Received: 22 May 2018

Revised: 18 May 2021

W) Check for updates

Accepted: 28 May 2021

DOI: 10.1111/1748-8583.12392

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Human Resource

Management Journal Wl LEY
-_—

The influence of human resource management
systems on employee job crafting: An integrated
content and process approach

Bin Hu?

1School of Economics and Management,
South China Normal University, Guangzhou,
Guangdong, China

2Business School, Central South University,
Changsha, Hunan, China

SCenter for Studies of Hong Kong Macao and
Pearl River Delta, Sun Yat-sen University,
Guangzhou, Guangdong, China

Correspondence

Bin Hu, School of Economics and
Management, South China Normal
University, Guangzhou, Guangdong, China.

| Aaron McCune Stein? | Yanhua Mao® | Aimin Yan?

Abstract

Although job crafting has many beneficial outcomes for
organisations, research on the antecedents of this behav-
iour is lacking. Through a two-wave study including 87
managers and 342 employees of nine Chinese firms, an
integrated content and process model of human resource
management (HRM) systems is developed and used to
demonstrate that HRM systems have a crucial influence on

employee job crafting. The results of multilevel structural

Email: binhuchangsha@163.com equation models reveal that implemented HRM systems

can increase employee task and relational crafting through
the mediating effect of perceived HRM systems. Further-
more, the HRM system features of distinctiveness, consis-
tency and consensus positively moderate the strength of
the relationship between implemented and perceived HRM
systems, as well as the indirect effect of implemented HRM

systems on employee task and relational crafting.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Globalisation and a rapidly changing organisational environment have caused today's work to become increasingly
complex, non-routine and diverse. In this context, traditional top-down job design is insufficient to adapt to the

rapidly changing nature of modern jobs (Zhang & Parker, 2019). Therefore, research on job design has shifted from

Abbreviations: COR, conservation of resources; HR, human resource; HRM, human resource management.

Hum Resour Manag J. 2022;32:117-132. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/hrmj © 2021 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 117


https://doi.org/10.1111/1748-8583.12392
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3546-4115
mailto:binhuchangsha@163.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3546-4115
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/hrmj
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2F1748-8583.12392&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-06-24

Human Resource
118 Wl LEY__ Management Journal HU 7 AL

Practitioner Notes
What is currently known?

e The effects of HRM systems on the task, relational and cognitive facets of job crafting are unclear
e |t is unclear how HRM system features moderate the relationship between HRM system content and

the three facets of job crafting

What this paper adds?

e This paper expands the research on the antecedents of job crafting

o This paper develops the body of knowledge on the relationship between HRM systems and job crafting

Implications for practitioners

e Managers should be aware of the importance of both HRM content and process in the implementation
of HRM systems

e Managers should be aware of how to promote employee task and relational crafting by effectively
implementing HRM content and process

the traditional top-down job design of job characteristics to bottom-up approaches that encourage employees to
proactively design their own jobs, such as job crafting. Job crafting refers to employees proactively changing the
task, relational and cognitive boundaries of their work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Previous research has
shown that job crafting is related to many beneficial employee outcomes, such as performance (Niessen
et al,, 2016), work engagement (Meijerink et al., 2020) and person-organisation fit (Kim et al., 2018). This makes it
important to understand how organisations can stimulate employees to successfully engage in job crafting.

However, previous studies have mostly focused on the effects of individual and job characteristics on job crafting,
not on the bigger picture of practices at the organisation level, such as human resource management systems (Rudolph
et al.,, 2017). Human resource management (HRM) systems are a synergistic set of mutually reinforcing HR practices
implemented by organisations, and they are one of the most systematic organisational influences on employees'
behaviour (Chang et al., 2014). Although many studies have shown the positive effect of HRM systems on employee
behaviours such as innovation, organisational citizenship behaviour and job performance (Katou et al., 2014;
Sanders & Yang, 2016), the potential influence of HRM systems on job crafting is not well understood. Only Meijerink
et al. (2020) and Guan and Frenkel (2018) have explored the impact of HRM systems on job crafting. Meijerink
et al. (2020) focused on the HRM content approach, which answers the question of which HR practices are effective in
helping the organisation achieve a specific objective, such as improving organisational performance or eliciting pos-
itive employee behaviours (Sanders et al., 2014). They found that employees' perceptions of high-commitment HRM
systems positively influenced their job crafting. Guan and Frenkel (2018) focused on the HRM process approach,
which answers the question of how an HRM system is effectively communicated to employees, specifically the three
features that affect whether employees understand and interpret the meaning of HRM systems in the way expected
by managers: distinctiveness, consistency and consensus (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). They found that these three
features of HRM systems positively influenced job crafting.

While these two studies have taken an important step in revealing the relationship of HRM systems with job
crafting, their contributions are still limited because they only utilise either the content or the process approach to
study this relationship. This one-sided approach may obfuscate the true effect of HRM systems on employee job
crafting because content and process are two inseparable aspects of any HRM system. Only the effective inte-
gration of both aspects can reveal a comprehensive picture of the relationship between HRM systems and
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employee behaviour (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Katou et al., 2014). Thus, our research integrates these two ap-
proaches to explore the complete influence of HRM systems on employee job crafting.

Furthermore, research has shown there are three types of job crafting: task, relational and cognitive crafting. Task
crafting refers to employees taking the initiative to change the number, scope and form of job tasks. Relational crafting
refers to employees changing their interpersonal relationships at work, and cognitive crafting refers to employees
proactively changing their views on work (Niessen et al., 2016). These three types are the core components of job
crafting and are beneficial to both organisations and employees (Zhang & Parker, 2019). However, most empirical
studies on the antecedents of job crafting have combined these three types into a composite index (Kim et al., 2018).
This approach prevents researchers from exploring whether each facet of job crafting has any unique antecedents.

Therefore, our study explores the combined content and process influences of HRM systems on the three
facets of job crafting. First, based on the conservation of resources (COR) theory, we use the content approach to
examine the influence of implemented HRM systems (i.e., HRM systems implemented by managers) on employee
task, relational and cognitive crafting, as well as the mediating role of perceived HRM systems (i.e., HRM systems
perceived by employees). Second, we explore how HRM system features moderate the relationship between
implemented and perceived HRM systems, as well as the indirect effect of implemented HRM systems on employee
task, relational and cognitive crafting via perceived HRM systems. Our theoretical model is shown in Figure 1.

Our research makes three theoretical contributions. First, we advance research on the antecedents of job
crafting by exploring the multilevel influence of HRM systems on employee job crafting. By adopting a multilevel
perspective, we explain whether and how HRM systems at the organisation level influence employee job crafting,
thereby extending the research on the antecedents of job crafting to the organisation level (Rudolph et al., 2017). In
addition, by exploring the influences of implemented HRM systems on three separate facets of job crafting, we
provide insight into the unique explanatory processes for each facet of job crafting.

Second, we develop the body of knowledge on the relationship between HRM systems and job crafting in two
important ways. On one hand, by integrating both HRM content and process approaches, we move beyond the current
research which only utilises either the content or process approach to study this relationship (Guan & Frenkel, 2018;
Meijerink et al., 2020). On the other hand, by considering both implemented and perceived HRM systems to explore
the HRM systems—job crafting relationship, we expand the research of Meijerink et al. (2020). Although Meijerink
et al. (2020) have used the content approach to examine this relationship, their study only focused on the effect of
perceived HRM systems on job crafting, while ignoring the effect of implemented HRM systems.

Third, we shed new light on the boundary conditions between implemented and perceived HRM systems by
exploring how HRM system features moderate the relationship between implemented and perceived HRM systems.
Prior studies used the management perspective to explain the boundary conditions between implemented and
perceived HRM systems (Den Hartog et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2018). However, our research uses the HRM process
perspective to show how the HRM features of distinctiveness, consistency and consensus can bring implemented
and perceived HRM systems closer together. This moderating effect has implications for any research which ex-
plores how HRM systems influence employee attitudes and behaviour.

2 | THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
2.1 | Integrating HRM content and process approaches

HRM systems are a synergistic set of mutually reinforcing HR practices aimed at achieving organisational goals (Boon
et al., 2019). Although the specific HR practices included in HRM systems vary across countries and studies, it is
generally believed that HRM systems should include ability-enhancing practices (such as selection and training),
motivation-enhancing practices (such as compensation management and internal labour markets) and opportunity-

enhancing practices such as information sharing and participative management (Jiang et al., 2012). Because our
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FIGURE 1 Theoretical model. HRM, human resource management

research was conducted in China, we measured an HRM system commonly used by Chinese firms. This systemincludes
the HR practices of rigorous selection, extensive training, compensation management, internal labour markets,
competitive mobility and regulatory enforcement, results-oriented performance appraisals, information sharing, and
participative management. This type of HRM system is widely considered to be a high-performance HRM system for
Chinese firms (Su, 2010).

Research on HRM systems can generally be classified into two approaches: content and process (Ostroff &
Bowen, 2016). The content approach focuses on empirically proving the link between the content of HRM systems
and organisational performance (e.g., Jiang et al., 2012) or employee outcomes (e.g., Jensen et al., 2013). Although
many studies show a positive relationship between HRM systems and organisational performance, some critical
research casts doubt on this relationship (Boon et al., 2019). Similarly, although research focusing on employee
outcomes generally shows that HRM systems can increase employee commitment and satisfaction, some studies
have found that HRM systems increase employee anxiety and role overload (Jensen et al., 2013). These conflicting
results have led researchers to question whether the content perspective alone is sufficient to completely explain
how HRM systems influence organisational performance and employee outcomes. To address this question, HRM
research has shifted towards the process approach in the last several years (Sanders et al., 2014).

The process approach emphasises the way that individual employees make sense of HR practices, specifically
the three features of the HRM system that affect whether employees understand the meaning of HR practices in
the way expected by managers: distinctiveness, consistency and consensus. Distinctiveness refers to the features of
the HRM system that attract employees' attention. Consistency refers to the consistency of the system and its
practices across different times and contexts, while consensus refers to the consensus among decision-makers
about the targets and values of the system (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Research has demonstrated that HRM sys-
tem features are positively related to employees' affective commitment, vitality and organisational performance
(Sanders et al., 2014). However, these studies have only focused on the HRM system process, which ‘may produce
erroneous results due to mis-specification regarding the guiding factors of the HRM-performance relationship’
(Katou et al., 2014, p. 528). Therefore, scholars have called for future research into the effects of HRM systems on
employee behaviours to combine both content and process approaches (Sanders & Yang, 2016). Our study re-
sponds to these calls by integrating HRM content and process approaches to explore whether and how HRM

systems influence the three facets of job crafting.

2.2 | Implemented HRM systems and job crafting

COR theory provides a theoretical framework for exploring the influence of HRM systems on job crafting. Ac-

cording to COR theory, individuals strive to obtain resources, which may include objects, personal characteristics,
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energies and social resources (Hobfoll, 1989). These resources are valued by individuals as a means to achieve their
desired goals (Halbesleben et al., 2014). In the organisational context, a resource is anything which helps an in-
dividual achieve work goals or promote work growth and development (Halbesleben et al., 2014). According to
COR theory, the more resources an individual already possesses, the more he or she will engage in proactive
behaviour to avoid resource loss and increase resource gain (Hobfoll et al., 2018). As a system of management
practices designed to increase employee abilities, motivation and opportunities to contribute, implemented HRM
systems provide employees with many resources that create a fertile environment for their proactive behaviour.
Job crafting is one such proactive behaviour, and research shows that as available resources increase, employees
will engage in more job crafting to protect existing resources and gain new ones (Hu et al., 2019). Based on this, we
believe that implemented HRM systems will have positive effects on job crafting.

First, we expect implemented HRM systems to increase employee task crafting.When managers implement
HRM systems, employees will have more autonomy and ability to craft their tasks. For example, when managers
provide employees with extensive training, employees are more able to craft their tasks. This is because training
enables employees to master the domain-relevant skills and competence needed to craft tasks. Berg et al. (2010)
found that the more training employees receive, the more likely they are to engage in task crafting. Participative
management practices increase employee autonomy, which allows them more freedom to change the nature and
scope of job tasks (Rudolph et al., 2017). Frequent performance appraisals set the stage for employees to bring up
desired changes to their job tasks and ask their supervisor's opinion. Although employees initiate job crafting by
themselves, they will often discuss desired job changes with a supervisor to gain the supervisor's assistance and
guidance in making the changes (Berg et al., 2010; Zhang & Parker, 2019).

Second, implemented HRM systems can give employees more opportunity to engage in relational crafting. For
example, companies with a strong internal labour market allow employees to move both horizontally and vertically
in the company, providing more opportunities for employees to seek out and establish new interpersonal re-
lationships at work. Similarly, employees have the chance to proactively move out of a position where they must
interact with a disliked co-worker or supervisor, while remaining within the company. Performance assessments
can also provide opportunities for employee relational crafting. When employees receive frequent assessments
focused on their career development, they have more chances to proactively shape the relationship with their
supervisor (Cappelli & Tavis, 2016).

Third, implemented HRM systems can give employees the opportunity to re-frame their cognitions regarding
the job. For example, information-sharing practices give employees a sense of how they fit into the ‘big picture’ and
contribute to organisational goals. When employees can see how their individual work contributes to the com-
pany's success, or to the satisfaction and well-being of their company's clients, they may find a greater sense of
purpose and meaning in their work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Opportunities for promotion within the
company are also resources which help employees view their job in a different light. When an employee knows that
opportunities for promotion exist, they will be more likely to view an unsatisfactory job as a stepping stone to
future opportunity and remain in the organisation instead of quit as soon as a better job comes along. Based on this,

we expect:

Hypothesis 1: Implemented HRM systems are positively related to (a) task crafting, (b) relational crafting and (c) cognitive
crafting.

2.3 | The mediating role of perceived HRM systems

Previous studies have found that a single implemented HRM system may be (and most often will be) perceived in

different ways by different employees, thus forming different perceived HRM systems (Liao et al., 2009). However,

this does not mean implemented and perceived HRM systems are unrelated. Implemented HRM systems provide
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the context for employees to form their own perceptions of the HRM system (Liao et al., 2009). Supporting this,
Den Hartog et al (2013) found that implemented and perceived HRM systems are significantly related. Thus, we
expect that implemented HRM systems are positively associated with perceived HRM systems.

The implementation of an HRM system with practices such as extensive training, participative management,
internal labour markets and information-sharing will enable employees to perceive that the organisation provides
them with a large number of HRM resources. According to COR theory, when employees feel existing resources are
abundant, they are more likely to engage in behaviours aimed at gaining additional resources, such as job crafting
(Hobfoll et al., 2018; Hu et al., 2019). In addition, prior research has shown that perceived HRM systems may have a
more proximal impact on employee outcomes and are generally viewed as a mediator in the causal chain between

implemented HRM systems and employee outcomes (Den Hartog et al., 2013). Therefore, we expect:

Hypothesis 2: Perceived HRM systems mediate the relationship between implemented HRM systems and (a) task crafting,
(b) relational crafting and (c) cognitive crafting.

2.4 | The moderating role of HRM system features

Bowen and Ostroff (2004) proposed that the HRM system features of distinctiveness, consistency and consensus
have a key impact on how employees interpret the meaning of implemented HRM systems, which in turn affects the
relationship between implemented HRM systems and employee outcomes. However, few empirical studies have
tested their proposition. To remedy this, we explore these HRM system features as a moderator of the relationship
between implemented and perceived HRM systems, and as a moderator of the indirect effect of implemented HRM
systems on employee job crafting through perceived HRM systems.

High levels of HRM system features may facilitate the linkage between implemented and perceived HRM systems.
Specifically, high distinctiveness means that HRM systems are salient, visible and understandable (Sanders &
Yang, 2016). When HRM systems have high levels of distinctiveness, employees can not only clearly see which HR
practices are implemented by managers, but also easily understand their functions and benefits. Both aspects will help
employees more accurately interpret implemented HRM systems. Furthermore, high consistency means that HR
practices in the system are complementary, as well as implemented consistently for all employees (Bowen &
Ostroff, 2004). Such an HRM system will convey unambiguous and consistent information to employees, which allows
employees to accurately understand implemented HRM systems. Finally, high consensus means that employees can
see that all decision-makers in the organisation agree on the meaning and value of HRM systems (Bowen & Ostr-
off, 2004), which can help employees more accurately interpret implemented HRM systems. In summary, the higher
that an HRM system is in distinctiveness, consistency and consensus, the more likely it is that employees will interpret
the meaning of implemented HRM systems in the manner expected by managers. Therefore, we believe that when
HRM system features are high, the relationship between implemented and perceived HRM systems should be strong.

On the contrary, low levels of HRM system features may cause a disconnect between implemented and
perceived HRM systems. Low distinctiveness means that HRM systems are not visible in the organisation, so
employees pay little attention to them (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). When HRM systems are not distinctive, employees
do not know exactly which HR practices are implemented by managers, nor do they understand the content of
these practices. In this situation, it will be difficult for employees to interpret the meaning of implemented HRM
systems in the way expected by managers. Furthermore, low consistency means that HR practices in the system are
contradictory and inconsistent (Sanders & Yang, 2016). Such an HRM system will convey ambiguous, unclear and
even contradictory information to employees. When this happens, employees will interpret the meaning of an
implemented HRM system according to their own idiosyncratic criteria and experience different perceived HRM
systems. Finally, low consensus means that the significance, values and goals of HRM systems are not agreed upon

by managers (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004), which leads employees to interpret the meaning of implemented HRM
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systems in their own way. To sum up, the lower that an HRM system is in distinctiveness, consistency and
consensus, the less likely it is that employees will interpret the meaning of implemented HRM systems in the

manner expected by managers. Based on this, we expect:

Hypothesis 3: HRM system features positively moderate the relationship between implemented and perceived HRM systems,
such that this relationship is stronger when HRM system features are high than when HRM system features are low.

Previously we described how HRM systems can promote employee job crafting. However, individuals will only
view HRM systems and the HR practices they include as valuable resources for job crafting if they receive clear
information regarding how these resources can be invested in a job crafting effort (Halbesleben et al., 2014). In
support of this, research has shown that the less ambiguous organisational policies and procedures are, the greater
clarity employees have about which aspects of their job can be crafted (Berg et al., 2010). An HRM system high in
distinctiveness, consistency and consensus allows employees to clearly understand the value of the system and how
to invest resources the system provides into job crafting efforts. When HRM features are high, employees will
clearly know how various HR practices can be useful for crafting different aspects of their job. In contrast, if the
system is low in distinctiveness, employees may not even be aware some HR practices exist, so these practices
cannot be useful for job crafting. If some HR practices are implemented inconsistently, employees cannot be sure
those HR practices will be implemented in a way favourable for their job crafting. If employees see managers and
co-workers disagreeing about the value of HRM systems, they will be likewise conflicted about whether HRM
systems can be beneficial to their proactive efforts to craft their job, or even doubt that the HRM system is useful

to employees at all. Therefore, we hypothesise that:

Hypothesis 4: HRM system features positively moderate the indirect effect of implemented HRM systems on (a) task
crafting, (b) relational crafting and (c) cognitive crafting through perceived HRM systems, such that this indirect

effect is stronger when HRM system features are high than when HRM system features are low.

3 | METHOD
3.1 | Participants and procedures

Our data were collected from 87 department managers and 342 employees of nine Chinese firms in various in-
dustries including manufacturing, finance and software development. We collected data at two points in time
spaced two months apart. At time 1, we distributed questionnaires to 110 department managers and 600 em-
ployees. Department managers reported demographic information and rated implemented HRM systems. Em-
ployees reported demographic information and rated perceived HRM systems as well as HRM system features. We
received valid questionnaires from 87 department managers and 521 employees. At time 2, we distributed
questionnaires to employees who had filled out questionnaires at time 1, asking them to report task, relational and
cognitive crafting. From these, we obtained 342 valid questionnaires. Therefore, our final sample consisted of 87
department managers and 342 employees.

We ran dropout analyses to test whether our results were biased by the lack of responses from those who did
not complete both surveys. We compared the data from the 179 employees who only completed the time 1 survey
with the final sample of 342 who completed both surveys. Results indicate that our data was not biased by em-
ployees dropping out of the survey.

In our sample of managers, 34.3% were female, 57.5% had obtained a bachelor's degree and 52.9% had been
working in their organisations for more than 5 years. Among employees, 46.5% were female, 54.1% had obtained a

bachelor's degree and 21.6% had been working in their organisations for more than 5 years.
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3.2 | Measures

All items were answered with 5-point scales (1 = completely disagree, 5 = completely agree).

3.2.1 | HRM systems

Because our research was conducted in China, we used Su’s (2010) 28-item, 8-dimension scale, which was
developed specifically to represent the practices that constitute an effective HRM system for Chinese firms.
Specifically, the dimensions include rigorous selection (four items, e.g., ‘the company has implemented rigorous
selection procedures including tests and interviews’), extensive training (three items, e.g., ‘the company invests
more time and money on training than competitors do’), compensation management (three items, e.g., ‘the
company provides monetary incentives for performance, such as bonuses’), internal labour markets (three items,
e.g., ‘the company has a system for employee career development’), competitive mobility and regulatory
enforcement (five items, e.g., ‘the company has implemented internal competition for important job positions’),
results-oriented performance appraisal (four items, e.g., ‘assessments in the company are based on results’),
information sharing (three items, e.g., ‘employees in my company receive timely information regarding depart-
mental goals and work progress’), and participative management (three items, e.g., ‘in the company, employees
participate in management committees’). Department managers and employees rated implemented and perceived
HRM systems, respectively. Cronbach's alphas for the implemented and perceived HRM systems scales were
both 0.94.

3.2.2 | HRM system features

We used the 16-item, 3-dimension scale from Bednall et al. (2014). Sample items include: ‘The procedures
and practices developed by HR are easy to understand’ (distinctiveness); ‘In our company there is clear
consistency between words and deeds of the HR department’ (consistency); and ‘The people in our company
responsible for HR have a mutual agreement about how to deal with employees’ (consensus). Alpha for this
scale was 0.89.

3.2.3 | Job crafting

Niessen et al.’s (2016) scale was used, which has nine items and three dimensions corresponding to task, relational
and cognitive crafting. Sample items include: ‘So that the job | do suits me, | undertake or seek for additional tasks’
(task crafting); ‘So that the job | do suits me, | look for opportunities to work together with people whom | get along
well with at work’ (relational crafting); and ‘So that the job | do suits me, | find personal meaning in my tasks and
responsibilities at work’ (cognitive crafting). Cronbach's alpha for the task, relational and cognitive crafting scales
were 0.84, 0.80 and 0.82, respectively.

3.2.4 | Control variables

Based on related research (Niessen et al., 2016), we controlled for gender, education level and organisational

tenure of managers and employees.
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3.3 | Analysis strategy

Our employees (N = 342) are nested in departments (N = 87), which are nested in firms (N = 9). Because variance in
implemented HRM systems between firms was less than 5% of the total variance, the firm level was not considered.
However, variance in perceived HRM systems, task crafting, relational crafting, and cognitive crafting between
departments were all greater than 5% of the total variance, so the department level should be considered (LeB-
reton & Senter 2008). As a result, in this study we consider both the department and individual levels of analysis,
using two-level hierarchical linear modelling to process our data.

We used Mplus 7.4 to conduct confirmatory factor analysis to examine the discriminant validity of
employee-level variables. Following the method of Williams et al. (2009), we treated the aggregated scores of
each dimension of the perceived HRM systems and HRM system features as a single observed item. Results
indicated that the fit of the five latent factor model including perceived HRM systems, HRM system features,
task crafting, relational crafting and cognitive crafting displayed an adequate fit with our data (x%/df = 2.18,
RMSEA = 0.06, CFl = 0.93, TLI = 0.91). We also tested alternative models with a reduced number of factors
(for perceived HRM systems and HRM system features on the same factor, x>/df = 4.21, RMSEA = 0.11,
CFl = 0.83, TLI = 0.78; for perceived HRM systems, HRM system features and task crafting on the same
factor, xz/df = 5.06, RMSEA = 0.13, CFl = 0.75, TLI = 0.71; for perceived HRM systems, HRM system features,
task crafting, and relational crafting on the same factor, xz/df = 7.87, RMSEA = 0.19, CFl = 0.52, TLI = 0.47;
for all variables on the same factor, xz/df = 9.13, RMSEA = 0.17, CFl = 045, TLI = 0.39). These results
indicated that the proposed five-factor model fit significantly better than alternative models with a reduced

number of factors.

4 | RESULTS

Descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 1. We used the multilevel structural equation modelling methods
described by Preacher et al. (2011) and Mplus 7.4 software to test our hypotheses.

The results of Hypothesis 1a-1c are shown in Table 2. Results show that implemented HRM systems are
positively related to task crafting (B = 0.50, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.27, 0.74]) and relational crafting (8 = 0.40,
p < 0.01, 95% CI =[0.17, 0.63]), supporting Hypothesis 1a and 1b. However, the main effect of implemented HRM
systems on cognitive crafting is not significant (8 = 0.04, p > 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.37, 0.46]), so Hypothesis 1c is not
supported.

The results of hypothesis 2a-2c are shown in Table 3. Results show that implemented HRM systems have a
significant indirect effect on task crafting through perceived HRM systems (8 = 0.25, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.12,
0.37]), supporting hypothesis 2a. Likewise, implemented HRM systems have a significant indirect effect on rela-
tional crafting through perceived HRM systems (8 = 0.22, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.10, 0.35]), supporting hypoth-
esis 2b. However, perceived HRM systems do not mediate the relationship between implemented HRM systems
and cognitive crafting (8 = 0.07, p > 0.05, 95% CI| = [-0.01, 0.15]), so hypothesis 2c is not supported.

The results of Hypothesis 3 testing are shown in Table 4. Implemented HRM systems are positiely related to
perceived HRM systems (B = 0.39, p < 0.001). The interaction of implemented HRM systems and HRM system
features on perceived HRM systems is significant (8 = 0.27, p < 0.01), supporting Hypothesis 3. This interaction
effect is graphically displayed in Figure 2.

The results of our moderated mediation hypotheses are shown in Tables 5 and 6. Results in Table 5 show that
the higher HRM system features are, the stronger the indirect effects of implemented HRM systems on task and
relational crafting through perceived HRM systems are, supporting Hypothesis 4a and 4b. Specifically, when values
of HRM system features are 1 or 2, the indirect effects are not significant. When values of HRM system features are

3,4 or 5, the indirect effects are positive and significant, increasing in magnitude as values of HRM system features
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Individual-level/Within level

1. Employee gender 146 050 - - - - - - -

2. Employee education level 258 081 0.03 - - - - - -

3. Employee organisational tenure 3.12 0.97 -0.18** -0.05 - - - - -

4. HRM system features 3.67 059 0.08 0.09 002 - - - -

5. Perceived HRM systems 349 0.58 0.03 0.16** -0.04 042* - - -

6. Task crafting 3.94 073 -001 0.12* 0.02 049 0.54** - -

7. Relational crafting 3.84 0.66 0.07 0.17** -0.01 0.51** 052 0.79*

8. Cognitive crafting 329 068 -001 0.05 002 036" 0.13* 0.24* 0.30*

Department-level/Between level
1. Manager gender 1.33 047 - - - - - - -
2. Manager education level 275 0.66 0.07 - - - - - -
3. Manager organisational tenure  3.34 0.79 -0.13* 0.01 - - - - -
4. Implemented HRM systems 3,59 055 -0.10 0.11* 001 - - = =

Note: Individual-level N = 342; Department-level N = 87.
Abbreviation: HRM, human resource management.
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.

TABLE 2 Multilevel path analysis of the direct relationships between implemented HRM systems and job
crafting facets

95% bootstrapping

Path coefficient confidence interval
Path B SE Lower Upper
Between level
Implemented HRM systems — Task crafting (H1a) 0.50*** 0.12 0.27 0.74
Implemented HRM systems — Relational crafting (H1b) 0.40** 0.12 0.17 0.63
Implemented HRM systems — Cognitive crafting (H1c) 0.04 0.21 -0.37 0.46

Abbreviation: HRM, human resource management.
**p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.

increase (shown in Table 6). In contrast, no matter whether HRM system features are high or low, the indirect
effect of implemented HRM systems on cognitive crafting through perceived HRM systems is not significant, so

Hypothesis 4c is not supported.

5 | DISCUSSION

Our research has three main findings. First, implemented HRM systems are significantly and positively related to
task and relational crafting, but not to cognitive crafting. Second, perceived HRM systems play a mediating role in

the link between implemented HRM systems and task and relational crafting. Third, HRM system features
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TABLE 3 Multilevel mediated path analysis of the indirect relationships between implemented HRM systems
and job crafting facets

95%
bootstrapping
Path confidence
coefficient interval
Path B SE Lower Upper
Between level
Implemented HRM systems — Perceived HRM systems — Task crafting (H2a) 0.25*** 0.07 0.12 037

Implemented HRM systems — Perceived HRM systems — Relational crafting (H2b) 0.22*** 0.06 0.10 0.35
Implemented HRM systems — Perceived HRM systems — Cognitive crafting (H2c) 0.07 0.04 -0.01 0.15

Abbreviation: HRM, human resource management.
***p < 0.001.

TABLE 4 Multilevel test of moderation by HRM system features

Path B SE

Between level

Implemented HRM systems — Perceived HRM systems 0.39*** 0.10

Implemented HRM systems x HRM system features — Perceived HRM systems (H3) 0.27** 0.11
Within level

HRM system features — Perceived HRM systems 0.41** 0.05

Abbreviation: HRM, human resource management.
**p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

positively moderate the relationship between implemented and perceived HRM systems, such that the higher the
HRM system features are, the stronger the positive effect of implemented HRM systems on perceived HRM
systems is. Furthermore, this moderating effect extends to the indirect relationships between implemented HRM
systems and task and relational crafting, such that the higher HRM system features are, the stronger the indirect

effects of implemented HRM systems on task and relational crafting through perceived HRM systems are.

5.1 | Theoretical implications

Our research makes several theoretical contributions. First, we add to the literature on the antecedents of job
crafting by showing that implemented HRM systems are positively related to task and relational crafting, and that
these relationships are mediated through perceived HRM systems. This implies that organisations can implement
HRM systems to stimulate employees to successfully engage in job crafting. These findings extend the antecedents
of job crafting from the individual-level to the organisational-level, providing a multilevel perspective on job
crafting antecedents.

In addition, although our study finds that implemented HRM systems are significantly related to task and
relational crafting, they are not associated with cognitive crafting. These findings are somewhat different from
those suggested by COR theory. We used COR theory to predict that implemented HRM systems would be
significantly and positively associated with task, relational, and cognitive crafting. The non-significant relationship

between implemented HRM systems and cognitive crafting may be explained by action identification theory, which
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FIGURE 2 Interaction of implemented HRM systems and HRM system features on perceived HRM systems.
HRM, human resource management

TABLE 5 Moderated indirect effects of implemented HRM systems on job crafting facets: at high and low
levels of HRM system features

95%
Conditional  bootstrapping
indirect path confidence

HRM system coefficient interval
Path features level B SE  Lower Upper
Implemented HRM systems x HRM system features — Perceived High 0.36"* 0.11 0.18 0.60
HRM systems — Task crafting (H4a) Low 024 010 007 048
Implemented HRM systems x HRM system features — Perceived High 0.31* 0.10 0.15 0.53
HRM systems — Relational crafting (H4b) Low 022" 0410 007 043
Implemented HRM systems x HRM system features — Perceived High 0.09 0.08 -0.04 0.26
HRM systems — Cognitive crafting (H4c) Low 0.06 007 —003 023

Note: High = one standard deviation above the mean, low = one standard deviation below the mean.
Abbreviation: HRM, human resource management.
**p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.

posits that individual actions can be represented at both higher (an abstract action, such as changing the meaning of
one's job) or lower (a more concrete action, such as performing a specific job task) cognitive levels (Vallacher &
Wegner, 1987). Cognitive crafting is a higher-level action of employees (Niessen et al., 2016). Vallacher and
Wegner (1987) proposed that because individuals have greater self-understanding of their higher-level actions,
these actions are less subject to contextual influence than lower-level actions. Therefore, implemented HRM
systems, as an important contextual factor of the organisation, have little influence on cognitive crafting.

These findings further confirm that it is necessary to consider job crafting as a three-dimensional construct
when exploring its antecedents. Combining the three facets of job crafting into a composite index may obfuscate
any differential relationships between these three facets and an antecedent variable. Therefore, our findings extend
existing studies on the antecedents of job crafting, which have regarded job crafting as a unidimensional construct
and combined different types of job crafting into a composite index to explore its antecedents (Zhang &
Parker, 2019).

Second, our research advances the study on the relationship between HRM systems and job crafting in two
important ways. On one hand, we find that high levels of HRM system features strengthen the indirect effects of
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TABLE 6 Moderated indirect effects of implemented HRM systems on job crafting facets: at different values of
HRM system features

95%
Conditional  bootstrapping
indirect path confidence
coefficient interval

HRM system
Path features values B SE  Lower Upper
Implemented HRM systems x HRM system features — Perceived 1 0.04 0.11 -0.15 0.28
HRM systems — Task crafting (H4a) 9 013 011 —004 037
3 0.23* 0.10 0.07 047
4 0.33** 0.11 0.16 0.57
5 0.43** 0.12 024 0.69
Implemented HRM systems x HRM system features — Perceived 1 0.06 0.10 -0.11 0.28
HRM systems — Relational crafting (H4b) 9 0.13 010 —002 0.35
g 0.21** 0.10 0.06 043
4 0.29** 0.10 0.13 0.51
5 0.37** 0.10 0.20 0.60
Implemented HRM systems x HRM system features — Perceived 1 0.03 0.06 -0.03 0.19
HRM systems — Cognitive crafting (H4c) 2 004 006 —002 021
3 0.06 0.07 -0.03 0.23
4 0.08 0.08 -0.04 0.26
5 0.10 0.08 -0.05 0.29

Abbreviation: HRM, human resource management.
**p < 0.01, **p < 0.001.

implemented HRM systems on task and relational crafting through perceived HRM systems, while low levels of
HRM system features weaken these indirect effects. This demonstrates that HRM content and process have
synergistic effects on job crafting and should be considered together. Therefore, our findings extend existing
research that only utilises either the content or the process approach to study the HRM systems—job crafting
linkage (Guan & Frenkel, 2018; Meijerink et al., 2020). According to COR theory, these findings show that while
HRM systems can potentially provide employees with many resources to use in their job crafting efforts, employees
will only utilise these resources if they understand that the resources have value, as well as how to invest them in
job crafting efforts. An HRM system high in distinctiveness, consistency and consensus allows employees to clearly
understand the value of the system and its practices.

On the other hand, our research shows that both implemented and perceived HRM systems directly affect task
and relational crafting, and implemented HRM systems also indirectly affect task and relational crafting through
perceived HRM systems. These findings extend the research of Meijerink et al. (2020), which only considers the
influence of perceived HRM systems on job crafting. This is an important development because implemented HRM
systems not only provide a contextual cue for perceived HRM systems but are also one of the most systematic
contextual factors that affect employee behaviour (Chang et al., 2014). Our findings also confirm the necessity of
simultaneously considering both implemented and perceived HRM systems when exploring the influence of HRM
systems on job crafting. Previous research has found that implemented HRM systems have effects on employee
behaviour which are not mediated through perceived HRM systems (Liao et al., 2009). By including implemented
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HRM systems, we are able to capture these effects and get a more complete picture of how HRM systems influence
job crafting than would be apparent if only employee perceptions were measured. Including implemented HRM
systems also allows us to show how strong HRM system features can bring manager and employee views on HRM
systems closer together.

Third, our research enriches the study of the boundary conditions between implemented and perceived HRM
systems. Only two studies to date have empirically explored the boundary conditions between implemented and
perceived HRM systems. These two studies focused on the management perspective and found that line managers'
goal congruence (Zhang et al., 2018) and the quality of managers' communication (Den Hartog et al., 2013) posi-
tively moderated the relationship between implemented and perceived HRM systems. Unlike these two studies, our
research focuses on the HRM process perspective and finds that the higher HRM system features are, the stronger
the relationship between implemented and perceived HRM systems becomes. This finding expands the research on
the boundary conditions between implemented and perceived HRM systems from the management perspective to
the HRM process perspective. Our demonstration that strong HRM system features bring implemented and
perceived HRM systems closer together indicates that content (implemented and perceived HRM systems) and

process (HRM system features) are two inseparable aspects of HRM systems.

5.2 | Practical implications

First, our research has important practical implications for how organisations should implement HRM systems.
Managers must pay attention to both the content (what kinds of HR practices will be effective in achieving
organisational goals?) and the process (how can we create a system high in distinctiveness, consistency and
consensus?). Although much research has shown that HRM systems can lead to increased firm performance and
positive employee outcomes, the quality of implementation varies tremendously between organisations (Bowen &
Ostroff, 2004). Therefore, in situations where management finds that HRM systems are ineffective at producing the
expected employee behaviours, before coming to the conclusion that HRM systems are ineffective, employee
opinions about the distinctiveness, consistency and consensus of the HRM systems should be solicited. Minor
tweaks to improve these three HRM features can lead to a great increase in the reception to and effectiveness of
HRM (Ostroff & Bowen, 2016).

Second, our findings suggest that managers can motivate employees to engage in task and relational crafting by
effectively implementing both HRM content and process. On one hand, managers should implement HRM systems
that include practices such as training, information sharing and participative management. This kind of HRM system
can motivate employees to craft the task and relational aspects of their jobs. On the other hand, in order to
maximise the incentive effect of HRM systems on task and relational crafting, managers should make sure that
HRM systems are high in distinctiveness, consistency and consensus.

5.3 | Limitations

First, a major limitation is that we used the aggregate score of HR practices to measure HRM systems and the
aggregate score of distinctiveness, consistency and consensus to measure HRM features. Although most existing
studies have adopted this method (e.g., Den Hartog et al, 2013; Katou et al., 2014), it does pose weakness to this
research.

Second, although we employed a two-wave time-lagged design, owing to concerns about taking up too much of
the respondents' time, we were not able to measure all variables at each point in time. This means we cannot
control for baseline levels, nor ascertain whether change has occurred in the variables over time. Thus, we cannot

draw definitive conclusions about the causal relationship between HRM systems and job crafting.
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Third, an HRM system is a very broad concept, so we can only claim the specific HRM system we measured is
related to employee job crafting. However, this system includes practices common to other conceptualisations of
high-performance or high-commitment HRM systems such as training, employee participation, financial incentives
and performance appraisal. Therefore, we believe that other systems including such practices may also influence
job crafting.
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