Just as Aguilera and her colleagues [2] described, corporate social responsibility could be seen as a kind of social justice. As such, we expect the perceived SRHRM, an organizational effort to convey fair treatment to people outside organization may draw employees’ attention to the justice treatment of themselves.



Organizational justice, defined as employees’ perceptions of fairness in their employment relationship [89], plays a significant role in employees’ outcomes [90]. So far, scholars have identified several dimensions of justice: Distributive justice (relating to the fair distribution of resources, roles, and responsibilities), procedural justice (fairness in decision making), informational justice (justification of decisions), and interpersonal justice (fairness in interpersonal relationships). It is possible that all of these aspects may be prevalent in the implementation of SRHRM practices. For example, a decision concerning a fair investment to a social cause (distributive justice) should be carried out in a fair process (procedural justice), during which information should be delivered fairly to everyone (informational justice, interpersonal justice). Particularly, we focus on distributive justice, which refers to employees’ evaluations of the fairness of outcomes [91]. Previous research has pointed out that distributive justice may make employees more sensitive to resource, cost and investment [92]. In the context of SRHRM, the cost and resources distribution involved may draw much more attention of employees to the organizational practices making investments to others outside the organization. That is, distributive justice perception may amplify the effects of SRHRM. Therefore, we expect a moderation effect of distributive justice on the relationship between the SRHRM and employee outcomes.



Specially, we first expect that distributive justice perception will strengthen the positive effect of SRHRM on prosocial identity and emotion. One of the reasons is that fair treatment signals to members that all members of a group are valued and respected [93]. The second explanation may be that fairness perception makes management policies more trustworthy, non-biased and legitimate. Furthermore, fair treatment enables employees to reciprocate with positive work attitudes and behaviors to contribute to organizational goals [94]. As in the case of SRHRM, employees are expected to react more positively to such practice and policies when they believe they are treated fairly. That is, when SRHRM is coupled with high distributive justice, employees are more likely to react positively to the organizational practices.



Justice perception makes people more acceptable to organizational policies and values, whereas injustice may shape negative cognitions, emotions, attitudes and behaviors [92]. Indeed, scholars have demonstrated that low justice perception would bring about unfavorable response, such as job dissatisfaction, intent to turnover [95], post-complaint behavior [96], theft [97], sabotage [98] or even organizational retaliatory behaviors [99]. With low distributive justice perception, employees may be less likely to trust organizational policies. As such, they may conceive SRHRM as less trustworthy and reliable. Further, scholars in the CSR domain have found that organizational justice emerges as an essential factor influencing employees’ judgment of the CSR authenticity [100]. That is, how fairly employees are treated may affect employees’ assessments and responses to organizational practices addressing a fair treatment to others outside organizations. More particularly, when employees themselves are experiencing low distributive justice, they may be more likely to doubt the authenticity of SRHRM practices which promote fair treatment and caring for others. As such, distributive justice may weaken the influence of SRHRM on prosocial identity and empathy. Therefore, we hypothesize that:



Hypothesis 7a (H7a).

The relationship between perceived SRHRM and prosocial identity is stronger when distributive justice is high.





Hypothesis 7b (H7b).

The relationship between perceived SRHRM and empathy is stronger when distributive justice is high.







3. Methods


3.1. Sample and Procedure


We test our hypothesis using 314 employee-supervisor dyads data. We first contacted the leaders through Business School graduate student contacts. To make sure the representativeness of the samples, we consider the following factors when selecting the enterprises. First, we checked the company websites and communicated with leaders to make sure the company has established the HRM practices concerning CSR. Second, the enterprise whose primary business is not closely related to corporate social responsibility is not considered. Third, companies with less than 500 employees are not considered, as they may not have sufficient resources to build up SRHRM. Finally, three large enterprises in Southeast China were chosen as our research samples.



We collected data from the three enterprises with the same procedure. We first communicated with the human resource managers about the goal of our research, the detailed operation process and the help we expected from them, such as identifying line managers who can participate in the research. Then human resource managers would connect the line managers, ask them to select randomly 1–4 subordinates who can participate in this research and provide the list of their names. In addition, the line managers were asked to evaluate the selected employees’ performance in the supervisor questionnaire. After that, we would get a list of all employees who could participate in the survey. In addition, with the support of human resource managers, all the participants were convened in a conference room. We provide a detailed description of the study, as well as the intended use of the results, to participants at the all-employee company meeting. All the participants gave their written free consent. Finally, we distributed a total of 400 questionnaires to 112 line managers.



Employees provided data for their demographic variables, the SRHRM, prosocial identity and distributive justice whereas their supervisor was asked to rate their subordinates’ task performance, OCB and volunteering. We assigned an identification number to each questionnaire in order to match subordinates with evaluations of their supervisors. We also provide an envelope with seal tape for participants to seal the finished questionnaire to ensure confidentiality of their response. Participants completed the survey voluntarily and anonymously. After completing the survey, each participant was given a small gift as an incentive. All of these procedures were conducted by the ethical standards of the Declaration of Helsinki. This study was reviewed and approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee (HREC) at the HuaZhong University of science and technology.



Finally, we received 314 useful questionnaires from 105 line managers and their 314 employees, for a response rate of 78.5%. Among the 314 employees, 51.6% are men, 48.4% are women. In terms of age, 74.7% were aged 30 or below, 24% were aged between 30 and 40, 1.3% were aged 40 or above. Regarding education, 10.5% finished their high school, 61.5% finished their college degrees, 28.1% held a bachelor or above degrees.




3.2. Measure


We created Chinese versions for all measures following the commonly used translation-back translation procedure. All the measures use the same response scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).



SRHRM is a kind of strategic human resources management designed to move CSR into managerial practice by engaging employees [13]. It was measured using the 6-item scale developed by Shen and Benson [13]. A sample item was “my company provides adequate CSR training to promote CSR as a core organizational value.” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.90.



Prosocial identity is defined as the component of the self-concept concerned with helping and contributing [34,35]. It was measured using the 3-item scale developed by Grant et al. [35]. A sample item was “I see myself as caring.” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.832.



Task performance encompasses behavior that bears directly on an organization’s technical core [101]. It was measured using the 5-item scale developed by Williams and Anderson [102]. A sample item was “adequately complete assigned duties.” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.863.



OCB is defined as contributions to the maintenance and enhancement of the social and psychological context that support task performance. It was measured using the 9-item scale developed by Farh et al. [103] which is developed and validated in China. A sample item was “Initiates assistance to coworkers who have a heavy workload.” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.842.



Empathy is defined as an other-oriented emotion aroused in response to the needs of others that elicits caretaking behavior [66]. It was measured with six items from the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI) [68]. A sample item was “I often have tender concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me.” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.822.



Distributive justice refers to the fairness of decision outcomes, and individuals judge it by determining whether the perceived ratio of outcomes to inputs matches those of a comparison other, or whether resource allocations match appropriate norms [104]. It was evaluated using the 4-item scale developed by Colquitt [105]. A sample item was “Does your (outcome) reflect the effort you have put into your work?” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.918.



Volunteering is defined as giving time or skills during a planned activity for a volunteer group or organization [10]. It was evaluated using the 5-item scale developed by Rodell [10]. A sample item was “this employee gives his/her time to help a volunteer group.” The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.906.



It should be noted that, in our research, volunteering serves as a kind of employees’ social performance linked to their promotion, compensation, just like task performance and OCB. Despite that, volunteering is employees’ activities outside the organization, the organizing, planning and implementation are carried out inside the organization. Supervisors may be responsible for motivating employees, allocating resources and tasks [106] and evaluating performance in organizational volunteering programs. Therefore, employees’ performance in volunteering were measured by their supervisor in our research.



Control variables. Our conceptual model includes two control variables: Employee age and gender. In addition, notably, when it comes to understanding the true relationship between organizational phenomena and performance, the endogeneity problem occurs [107]. That is, the dependent variables and independent variables can all be determined by some other variables, such as firm size.



One technique commonly used to mitigate endogeneity issues is to control the third factors (e.g., firm size) in organizational behavior (OB) domain. For example, firm size serves as an important factor affecting SRHRM and performance simultaneously. According to previous studies, we can control the firm size measured by total assets, total sales, and market capitalization [108]. However, considering the complex theoretical sampling strategy, all the three organizations in our sample have more than 500 employees, which weakening the effect of firm size on SRHRM and performance. Therefore, only employee age and gender were controlled as they might exert more influence potentially on employees’ interpretation of and responses to organizational policies, task performance, and OCB and volunteering [109,110].




3.3. Analytic Strategy


We first conducted CFAs to evaluate the discriminant validity of the key variables. Then, we tested our hypotheses via structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis using the Mplus 7 software package with all the latent variables indicated by their observed items. SEM analysis allowed us to test the effects of independents, mediator, and moderator variables simultaneously in the context of comprehensive models, as suggested by Edwards and Lambert [111]. Specifically, the direct effects of SRHRM on the three performance outcomes and mediator were tested by the structural equation analysis. As for testing the indirect effects, the Monte Carlo method simulation computed 95% confidence intervals ware applied. To model the interactions with latent variables, we used the latent moderated structural equation approach [112]. This approach provides unbiased estimates of interaction effects between latent variables that are corrected for measurement error.





4. Results


Table 1 reports the means, standard deviations, and correlations among the variables.



Consistent with our predictions, SRHRM was positively correlated with prosocial identity (r = 0.39, p < 0.01), empathy (r = 0.43, p < 0.01). Prosocial identity was positively correlated with OCB (r = 0.33, p < 0.01) and volunteering (r = 0.28, p < 0.01). Empathy was positively correlated with task performance (r = 0.14, p < 0.05), OCB (r = 0.28, p < 0.01) and volunteering (r = 0.28, p < 0.01).



Table 2 shows the hypothesized seven-factor model fit the data well, χ2 = 1485, df = 644, comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.89, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = 0.88, root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.06, p < 0.001, and all factor loadings were significant. Comparing the seven-factor model with several alternative models revealed that the seven-factor model fit the data considerably better than did any of the alternative models as shown in the Table 2. The findings supported the discriminant validity of these measures. Furthermore, we conducted a Harman’s single-factor test of major variables in this study and found eight factors were extracted with eigenvalue greater than 1, the accumulated amount of explanatory variance was 68.33%, and the largest factor did not account for a majority of the variance (24.91%), suggesting that common method variance not be a pervasive problem.



In testing Hypothesis 1, as shown in Table 3, after controlling for employee gender and age, SRHRM was positively related to prosocial identity (b = 0.32, p < 0.001), supporting Hypothesis 1.



Hypothesis 2 predicts that prosocial identity will mediate the positive relationship between SRHRM and task performance, OCB. As shown in Table 3, prosocial identity was positively related to OCB (b = 0.32, SE = 0.09, p < 0.001), and volunteering (b = 0.26, SE = 0.09, p < 0.001), but not task performance (b = 0.13, ns). Thus hypotheses 2b and 2c were supported.



We further tested the mediation effects using path analysis with bootstrapped, bias corrected 95% confidence intervals (CIs; [106]). The indirect effects of SRHRM on OCB (indirect effect = 0.11, 95% CI [0.05, 0.18]) and volunteering (indirect effect = 0.09, 95% CI [0.04, 0.15]) via prosocial identity were positive and significant, supporting Hypotheses 3b and 3c.



Regarding Hypothesis 4, results (see Table 3) showed that after controlling for employee gender and age, SRHRM was positively related to empathy (b = 0.28, p < 0.001). As for Hypothesis 5, empathy was positively related to OCB (b = 0.23, SE = 0.10, p < 0.05) and volunteering (b = 0.25, SE = 0.09, p < 0.001), but not task performance (b = 0.11, ns). Therefore, Hypotheses 4, 5b and 5c were supported. In line with the findings, we then found that a strong indirect effect from SRHRM on OCB via empathy of 0.07, SE = 0.04, p < 0.05, with a 95% CI of [0.02, 0.14]. The indirect effect of SRHRM on volunteering via empathy was 0.07, SE = 0.03, p < 0.05, with a 95% CI of [0.03, 0.14], thus supporting Hypotheses 6b and 6c.



Hypothesis 7a proposes that distributive justice moderates the relationship between SRHRM and prosocial identity. As shown in Table 3, SRHRM and distributive justice interacted to predict prosocial identity (b = 0.12, SE = 0.05, p < 0.05). Table 3 shows SRHRM had a stronger positive relationship with prosocial identity when distributive justice was high. This supports Hypothesis 7a. The simple slope test is 0.34, t = 7.14, p < 0.00 for higher distributive justice and 0.18, t = 3.27, p < 0.01 for lower distributive justice.



Similarly, we tested Hypothesis 7b with the same steps used in Hypothesis 7a. As shown in Table 3, SRHRM and distributive justice interacted to predict empathy (b = 0.10, SE = 0.05, p < 0.05). Table 3 shows SRHRM had a stronger positive relationship with empathy when distributive justice was high. Thus Hypothesis 7b is supported. The simple slope test is 0.35, t = 6.39, p < 0.00 for higher distributive justice and 0.19, t = 3.40, p < 0.01 for lower distributive justice.




5. Discussion


This study examined whether, why and on what circumstances SHRMR may foster employees’ organizational performance and social performance. According to the results in Table 3, we find that SRHRM, as a type of strategic human resources management designed to move CSR into managerial practice by engaging employees, has a positive relationship with employees’ OCB and volunteering but not task performance through the cognitive path-prosocial identity and affective path-empathy.



Particularly, the indirect effect from SRHRM on OCB via empathy is 0.07, SE = 0.04, p < 0.05, with a 95% CI of [0.02, 0.14] and the indirect effect of SRHRM on volunteering via empathy was 0.07, SE = 0.03, p < 0.05, with a 95% CI of [0.03, 0.14]. Further, the results suggest that the strength of the relationship between perceived SRHRM on OCB and volunteering via the cognitive and affective path is moderated by distributive justice (b = 0.12, SE = 0.05, p < 0.05). To sum up, empirical findings have basically proved the mediation effects of prosocial identity and empathy, the moderation effects of distributive justice between SRHRM and employee performance (OCB, volunteering, not task performance). Just as we describe below, these findings offer several implications for research and practice.



5.1. Theoretical Implication


This study contributes to the SHRM literature broadly by integrating the elements of social responsibility into HRM. SHRM has long been conceived as responsible for humanistic and social concerns in addition to adding values to organizations. Just as Wright and Mcmahan [113] have appealed that SHRM should create a win–win outcome for organizations and their multiple stakeholders through better alignment with the mission and strategic direction of the organization. Hence, SRHRM is proposed to address the calling by incorporating social responsibility values into strategic human resource management [13,21,22]. Specifically, this study contributes to the SRHRM literature in several ways.



Firstly, the present research contributes to SRHRM literature by exploring whether SRHRM can achieve a win-win outcome between organization and society. That is, whether SRHRM can promote organizational performance and social performance. Despite that previous research has examined the benefit of SRHRM on organization, such as task performance, extra helping behavior [13], commitment [14], OCB [114], few attempts have been made to examine whether SRHRM can lead to social benefits as well. Taking a balanced perspective, our research extends the scope of SRHRM’s consequences, and provides empirical support by considering employees’ task performance and OCB directed to organization and volunteering directed to society. Interestingly, our results show that employees’ perceived SRHRM is linked to OCB and volunteering, but not task performance. This finding confirms Bergeron’s [115] theoretical arguments that time and resources employees allocate to OCB may come at the expense of task performance. Scholars in the prosocial behavior area have expressed the same concern that investments of time and energy can undercut task performance, leading to negative ramifications for employees’ careers [47,116]. One of the underlying reasons may be that prosocial behaviors such as OCB, volunteering to distract an employee from work and even “become a burden or outweigh one’s motivation to fulfill more important job responsibilities” [50]. Just as Rapp and his colleagues [117] have noted that boundary condition such as time management skills should be identified to maximize the positive impact of “good thing”.



By doing so, we also contribute to OCB literature by identifying organizational practices such as SRHRM as a crucial driven force for employees OCBs. This complements previous research by indicating that not only the care and responsibility for employees but also care for society encourage employees’ OCB. In the same vein, we advance volunteering literature by identifying SRHRM as the very antecedents. Together, this insight advances our understanding of the consequences of SRHRM on both organization and society.



Secondly, this study identifies the cognitive and affective mechanisms through which SRHRM improves employees’ organizational performance and social performance. Previous researchers have primarily focused on either cognitive mechanism (e.g., organizational identification) or affective mechanism (e.g., commitment) on the effects of SRHRM [14]. By contrast, our research combines the two by integrating identity theory and affective events theory, which complements each other in important ways. Specifically, identity theory contends that contextual context such as organization practices will influence and shape one’s new self which in turn guides subsequent behaviors [118]. Affective events theory explicitly acknowledges that work events provoke emotional reactions that influence subsequent behavior and attitudes [20]. The integration of these two theories draws a more comprehensive picture of how SRHRM affects employees through both cognitive and affective paths.



Thirdly, our study introduces distributive justice as an important moderator of the association between SRHMR and employee outcomes. Prior research has found that the contextual factors such as POS and cooperative climate [13] are the boundary condition for the influence of SRHRM, ignoring a more vitally related issue, that is justice. Justice has long been a critical topic entangled in CSR literature since, at their cores, justice and CSR share a common base of fair and ethical treatment to others [2,15,119]. Here, justice issues, especially the distributive justice is considered in our study. Based on the justice theories, our research has indicated that employees who have high distributive justice perception are more likely to be influenced by SRHRM via both cognitive and affective process. Thus our study takes a step towards specifying the boundary condition the influence of SRHRM.



In addition, this research contributes to CSR literature by answering the previous call of bridging the macro concept of CSR with micro research in organizational HRM and OB domain [1]. While recent years have witnessed an interest diverting from macro and institutional levels to micro and individual level in CSR research, more efforts should be made to deeply understand how employees react psychologically, attitudinally and behaviorally to CSR. After all, it is the employees’ involvement and support that heavily determine the successful implementation of CSR policies and practices. Instead of merely examining the influence of CSR on employees, this research takes a step further by investigating employees’ response to organizational human resource management advocating CSR initiatives through both cognitive and affective mediating mechanisms. This leads to our second contribution of bridging the significant gap between CSR theory and practice. While corporations are forging ahead with CSR, at the same time, they are struggling with implementing CSR [120]. By integrating the HRM and CSR literature, our research firmed the underexplored construct, the SRHRM, which is targeted to put CSR values into managerial practices with the HRM functions such as recruitment, training. Importantly, this research puts forward and tests a dual-path mediation model to unveil the processes why SRHRM can engage employees in CSR initiative like volunteering as well as beneficial organizational outcomes such as OCB. In sum, this research extends the burgeoning movement of bringing CSR values into practice.



Finally, this article also advances existing knowledge about work identity construction in organizations. For several decades, scholars have attached much attention to how one defines himself [19,34,121,122]. Based on the framework of Ashforth and his colleagues’ identity construction model [28], we depict a comprehensive view of how this caring and helping work identities, namely prosocial identities are constructed during the interplay between organization and employees. Specifically, prosocial identities are initiated through organizational sensenbreaking, sensegiving and accomplished by employees’ sensemaking. Within this process, we identify an important kind of organizational practice (i.e., SRHRM) as an important factor in shaping employees’ work identities. In addition, we also shed light on the positive influence of work identities on employee outcomes. These steps serve to theoretically and empirically broaden existing knowledge.




5.2. Practical Implication


CSR has long been recognized to contribute a lot to social welfare as well as organization’s sustainable development. Despite evidence shows that challenges and risks occur during the CSR practices [5], our findings suggest that investments in human resource management aimed at implementing CSR pay off. As to how to motivate employees to support and engage in the implementation of SRHRM, managers should start from the two paths that guide human behavior and decision making (i.e., the cognitive and affective paths).



On the one hand, the organization should play an active role in shaping employees’ positive identity, particularly the prosocial identity here. To do so, sensebreaking and sensegiving through organization practices serve as critical means. For example, organization can engage employees in the CSR initiatives persistently through recruiting applicants who have an interest in CSR, training about CSR communication, and connecting performance in CSR to promotion, compensation and appraisal. Furthermore, an organization can also shape employees’ new part of self-concept with both intrinsic motivation and extrinsic rewards, such as the implantation of the idea of responsibility, linking material rewards to employee performance in corporate social responsibility. On the other hand, managers should pay much attention to the management of employee emotion in the workplace. It has long been recognized that emotion plays a central role in human behavior in general and positive emotions facilitate a host of benefits, like task performance, OCB and volunteering, demonstrated in the study. Moreover, managers should be noted that an employee’s emotion arises from the appraisal of the environmental event. The implementation of organizational policies or actions should make employees perceive self-relevant, worthwhile and capable of handling.



In addition, as has been demonstrated that, distributive justice should capture managers’ attention since how employees are treated fairly treated, especially about the rewards, would affect their response to organizational policies. Particularly, when it comes to such organizational actions conveying social concern to broad society, like CSR, it is of significance to ensure the justice inside the organization. The findings further imply that to fully motivate employees to respond to SRHRM positively, the organization needs to note organizational distributive justice.





6. Conclusions


The purpose of this research is to examine whether SRHRM leads to a win-win situation by contributing to both organizational and social performance. We find that SRHRM positively influences organizational performance such as OCB and social performance such as volunteering via prosocial identity and empathy. Besides, the positive effect of SRHRM will be stronger when distributive justice is high. We hope our findings stimulate additional research on the implementation of CSR in research, theory, and practice.



Nevertheless, this research has several limitations that should be addressed in future research. First, we asked employees to rate the extent to which SRHRM is conducted in their organization. It is important to note that this approach assesses perceptions regarding the conduct of SRHRM rather than the actual practices. While employees’ SRHRM perceptions are likely relevant to actual SRHRM, we encourage future research to explore ways to measure both perceived and actual SHRMR, including the degree and effectiveness of the SRHRM practices.



Second, despite that we collected data from multiple sources, some key variables like the OCB and volunteering, prosocial identity and empathy are highly related. To test the common method variance bias, we adopted the partial correlation procedures. After adding the common method factor, the CFI and TLI increase less than 0.1 and the RMSEA decreases less than 0.05, indicating that the common method bias may not be very significant. Multi-waves and multilevel study are encouraged to uncover the rigor effect of SRHRM on employees.



Third, we measured volunteering as the reflection of social performance because it is the most accepted form of the CSR in organization. However, there is a lot of things employees can do to contribute to social performance, such as developing environmentally friendly technology and developing healthier products. Future research can extend the study by taking a more varied perspective of CSR.



Fourth, we only focused on the contextual factors in examining the effect of SRHRM. More refined understanding can be obtained if future research can further identify other individual factors. For example, it would be interesting to explore whether individual employees with specific types of traits (e.g., attribution, traditionality, time orientation) will respond to SRHRM more positively. In addition, although we theoretically validate the endogeneity problem in the Measure section, future research is encouraged to control some variables that determine the dependent variables and independent variables simultaneously (e.g., firm size) to conduct more rigorous research.
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