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Employee counterproductive work behavior (ECWB) in the workplace has caused serious harm to the organization, and its
recessive occurrence creates difficulty for the organization to guard against it. +is study aims to explore the influence of high-
performance work systems (HPWS) on the two sides of ECWB with employees and the internal influence path. It also aims to
combine resource conservation and affective events theories to build an HPWS five-level model. It provides human resource
management measures for enterprises to reduce and prevent the ECWB effectively. +is study adopts a quantitative analysis
method to conduct a questionnaire survey among employees in 366 enterprises in China. +e results show that HPWS has a
significant two-sided impact on ECWB. For employees with positive emotions, HPWS improved employee performance and
inhibited ECWB. Meanwhile, for employees with negative emotions, HPWS reduces employees’ work input and increases
employees’ counterproductive behaviors. For negative employees, the positive effect of HPWS is more significant than the
negative effect of positive employees. In addition, organizational commitment has a moderating effect on the counterproductive
behavior of negative employees. +erefore, when implementing HPWS, enterprises should consider the impact of both sides of
HPWS on ECWB and adopt a more humanemanagementmethod. In this study, a practical five-level HPWSmodel is constructed,
which complements the existing research model and provides a theoretical basis and practical guidance for enterprises to
scientifically and effectively promote employees to achieve high performance.

1. Introduction

With the increasingly fierce market competition, enterprises
are facing great challenges. How to maintain a good em-
ployment relationship is an eternal problem that enterprises
must face. As an implicit and ubiquitous problem, coun-
terproductive behavior refers to the explicit or implicit
harmful behavior of employees in the workplace toward the
organization and its stakeholders [1]. Zhang and Wang [2]
found 13 kinds of counterproductive behavior, such as rude
behavior, violent behavior, theft, and destruction, in orga-
nizations to varying degrees. With the development of

science and technology and the dawn of the big data era,
counterproductive behaviors of employees have become
more insidious and destructive (e.g., data leakage and selling
of user information), causing irreversible losses to enter-
prises and society, thereby posing the most challenging
problem for modern enterprises. Reducing ECWB has be-
come critical in enterprise human resource management
(HRM) practice.

With the development of management practices and the
advancement of research, some researchers found that high-
performance work systems (HPWS) are the best HRM
practice system. It can reduce ECWB to a certain extent [3].
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However, some studies have pointed out that the HPWSmay
increase the turnover rate of employees [4]. Van et al. [5]
believed that employees’ perception and understanding of
the purpose of HPWS implemented by managers determine
employees’ attitudes and behaviors. +e accumulation of
resources determines an individual’s perception of work,
thus affecting his or her willingness to invest or retain re-
sources in work. For example, employees with abundant
resources perceive the HPWS implementation as motivation
and may have positive emotions. Meanwhile, employees
who lack their own resources perceive HPWS as perfor-
mance and great work pressure, which may lead to negative
emotions [6]. +erefore, employee emotion is considered as
the mediating mechanism of the work event–work outcome
relationship [7]. In addition, in implementing HPWS,
employees perceive high work requirements, thus producing
more stress and frequent ECWB. +erefore, how to relieve
employees’ work pressure has become an urgent problem for
contemporary enterprises. According to Hunter and
+atcher [8], organizational commitment can weaken em-
ployee’s negative behavior and strengthen their positive
behavior. It can effectively transform work pressure into
work motivation and produce higher job performance.
+erefore, based on the perspective of employee perception,
this study constructs structural equation modeling to ex-
plore the influence path of the duality of HPWS on ECWB.
Simultaneously, the theories of resource preservation and
employee work emotion are combined. Employee emotion
and organizational commitment were introduced into the
model as mediating and moderating variables, respectively.
Furthermore, this study explores the mechanism of action
between HPWS and ECWB. Finally, an HPWS five-level
model is constructed. It provides a scientific solution for
enterprises to effectively implement different HRMmethods
for individuals. +is study expands the theoretical basis of
HPWS on ECWB. It provides theoretical basis and practical
guidance for modern enterprises to construct harmonious
labor–capital relationship and HRM practice.

2. Related Concepts and Research Hypotheses

2.1. Research Hypothesis

2.1.1. HPWS Perception and ECWB. HPWS is a collection of
various HRM practice activities, which is the sum of a series
of activities and policies used to ensure that HRM serves the
strategic objectives of the enterprise [9]. +e perceived
HPWS refers to whether HPWS is accurately and clearly
perceived and understood by employees. Its components
mainly include employment safety, recruitment, training,
promotion, salary, incentive, and employee participation
[10]. Meanwhile, ECWB refers to the intentional harm to the
organization and its stakeholders conducted by organization
members in the workplace [11].

According to the theory of resource conservation, when
employees are in a state of sufficient resources, they are more
inclined to invest the “redundant” resources to obtain more.
When employees are in a state of resource deficiency, they
are more inclined to take ECWB to reduce the further loss of

“surplus” resources.+erefore, when employees are in a state
of sufficient resources, they perceive that the purpose of
implementing HPWS is to motivate them, and they will be
more willing to invest resources to gain more value. In
contrast, when employees are in a state of resource shortage,
they perceive that implementing HPWS aims to maximize
performance; thus, they will reduce work input to reduce the
consumption of resources. Hu et al. [6] also supported this
theory. When employees make performance attribution of
HPWS, they will think that HPWS is a management system
with the core of controlling or making full use of employees,
which will increase ECWB. Moreover, when employees
make HPWS well-being attribution, they will believe that
HPWS is for realizing their value, which will reduce the
ECWB. Shaw [12] conducted a questionnaire survey on 302
service companies in the United States.+e findings revealed
that high participation in work organization practice, in-
vestment, and incentive practices led to low turnover and
dismissal rates. Moreover, the performance enhancement
practice dimension leads to a high turnover rate and high
dismissal rate. Meanwhile, Batt and Colvin [4] also con-
firmed the duality of HPWS; they found that incentives and
investment practices were negatively correlated with turn-
over rate. +e role of expected enhancement practices varies
from person to person (high and low achievers) [4]. To sum
up, employees’ HPWS perception is divided into investment
and incentive practice perception (IIPP) and performance
enhancement practice perception (PEPP) in this study, and
the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1: investment and incentive practice perception have
a significant negative influence on ECWB
H2: the performance enhancement practice perception
has a significant positive influence on ECWB

2.1.2. HPWS Perception and Employee Emotion. Emotion is
a kind of psychological activity mediated by the individual’s
desire and need. When objective, things, or situations meet
the needs and desires of the subject, positive moods and
emotions can be aroused. In contrast, negative moods and
emotions will be generated, which is the maintenance or
change of a certain relationship between the individual and
the environment [13]. Warr [14] put forward the negative
and positive emotions related to work. Negative emotions
include depression, pain, worry, and tension. Meanwhile,
positive emotions include being relaxed, satisfied, calm,
optimistic, and enthusiastic. +ese emotions were signifi-
cantly correlated with the employee’s experience at work.

As the core goal of HPWS is to improve enterprise
performance, it brings not only high resources to employees
but also high work requirements [15, 16]. +is duality
generates different views from different employees, thus
arousing corresponding emotions. Very high-performance-
oriented work requirements will increase the work pressure
of employees, resulting in disappointment, anxiety, burnout,
and other negative emotions [17]. When the work resources
provided by the enterprise are greater than the work re-
quirements, sufficient work resources can effectively reduce
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the psychological and physical costs paid by employees in
the work process. It also enables employees to achieve their
work objectives better, motivating individual learning, de-
velopment, growth, and other related work factors. In this
way, positive work emotions such as employee satisfaction
and happiness can be improved [18].

Employees’ emotions will be affected by individual
factors, such as their emotional traits, whereas employees’
social role determines that their emotions will also be af-
fected by organizational factors, such as work events,
leadership, and family activities. Su and Dan [19] showed
that employees with positive emotional traits have a more
positive evaluation of the work situation, aremore optimistic
and open-minded when dealing with work events, and will
actively adopt more coping methods. In contrast, employees
with negative emotional traits are more pessimistic about
work and life, have low enthusiasm to deal with work tasks,
and have poor performance [19]. +erefore, they experience
more negative emotions and have more difficulty recovering
from these emotions [20]. +erefore, when employees
perceive that HPWS is a motivational effect, such employees
show positive work emotions. In contrast, when employees
perceive that HPWS is a performance effect, such employees
show negative work emotions. +erefore, this study pro-
poses the following hypotheses:

H3: investment and incentive practice perception have
a significant positive impact on positive emotions
H4: investment and incentive practice perception have
a significant positive impact on negative emotions
H5: performance enhancement practice perception has
a significant positive impact on positive emotions
H6: performance enhancement practice perception has
a significant positive impact on negative emotions

2.1.3. Employee Emotion and ECWB. Employees will have
certain emotions during the description and perception of
HRM practices, and these emotions have an important
influence on subsequent behavioral responses [6]. Spector
et al. [11] proposed the stressor–emotion model. +is model
posits that counterproductive work behavior is a stress re-
sponse to the organizational environment stress. For ex-
ample, the loss of work resources is too large and the work is
too heavy, leading to employees’ frustration and thus
resulting in anxiety, anger, and a series of negative emotions.
Finally, these emotions can trigger ECWB. Fredrickson [21]
believed that positive emotions can broaden individuals’
attention focus and behavioral skills, thus supplementing
individuals’ social, intellectual, and physical resources. In-
dividuals with positive emotions are more likely to choose
organization citizen behavior to maintain such a pleasant
experience and reduce ECWB [22]. Negative emotions are
often associated with high aggression [23]. For instance,
Way [24] found that the negative emotions generated by
employees in the work process would stimulate the occur-
rence of organization-oriented and interpersonal counter-
productive behaviors. Meanwhile, Dalal et al. [25] further
confirmed that employees’ positive emotions promote their

greater organizational citizenship behavior. In contrast,
when employees have negative emotions, the unpleasant
emotional experience will stimulate individuals to take
counterproductive behaviors to vent their inner displeasure.
+erefore, this study proposed the following hypotheses:

H7: positive emotions have a significant negative in-
fluence on ECWB
H8: negative emotions have a significant positive in-
fluence on ECWB

2.1.4. Mediating Effect of Employee Emotion. Emotion was
seen as a driving force or one-dimensional impulse and as a
causal antecedent variable or variable between the inter-
vening stimulus environment and behavioral and cognitive
responses [26]. Simply put, emotions are associated with
specific events. Especially, the danger and opportunity are
closely related to individual survival and development in the
external environment. +ese require constant vigilance of
the individual. Once an event occurs, the emotions it triggers
are not just subjective feelings of the individual. At the same
time, it indicates that the individual enters the state of coping
with stress, that is, an emotion-induced behavioral tendency.
Both positive and negative emotions can stimulate action
tendency and behavior intention [27, 28].

Based on the work affective event theory, emotion is
considered a mediating process mechanism in the even-
t–outcome relationship [7]. Edwards and Wright [29] con-
jectured that the HPWS includes a series of human resource
practices and changes in employees’ behavior through some
intermediary variables (e.g., work attitude). +e emotion’s
social function can help individuals adapt to the environment.
It is also advantageous to the individual interpersonal in-
teraction, positive emotional experience, and expression that
can improve social relations [30]. George and Zhou [31]
confirmed that positive and negative emotions have a sig-
nificant influence on employee behavior; when employees are
in a positive mood, they are more prone to helping behavior
and consciousness of cooperation, reducing conflict, posi-
tively interacting with other employees, and forming a re-
lationship of mutual trust. Meanwhile, negative emotions can
lead to extreme behavior in the workplace, such as a jealousy,
resulting in an angry employee who takes hostile actions and
may try framing others in a dirty way. +erefore, this study
presents the following hypotheses:

H9: positive emotion plays a mediating role between
investment and incentive practice perception and
ECWB
H10: negative emotions played a mediating role be-
tween investment and incentive practice perception
and ECWB
H11: positive emotions play a mediating role between
the performance enhancement practice perception and
ECWB
H12: negative emotions play a mediating role between
the performance enhancement practice perception and
ECWB
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2.1.5. Moderating Effect of Organizational Commitment.
Academic circles are widely concerned about the role of
organizational commitment in the relationship between
enterprises and employees. Becker [32] first proposed or-
ganizational commitment. It is deemed the gradual increase
in an individual’s investment in the organization over time.
+is creates an incentive to align with the organization.
Organizational commitment includes employees’ emotional
attachment to the organization, work dependence, and
professional ethics constraints [33]. Ahmad [34] also con-
firmed that organizational commitment affects employees’
work motivation. Organizational commitment can reinforce
positive employee behavior. For example, organizational
commitment is positively correlated with organizational
citizenship behavior, civic virtue, politeness, and altruism
displayed by employees [35], simultaneously weakening
employees’ negative behaviors; higher organizational com-
mitment may reduce ECWB [36]. +erefore, in the imple-
mentation process of HPWS, organizational commitment
can effectively adjust the work attitude of employees; em-
ployees with high emotional commitment can effectively
transform work pressure into work motivation and produce
higher job performance [8]. +erefore, this study makes the
following hypotheses:

H13: organizational commitment plays a moderating
role between the positive emotions and ECWB
H14: organizational commitment plays a moderating
role between the negative emotions and ECWB

2.2. Research Model. Based on the above assumptions, the
conceptual framework model is studied in this study, as
shown in Figure 1.

3. Research Design

3.1. Research Samples. In this study, the employees of en-
terprises from Guangzhou, Shenzhen, Nanning, Chengdu,
and Jiangsu were selected as the research objects in China.+e
investigated enterprises all constructed relatively perfect
HPWS and collected data by using the questionnaire survey.
+e questionnaires were distributed in three ways: (1) dis-
tributing questionnaires on the site of enterprise staff training
courses; (2) through the help of friends and relatives in their
company; and (3) through the Questionnaire Star. To make
the collected data more authentic and effective, the survey was
conducted anonymously when the questionnaire was dis-
tributed on the spot. Meanwhile, members of the research
group would guide the respondents to ensure their under-
standing of the questionnaire items and their truthful an-
swers. For the collected questionnaires, more than 2/3 of the
same options and the questionnaires with missing answers
were removed to ensure the validity of the questionnaire data.
A total of 500 questionnaires were sent out, and 336 were
effectively received with an effective recovery rate of 67.2%.

3.2. Scale Design. In this study, maturity scales were used to
ensure the reliability and validity of the scales. +e scale

includes five parts: basic information, HPWS perception,
employee emotion, organizational commitment, and
ECWB. In addition to basic information, other parts were
scored on a 5-point Likert scale.

3.2.1. HPWS Perception. Based on the scale of Batt and
Colvin [4], this study divided employees’ HPWS perception
into the following: investment and incentive practice per-
ception (IIPP) and performance enhancement practice per-
ception (PEPP). Each dimension contains four questions, with
a total of eight questions (W1–W4, P1–P4). For example, “I
think HPWS can realize my personal achievements; I think
HPWS gives me toomuch work pressure.”+e items are rated
from 1� strongly disagree to 5� strongly agree; the higher the
score, the higher the perception of HPWS.

3.2.2. Employee Mood. Based on the Panas scale of Watson
et al. [37], this study divides employee emotions into two
dimensions: positive emotions (PE) (e.g., confidence, hap-
piness, and enthusiasm) and negative emotions (NE) (e.g.,
anger, anxiety, and hostility). Each dimension contains three
items for a total of six items (G1–G3, N1–N3) and rated from
1� strongly disagree to 5� strongly agree. +e higher the
score, the higher the employee’s positive or negative
emotions.

3.2.3. Organizational Commitment (OC). +is study used
Mayer and Allen’s [38] Organizational Commitment Scale
for reference and selected three representative items for
measuring this study (O1–O3). For example, “I have a deep
attachment to the company. I will not have a better chance of
advancement if I leave the company.” +e items are rated
from 1� strongly disagree to 5� strongly agree; the higher
the score, the higher the employees’ organizational
commitment.

3.2.4. ECWB. ECWB scale is a measure of employees’ neg-
ative behavior in the workplace, and the respondents may be
unwilling to truthfully report their counterproductive be-
havior due to fear, leading to unrealistic measured results.
+erefore, this study adopted the method of transfer reference
point, and the respondents were asked to answer the coun-
terproductive work behavior of their colleagues, so as to in-
directly obtain the data of counterproductive work behavior of
the respondents. To a certain extent, it avoids the interviewees'
false answers for fear of privacy exposure, leading to the
distortion of the collected data [39]. +is study refers to the
counterproductive behavior scale of Ma [40], which contains
six items (C1–C3). For example, “My colleague intentionally
procrastinates work; My colleague is abusive.” +e items are
rated from 1� completely disagree to 5� completely agree; the
higher the score, the more ECWB occurs.

4. Data Analysis

4.1. Descriptive Statistical Analysis. As shown in Table 1, the
relationship model proposed in this study includes 6
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variables and 23 items, including investment and incentive
practice perception, performance enhancement practice
perception, positive emotion, negative emotion, organiza-
tional commitment, and ECWB. A 5-point Likert scale was
used for all scales, with a maximum value of 5 and a
minimum value of 1. For the scales, the higher the score, the
higher the corresponding evaluation level. Descriptive sta-
tistical results of 23measurement items are shown in Table 2.
+e minimum mean value is 3.420, and the maximum value
is 4.140. Generally speaking, the respondents are objective
with the evaluation of each variable. +e minimum standard
deviation is 1.001, and the maximum is 1.298, both of which
differ greatly from the total score of 5, indicating a low
degree of data dispersion. +e absolute value of skewness of
all measurement questions is less than 2, and the absolute

value of kurtosis is less than 2. +e samples obey a normal
distribution, which can be used for further analysis.

4.2. Reliability and Validity Analysis

4.2.1. Reliability Analysis. As shown in Table 3, the Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficients of each variable are all greater than
0.8. If they were to get down as Cronbach’s coefficients and
the Corrected Item Total Correlation (CITC) is between 0.7
and 0.9, greater than 0.5, it indicates that all 23 items have
passed the test and cannot be removed. Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient is greater than 0.8, indicating that the ques-
tionnaire has a high level of reliability, and the scale has high
internal consistency and stability.

Table 1: Descriptive statistical analysis (N� 336).

Latent variables Item Mean Standard deviation Skewness Kurtosis

IIPP

W1 3.820 1.222 −0.805 −0.379
W2 3.760 1.156 −0.725 −0.311
W3 3.720 1.180 −0.611 −0.658
W4 3.860 1.226 −0.821 −0.386

PEII

P1 3.440 1.261 −0.31 −0.973
P2 3.430 1.298 −0.334 −1.039
P3 3.420 1.255 −0.32 −0.948
P4 3.520 1.246 −0.327 −0.968

PE
G1 3.590 1.062 −0.243 −0.822
G2 3.590 1.024 −0.293 −0.585
G3 3.660 1.025 −0.431 −0.413

NE
N1 3.610 1.001 −0.341 −0.589
N2 3.590 1.030 −0.324 −0.472
N3 3.560 1.023 −0.372 −0.376

OC
O1 3.750 1.081 −0.467 −0.885
O2 3.810 1.001 −0.616 −0.276
O3 3.690 1.101 −0.409 −0.806

ECWB

C1 4.140 1.128 −1.382 1.175
C2 3.780 1.084 −0.613 −0.269
C3 3.770 1.031 −0.609 −0.044
C4 4.000 1.079 −1.047 0.457
C5 3.750 1.094 −0.509 −0.583
C6 3.910 1.126 −0.979 0.326

OC

ECWB

H13

H14
H7

H8

H1

H2

H4

H3

H5

H6

PE

NE

IIPP

PEPP

Figure 1: +e conceptual framework model.
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4.2.2. Validity Analysis. +is study adopted the maturity
scale to ensure high structural validity of the scale. +us, the
scale’s convergence and discriminant validity were tested by
SPSS.21 software.

Each item factor load value between 0.725 and 0.911
shows that the convergent validity is higher, the combina-
tion reliability (CR) values of the various dimensions are
greater than 0.7, and AVE values were greater than 0.5,

Table 3: Reliability of each variable.

Latent variables Item CITC Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted Cronbach’s alpha

IIPP

W1 0.791 0.851

0.892W2 0.743 0.869
W3 0.726 0.875
W4 0.792 0.85

PEII

P1 0.808 0.879

0.910P2 0.797 0.883
P3 0.777 0.89
P4 0.801 0.882

PE
G1 0.797 0.816

0.884G2 0.780 0.832
G3 0.749 0.859

NE
N1 0.778 0.82

0.880N2 0.777 0.82
N3 0.746 0.849

OC
O1 0.792 0.851

0.895O2 0.797 0.849
O3 0.794 0.85

ECWB

C1 0.786 0.908

0.923

C2 0.748 0.913
C3 0.691 0.921
C4 0.846 0.9
C5 0.736 0.915
C6 0.870 0.897

Table 2: Analysis of convergence validity.

Latent variables Item Estimate (std.) S.E C.R P CR Ave

IIPP

W1 0.860

0.893 0.676W2 0.789 0.051 16.989 ∗∗∗

W3 0.773 0.053 16.501 ∗∗∗

W4 0.862 0.052 19.268 ∗∗∗

PEII

P1 0.866 ∗∗∗

0.91 0.717P2 0.846 0.051 19.66 ∗∗∗

P3 0.817 0.051 18.597 ∗∗∗

P4 0.857 0.049 20.083 ∗∗∗

PE
G1 0.873 ∗∗∗

0.885 0.720G2 0.862 0.051 18.566 ∗∗∗

G3 0.809 0.051 17.385 ∗∗∗

NE
N1 0.865 ∗∗∗

0.88 0.710N2 0.851 0.056 18.121 ∗∗∗

N3 0.811 0.056 17.193 ∗∗∗

OC
O1 0.859 ∗∗∗

0.896 0.714O2 0.869 0.048 19.337 ∗∗∗

O3 0.855 0.053 18.976 ∗∗∗

ECWB

C1 0.826 ∗∗∗

0.925 0.673

C2 0.776 0.054 16.582 ∗∗∗

C3 0.725 0.053 15.071 ∗∗∗

C4 0.898 0.05 20.776 ∗∗∗

C5 0.769 0.055 16.374 ∗∗∗

C6 0.911 0.052 21.281 ∗∗∗

∗P< 0.05; ∗∗P< 0.01; ∗∗∗P< 0.001.
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P< 0.001, suggesting a significant relationship between la-
tent andmeasurement variables.+is indicates that items are
a good measure of the variable dimension, and therefore, the
convergent validity of the scale is excellent.

As shown in Table 4, the square root of AVE is greater
than the correlation coefficient among all dimensions, in-
dicating significant differences among all scale items without
common factors. +erefore, the scale has good discrimi-
native validity.

4.3. Empirical Analysis

4.3.1. Model Fit Degree. +e fitting indexes of the model are
shown in the Table 5. +e fitting indexes are:χ2/df � 1.109,

GFI� 0.951, AGFI� 0.937, NFI� 0.962, TLI� 0.995,
CFI� 0.996, and RMSEA� 0.018. +e fitting indexes of the
model meet the fitting standards of the comparison table, so
the model path is analyzed.

4.3.2. Path Analysis. In this study, AMOS21.0 software was
used for path analysis of the structural equation model
(Figure 2), the path coefficient values of the structural
equation model, and CR value (critical ratio). +e path
coefficient reflects the influence relationship and degree
between variables. If the CR is greater than or equal to 1.96, a
significant relationship exists between the variables at the
0.05 significance level [41].

Table 6 shows that by observing the path coefficients, CR
and P, of the eight hypotheses, six are supported and two are
not supported. Among them, investment and incentive
practice perception significantly affect positive emotions
(β� 0.316, P< 0.001), so H1 is supported. Perceiving per-
formance enhancement practice has no significant positive
effect on positive emotions (β� 0.024, P> 0.05), so H2 is not
supported; investment and incentive practice perception had
no significant positive effect on negative emotions (β� 0.012,
P> 0.05), so H3 was not supported. Performance en-
hancement practice perceived has a significant positive effect
on negative emotions (β� 0.385, P< 0.001), so H4 is sup-
ported. +e investment and incentive practice perception
has a significant negative impact on the ECWB (β� −0228,
P< 0.001), so H5 is supported. Performance enhancement
practice perceived has a significant positive effect on ECWB
(β� 0.502, P< 0.001), so H6 is supported. Positive emotions
significantly negatively impact ECWB (β� −0.167,
P< 0.001), so H7 is supported. Negative emotions had a
significant positive effect ECWB (β� 0.319, P< 0.001), and
H8 hypothesis was supported.

Particularly, the negative effect of the performance en-
hancement practice perception on ECWB is significantly
higher than the positive effect of the investment and in-
centive practice perception on the ECWB, indicating that the
promotion effect of the HPWS on the ECWB is stronger
than the inhibition effect.

4.3.3. Mediating Effect Test. In this study, AMOS21.0 was
used to run the Bootstrap method. +e selection was

repeated 5000 times, the confidence interval standard was
95%, and the deviation correction method was used for
testing. Since the model in this study is a multiple mediation
model, only the total mediation effect results can be obtained
through a single analysis, rather than the specific mediation
effect. +erefore, the syntax of AMOS software is adopted to
assign all relevant paths to calculate the specific non-
standardized and standardized mediation effects,
respectively.

Table 7 shows four mediation hypotheses, of which two
are supported, whereas two are not. In the IIPP-PE-ECWB
path, β� −0.053, P< 0.001, 95% confidence interval is
[−0.093, −0.020], excluding 0, indicating that positive
emotions have a significant mediating effect between in-
vestment and incentive practice perception and ECWB, so
H9 is supported. In the PEPP-PE-ECWB path, β� −0.004,
P> 0.05, 95% confidence interval is [−0.027, 0.018], in-
cluding 0, indicating that positive emotion has no significant
mediating effect between performance enhancement prac-
tice perception and ECWB, so H10 is not supported. In the
IIPP-NE-ECWB path, β� 0.004, P> 0.05, the mediating
effect is 0.004, and the corresponding 95% confidence in-
terval is [−0.039, 0.043], including 0, indicating that the
mediating effect of negative emotions on the relationship
between investment and incentive practice perception and
ECWB is not significant, so H11 is not supported. In the path
of PEPP-NE-ECWB, β� 0.123, P< 0.001, 95% confidence
interval is [0.070, 0.185], excluding 0, indicating that neg-
ative emotions have a significant mediating effect between
performance enhancement practice perception and ECWB,
so H12 is supported.

4.3.4. Hypothesis Test of Moderating Effect. In this study,
three multivariate regression models were established by
using multivariate regression. +e first model introduces
control variables; the second model introduces control
variables, independent variables, and moderating variables;
and the third model introduces control variables, inde-
pendent variables, moderating variables, and the interaction
term between independent variables and moderating
variables.

According to the data in Table 8, regression coefficients
of the control variables in Model 1 are not significant, in-
dicating that gender, age, working years, educational
background, and position have no significant influence on
the ECWB. In Model 2, the independent variables positive
emotion (β� −0.224, t� −4.425) and organizational com-
mitment (β� 0.418, t� 8.256) had significant effects on
ECWB. In Model 3, the regression coefficient of the inter-
action term of positive emotion and organizational com-
mitment is (β� 0.042, t� 0.835), indicating that the
interaction term has no significant effect on ECWB, and the
R2 of model 2 is 0.196, the R2 of model 3 is 0.198, not
significantly improved, indicating that the model’s explan-
atory ability is not strong.+erefore, the moderating variable
organizational commitment has no significant moderating
effect on the relationship between positive emotions and
ECWB, thereby rejecting H13.
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Table 5: Fitting index of structural equation model.

Indicators χ2/df GFI AGFI NFI TLI CFI RMSEA
Statistics 1.109 0.951 0.937 0.962 0.995 0.996 0.018
Reference <3 >0.8 >0.8 >0.9 >0.9 >0.9 <0.08
Up to standard Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Figure 2: Structure path diagram.

Table 4: Discriminant validity analysis.

IIPP PEPP PE NE OC ECWB
IIPP 0.822
PEPP 0.186 0.846
PE 0.322 0.081 0.848
NE 0.081 0.386 0.097 0.842
OC 0.16 0.336 0.199 0.455 0.844
ECWB 0.163 0.571 0.171 0.479 0.401 0.820

Table 6: Path coefficients of structural equation model.

Assuming that path Estimate (std.) S.E. C.R. P Hypothesis
PE <--- IIPP 0.316 0.054 5.167 ∗∗∗ Supported
PE <--- PEPP 0.024 0.052 0.411 0.681 Not supported
NE <--- IIPP 0.012 0.046 0.199 0.843 Not supported
NE <--- PEPP 0.385 0.048 6.265 ∗∗∗ Supported
ECWB <--- IIPP −0.228 0.044 −4.570 ∗∗∗ Supported
ECWB <--- PEPP 0.502 0.049 9.053 ∗∗∗ Supported
ECWB <--- PE −0.167 0.049 −3.427 ∗∗∗ Supported
ECWB <--- NE 0.319 0.059 6.054 ∗∗∗ Supported
∗P< 0.05; ∗∗P< 0.01; ∗∗∗P< 0.001.
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As shown in Table 9, the regression coefficients of the
control variables in Model 1 were not significant, thereby in-
dicating that gender, age, working years, educational back-
ground, and position had no significant effect on the ECWB. In
Model 2, the independent variables of negative emotion
(β� 0.339, t� 6.396) and organizational commitment
(β� 0.283, t� 4.949) had significant effects on CWB. In Model
3, the regression coefficient of the interaction term of negative
emotion and organizational commitment is (β� −0.145,
t� −2.862), thereby indicating that the interaction term has a
significant impact on the ECWB, and theR2 ofModel 2 is 0.242,
and the R2 of Model 3 is 0.261, which is significantly increased,
thereby indicating that the explanatory ability of the model is
enhanced. +erefore, the moderating variable organizational
commitment has a significant moderating effect on the impact
of negative emotions on ECWB, so H14 is supported.

According to the moderating effect chart (Figure 3), in
the case of high organizational commitment, negative
emotions have a weak positive effect on counterproductive
behavior, while in the case of low organizational commit-
ment, negative emotions have a strong positive effect on
counterproductive behavior. According to the empirical
results of this paper, organizational commitment only has a
negative moderating effect on the relationship between
negative emotions and ECWB.

5. Discussion

+is study aims to establish a practice model by exploring
the influence path and internal influence mechanism of
HPWS perception on ECWB. It provides a scientific and

effective HRM method for modern enterprises to reduce
ECWB.

+e results of this study confirm the two sides of HPWS.
HPWS brings high work resources (participation in deci-
sion-making, etc.) and high work requirements (perfor-
mance appraisal, etc.), that is, HPWS has both promoting
and inhibiting effects on ECWB. +is conclusion comple-
ments Wang et al.’s [3] research on the one-sided nature of
HPWS.

At the same time, this study combined with resource
conservation theory to explore the mediating role of em-
ployee emotion. +e research results confirmed the view-
point of Edwards and Wright [29] that HPWS affects
employee behavior through some intermediary variable. In
addition, the research further verifies the resource conser-
vation theory [7]. When the organization can effectively
replenish the resources consumed by employees in the
process of work in time, the work resources can effectively
reduce the physical and psychological costs paid by the work
requirements. Work factors enable employees to achieve
work goals and promote learning, development, and growth
[42] , and help employees to have a positive work attitude,
promote the production of positive emotions, and reduce
ECWB [43, 44]. By contrast, when the enterprise’s work
requirements of employees are higher than the work re-
sources it provides, employees’ input in work does not get a
good return. It will increase the work pressure of employees,
resulting in disappointment, anxiety, burnout, and other
negative emotions. In this case, the employee is in a state of
resource deprivation. In order to restore the balance of
resources, employees will reduce their commitment to work.

Table 7: Mediating effect test.

Assuming that path Estimate Lower Upper P Assuming that
IIPP-PE-ECWB −0.053 −0.093 −0.020 0.001 Supported
PEPP-PE-ECWB −0.004 −0.027 0.018 0.742 Not supported
IIPP-NE-ECWB 0.004 −0.039 0.043 0.861 Not supported
PEPP-NE-ECWB 0.123 0.070 0.185 0.001 Supported

Table 8: Examine the moderating effect of organizational commitment on positive emotion and counterproductive behavior of employees.

Variable
ECWB

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Control variables

Gender −0.016 (−0.292) −0.052 (−1.047) −0.053 (−1.060)
Age −0.015 (−0.263) 0.013 (0.255) 0.014 (0.281)
Working years −0.048 (−0.866) −0.029 (−0.585) −0.027 (−0.549)
Education background −0.025 (−0.450) −0.007 (0.133) −0.009 (−0.176)
Position −0.067 (−1.205) −0.083 (−1.671) −0.082 (−1.638)

+e independent variables
PE −0.224∗∗∗ (−4.425) −0.224∗∗∗ (−4.426)
OC 0.418∗∗∗ (8.256) 0.417∗∗∗ (8.223)

Interactive items
PE∗OC 0.042 (0.835)
R2 0.008 0.196 0.198
△R2 −0.007 0.179 0.178
F 0.518 11.41∗∗∗ 10.062∗∗∗
∗P< 0.05; ∗∗P< 0.01; ∗∗∗P< 0.001.
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In addition, the moderating role of organizational
commitment was further explored. Meanwhile, Hunter and
+atcher’s [8] conclusion is verified, and organizational
commitment can promote employees’ positive behavior and
organizational citizenship behavior. According to the results
of this study, organizational commitment can effectively
regulate negative ECWB. For example, employees will try to
change themselves, or speak to the organization and wait for
the organization to change [43].

+e results also showed that the influence coefficient
β-value (β� 0.502) of performance enhancing practice
perception on ECWB was significantly higher than that of
investment and incentive practice perception on ECWB
(β� 0.319). +is result indicates that an HPWS has a
stronger promotion effect on ECWB with negative
emotions than employees with positive emotions [45].

+erefore, employees with negative emotions are more
likely to engage in ECWB.

+erefore, this study proposes the following HPWS five-
level model from five levels: strategy level, implementation
level, employee perception level, effect level, and decision
level (Figure 4). HPWS five-level model makes up for the
one-sided nature that HPWS only emphasizes high per-
formance. +is model combines the dual characteristics of
HPWS and focuses on every stage from the implementation
of the HPWS strategy to feedback on the results. In view of
different types of employees, the corresponding HRMmeans
are put forward. +is model makes up for the limitation of
existing HPWSwhich only focuses on high performance and
ignores employee perception. It provides a scientific and
effective solution to promote the benefits that both em-
ployers and employees can reach an agreement on.

Table 9: +e moderating effect of organizational commitment on negative emotions and counterproductive behavior of employees.

Variable
Staff counterproductive behavior

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Control variables

Gender −0.016 (−0.292) −0.036 (−0.748) −0.027 (−0.554)
Age −0.015 (−0.263) −0.037 (−0.751) −0.04 (−0.821)
Working years −0.048 (−0.866) −0.036 (−0.749) −0.02 (−0.413)
Education background −0.025 (−0.450) −0.012 (−0.256) 0.006 (0.130)
Position −0.067 (−1.205) −0.052 (−1.064) −0.051 (−1.067)

+e independent variables
NE 0.339∗∗∗ (6.396) 0.336∗∗∗ (6.397)
OC 0.238∗∗∗ (4.494) 0.199∗∗∗ (3.670)

Interactive items
NE×OC −0.145∗∗ (−2.862)
R2 0.008 0.242 0.261
△R2 −0.007 0.226 0.243
F 0.518 14.986∗∗∗ 14.424∗∗∗
∗P< 0.05; ∗∗P< 0.01; ∗∗∗P< 0.001.
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Figure 3: Moderating effect diagram.
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6. Conclusion

+is study contributes to the existing literature in the following
ways: First, it verifies the duality of HPWS from the perspective
of employee perception. Most of the previous studies focused
on the impact of HPWS on improving employee performance,
and few explained the dual effects of HPWS from the per-
spective of employee perception, that is, the negative and
positive effects. +is study provides a new way to explain the
mechanism between HPWS and ECWB, and expands the
theoretical basis of HPWS perception. Second, it explores the
mediating effect of employee emotion. +is study combines
resource conservation theory and emotional event theory to
incorporate positive and negative emotions of employees into
the model. +is paper explains the internal mechanism of
HPWS’s influence on ECWB with different individual emo-
tional traits and enriches the HPWS’ perception model.
+irdly, it complements themoderating effect of organizational
commitment. No previous research has proposed the mod-
erating effect of organizational commitment on ECWB. +is
study further supplements the research model of HPWS.
Fourthly, the HPWS five-level model is constructed. In the
process of implementing HPWS, the negative work emotions
and behaviors of employees caused by excessive emphasis on
high performance are solved. It provides a theoretical basis and
practical guidance for HRM practice.

Implications of this study for management: First, when
implementing HRM practices, enterprises should pay at-
tention to the differences in employees’ perception,
strengthen communication with employees, and help em-
ployees understand the strategic purpose of the organiza-
tion. Second, HPWS does not promote the high
performance of every employee. Enterprises should build a

more humane HPWS and pay more attention to the balance
between family and work, rather than over-strengthening
high performance, resulting in excessive pressure on em-
ployees, who may fail to achieve high-performance goals.
+ird, enterprises can consolidate employees’ organizational
commitment through corporate social responsibility and
corporate culture, such as the emotion of the organization,
professional involvement, professional ethics, etc., and they
may take suggestions to the organization or wait for orga-
nizational changes to reduce the ECWB.

Due to the constraints of time and resources, this study still
has some limitations, such as insufficient study sample size,
single studymethod, and lack of group comparative analysis. In
the future, this paper will continue to focus on the research on
the impact of HPWS on employee behavior, and further ex-
pand the diversity of research contents and methods. For
example, the influence of HPWS on other behaviors of em-
ployees is studied from the perspective of knowledge sharing.
Qualitative and quantitative research methods were adopted to
study the impact ofHPWS implementation in different types of
enterprises on employee behavior of different groups. In this
way, more scientific and targeted management models and
methods can be provided for different types of enterprises HR
management practices.
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