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ABSTRACT In the context of the changing workforce, this study introduced two perspectives on
HRM and distinguished universalistic developmental HRM from contingent accommodative
HRM. We predicted two separate pathways for the effects on two employee outcomes: work
engagement and affective commitment. We expected that developmental HRM would
universally relate to employee outcomes by rebalancing the psychological contract between the
employee and organization into a less transactional to a more relational contract. We also
predicted that accommodative HRM would relate to outcomes only when fulfilling specific
needs of employees, associated with their selecting, optimizing, and compensating strategies.
Results of a multilevel study among 1058 employees in 17 healthcare units fully supported our
expectations regarding the role of the psychological contract. Additionally, we found support
for the expected roles of selection and compensation, but not for optimization strategy. This
study contributes to the literature by demonstrating that HRM relates to employee outcomes
through multiple pathways, which can be either universal or contingent.

Keywords: accommodative HRM, affective commitment, developmental HRM, employee
work engagement, selection, optimization and compensation (SOC) theory, transactional and
relational psychological contract

INTRODUCTION

Increasing employee engagement and commitment has traditionally been high on the
agenda of Human Resource departments. Research indicates that having an engaged and
committed workforce can lead to numerous beneficial outcomes, such as lower turnover
intentions (Allen et al., 2003) and higher organizational performance (e.g. Harrison et al.,
2006; Harter et al., 2002; Whitman et al., 2010). These employee outcomes are becoming
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increasingly important due to the aging workforce, as demographic changes make it more
difficult for organizations to attract new employees and to retain current staff (Shultz and
Wang, 2011). Given the need for high engagement and commitment among a changing
and increasingly diverse workforce, it is surprising that the majority of studies on Human
Resource Management (HRM) have focused on the universalistic effects of so-called ‘high
performance work systems’ on outcomes (Snape and Redman, 2010). More recently,
however, there has been some debate as to whether HRM actually benefits all employees
(Boxall and Macky, 2009; Combs et al., 2006). In addition, there is still a debate regarding
how HRM relates to employee outcomes (Guest, 2011).

This study therefore introduces both a universalistic and a contingency approach to
HRM (Delery and Doty, 1996) to explain (a) the specific processes through which
universalistic HRM relates to employee outcomes among all employees, and (b) why
some HRM practices are only related to outcomes for specific groups of employees.
More specifically, this study investigates how universalistic developmental HRM relates
to employee outcomes through rebalancing the psychological contract, while the relation
between contingent accommodative HRM and employee outcomes is argued to be
dependent upon employees’ lifespan strategies in line with the Selection, Optimization,
and Compensation (SOC) model (Baltes, 1997).[1] Although the universalistic-
contingency distinction in HRM has been investigated in macro-level studies (Delery and
Doty, 1996; Purcell, 1999), only a few studies have used the contingency perspective in
micro-research on HRM (see, for an exception, Kinnie et al., 2005) and no studies have
integrated the universalistic-contingency distinction with the macro–micro relations
between HRM and employee outcomes (Appelbaum et al., 2000; Guest, 1999). Hence, we
present a multi-level framework which integrates the universalistic and contingency
approach in the relations between macro-level HRM and micro-level outcomes.

The current study contributes to previous research on HRM in a number of ways.
First, we argue and demonstrate that developmental HRM relates to higher outcomes
among all workers by strengthening the relational contract while reducing the transac-
tional contract (Rousseau, 1995). No study to date has ever revealed such a ‘rebalancing’
of the psychological contract between macro-level HR practices and micro-level indi-
vidual outcomes. Furthermore, our study contributes to existing knowledge by introduc-
ing a contextualized perspective on the cross-level relations between macro-level HRM
and individual-level employee outcomes, and thus by showing in the same study and
framework that both a universalistic and a contingency perspective are valid. Yet the latter
only applies to the relations of specific HR practices (namely accommodative HRM) with
employee outcomes. In addition, by showing that accommodative HRM only relates to
employee outcomes for people using SOC strategies, we provide a broader lens on the
reasons behind such possible moderation effects, as the limited studies to date have
tended to suggest that age would be a key moderator (e.g. Kooij et al., 2010). Finally, this
paper adds to HR research by taking a multilevel perspective, thus bridging micro and
macro research (Rousseau, 2011), and does so by examining the cross-level relations of
unit-level HRM on psychological contracts and outcomes at the individual level.
Figure 1 presents the conceptual model of this study. First, we will present the theoretical
foundations, after which we will introduce the universalistic perspective on HRM and
the contingency approach to HRM.
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THEORY AND HYPOTHESES

Developmental HRM and Employee Outcomes:
The Universalistic Perspective

It is commonly argued that high performance HRM has a universal positive influence on
employee outcomes ( Jiang et al., 2012; Kehoe and Wright, 2013). While there is a
debate about what precisely constitutes ‘high performance HRM’, some have charac-
terized it as HRM aimed at enhancing employee outcomes rather than adjusting to
organizational decline, such as downsizing and wage cutting (Paauwe, 2009). Yet, even
though it has been suggested that psychological contracts mediate the relationship
between HRM and employee outcomes (Paauwe, 2009), HRM research has not yet
empirically tested this proposition. We thus expect psychological contract to mediate the
relations between developmental HRM and engagement and commitment. To test these
expectations thoroughly we will first replicate previous research that has shown that
developmental HRM is related to higher engagement and commitment.

Previous research has shown that HRM influences organizational performance
(Combs et al., 2006), and that this relation is mediated by employee perceptions and
attitudes. Because many details on these mediators are still unclear, they are referred to
as the ‘black box’ (Boxall and Macky, 2009; Paauwe, 2009). A prominent model that has
been used in HRM (Allen et al., 2003; Edgar and Geare, 2005) is the AMO model
(Appelbaum et al., 2000), which explains that employees will perform when they have
the ability, motivation, and opportunity to do so. Developmental HRM, such as training
and job enrichment, is particularly aimed at increasing the ability and motivation to
perform by supporting the developmental needs of employees (Kuvaas, 2008; Zaleska
and De Menezes, 2007).

Drawing from social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) it can be expected that this support
will be reciprocated by employees through increased work engagement and affective
commitment to the organization (Shore and Shore, 1995). Work engagement is defined

Figure 1. Multi-level research model of how unit-level HRM relates to individual-level SOC strategies,
psychological contracts, and work engagement and affective commitment

HRM, SOC, and Psychological Contract 547

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind characterized by vigour and dedication
to the job (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004); affective commitment is defined as a volitional
psychological bond reflecting dedication to, and responsibility for, the organization
(Klein et al., 2012). Specifically, Blau (1964) argues that people engage in a social
exchange relationship when they voluntarily act in favour of another party, with the
expectation that this favour is reciprocated in the future. Based on this notion, we
likewise expect that when an organization offers development, there will be an expec-
tation that employees will return this investment through higher engagement and com-
mitment. This is in line with research demonstrating that work engagement mediates the
relations between job resources (which result from HRM offered by the organization)
and job performance (Christian et al., 2011), and thus forms a crucial link between that
which the organization offers to the employees and how the employees perform. Hence,
both engagement and commitment are important predictors of job performance (Harter
et al., 2002; Kuvaas, 2008). Again in line with previous research, developmental HRM
is therefore expected to relate to employee engagement and commitment. We propose
the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1a: Unit-level developmental HRM is positively related to individual-level
work engagement.

Hypothesis 1b: Unit-level developmental HRM is positively related to individual-level
affective commitment.

The Mediating Role of Psychological Contract for Developmental HRM

Scholars have theorized that HRM serves as communication from the organization to
employees (Guzzo and Noonan, 1994). This is in line with signalling theory (Casper and
Harris, 2008), which postulates that since employees have imperfect information about
the intentions of their organization, they use the availability of HRM practices as signals
of the organization’s intentions. It is thus argued that HRM leads to higher employee
outcomes because it communicates the intentions of the employer, and hence influences
the psychological contract employees have with their employer. In response, the
employee will reciprocate the benevolence communicated by HRM (Guest and Conway,
2002; Guzzo and Noonan, 1994). However, the exact mediating role of the psychological
contract in the relation between HRM and employee outcomes has not yet been
examined. Psychological contracts refer to the employee’s perceptions about the nature
of the relationship with the organization (Rousseau, 1995). Yet, there are two classifica-
tions of psychological contracts, namely transactional and relational contracts (Rousseau,
1995; Rousseau and Parks, 1993). Transactional contracts are characterized by a short-
term, monetary scope, with little mutual involvement in the lives and activities of each
other (Rousseau and Parks, 1993). The focus is purely materialistic, and employees only
work to collect their salaries. Relational contracts, in contrast, are based on mutual
agreement with exchanges of both monetary elements and socio-emotional elements.
The focus of the relationship is long-term, open-ended, and primarily aimed at devel-
oping the employee (Rousseau and Parks, 1993). Because of this focus, relational
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contracts are theorized to be associated with more positive outcomes, whereas transac-
tional contracts, because of the materialistic and short-term focus, are expected to be
associated with more negative outcomes, including lower engagement and commitment
(Raja et al., 2004; Rousseau, 1995).

Although no study has yet investigated the psychological contract as a mediator
between HRM and employee outcomes, some research has been conducted on HRM in
relation to social exchange relationships, which are more generic perceptions of employ-
ees about trust of the employee and investment of the employer (Shore et al., 2006; Song
et al., 2009). However, while in social exchange relationships perceptions may be formed
irrespective of the employer’s involvement, the obligations constituting the psychological
contract are grounded within promises from the employer. The foundation of psycho-
logical contracts is based upon perceived mutual agreement between employee and
organization (Rousseau, 1995). Hence, the obligatory nature of the psychological con-
tract is much stronger than the generic perceptions of social exchange. In line with this,
meta-analytic work has shown that when psychological contracts are unfulfilled or
breached, employees tend to respond strongly by reducing commitment and perform-
ance (Zhao et al., 2007).

Another critical distinction between the two is that unlike social exchange relation-
ships (Shore et al., 2006; Song et al., 2009), psychological contracts include a timeframe;
transactional contracts are aimed at short-term mutual obligations, while relational
contracts focus on the long-term relationship between employee and organization.
Because the aim of building a long-term relationship with the employee is a crucial part
of why organizations invest in HRM (Kuvaas, 2008), it seems plausible that employees
reciprocate with higher attitudes via changes in the psychological contract. Thus, even
though management support relates to stronger perceptions among employees that they
have a social exchange relationship (Shore et al., 2006; Song et al., 2009), it is important
to investigate in more detail how HRM is related to the psychological contract, and
subsequently to higher engagement and commitment.

Applying the distinction between the two types of psychological contracts to develop-
mental HRM, we expect that developmental HRM reduces the transactional contract,
because it indicates that the organization is not only interested in short-term gains, but
is also concerned with long-term growth and developmental of employees. Millward and
Hopkins (1998) suggest that reducing the transactional psychological contract is benefi-
cial for the organization as employees with these contracts are short-term focused and
not committed to the goals of their organization (Raja et al., 2004). At the same time we
expect that because developmental HRM signals that there is a high likelihood of
receiving long-term support and rewards from the organization, the relational contract is
strengthened. Stated more from a social exchange perspective, we argue that by offering
developmental HRM, organizations show that they are ready to uphold their end of the
relationship, and that this induces employees to reciprocate via increasing their relational
contract. In sum, we therefore propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2a: Transactional contract mediates the relationship between developmen-
tal HRM and employee engagement: developmental HRM negatively relates to
transactional contract and transactional contract negatively relates to engagement.
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Hypothesis 2b: Transactional contract mediates the relationship between developmen-
tal HRM and affective commitment: developmental HRM negatively relates to trans-
actional contract and transactional contract negatively relates to commitment.

Hypothesis 3a: Relational contract mediates the relationship between developmental
HRM and employee engagement: developmental HRM positively relates to relational
contract and relational contract positively relates to engagement.

Hypothesis 3b: Relational contract mediates the relationship between developmental
HRM and affective commitment: developmental HRM positively relates to relational
contract and relational contract positively relates to commitment.

Accommodative HRM and Employee Outcomes:
The Contingency Perspective

Although researchers increasingly examine the dark side of high performance HRM (e.g.
Jensen et al., in press), a more fundamental issue is the often overlooked possibility that
not all HRM has a universal influence. Some researchers have advocated that a contin-
gency approach is necessary to explain why HRM sometimes fails to achieve desired
outcomes (Purcell, 1999). This contingency perspective has been primarily studied at the
macro-, or organizational level, but Delery and Doty (1996) have argued that a contin-
gency perspective on HRM also applies to micro-, or individual-level outcomes. For
HRM to be effective, it must be consistent with other aspects of the organization or
employees (Delery and Doty, 1996). Hence, the effectiveness of HRM is dependent upon
macro factors, such as organizational strategy, but also on micro factors, such as
employee preferences. In contrast to the universalistic benefits of developmental HRM,
we expect the effects of accommodative HRM to be contingent upon the individual
needs of employees.

Accommodative HRM is defined as those HRM practices aimed at meeting workers’
needs for reduced workloads (Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009; Remery et al., 2003).
Accommodative HRM has been inspired by disengagement theory (Adams, 1999;
Cumming and Henry, 1961), which postulates that with increasing age, people gradually
withdraw from their role in society when they prepare for retirement, as well as by SOC
theory (Baltes et al., 1999), which postulates that employees who experience losses in
their capabilities will use a number of strategies to adapt to their environment, namely
selection, optimization, and compensation (Wiese et al., 2000, 2002). People select by
narrowing their range of activities to fewer but more important or rewarding goals. For
instance, employees may give up job responsibilities or involve others in their less central
tasks because the overall workload becomes too high. Optimization refers to acquisition of,
and investment in, means and abilities to achieve the goals people set in their work. For
instance, people who perceive that their competencies are becoming obsolete may search
for alternative strategies to maintain their performance. Finally, people compensate for
losses through employing alternative means to maintain a desired level of functioning.
For instance, people use pragmatic means (e.g. how they present themselves to others;
Abraham and Hansson, 1995) to make up for losses they experience. More specifically,
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people act in ways that ‘minimize the effects of developmental losses on the evaluation of
their performance in the workplace’ (Abraham and Hansson, 1995, p. 96). Previous
research has shown that people who are successful in employing their SOC strategies
obtain a more satisfactory level of performance at work (e.g. Wiese et al., 2000,
2002).

However, to successfully employ a desired SOC strategy it is necessary that the
organization supports these strategies. As suggested in several studies (Ebner et al., 2006;
Wiese et al., 2002), individuals employing different SOC strategies are likely to have
different goals and needs. In particular, these studies reveal that individuals using SOC
strategies are focused on prevention or regulation of losses and need to be accommo-
dated to successfully cope with their ability losses. For this reason we expect accommo-
dative HRM to be relevant to employees with SOC strategies, as it is contingent upon the
specific needs of individuals experiencing losses. For example, both young and old
workers alike who have a careerist-orientation (Rousseau, 1990) will not be particularly
interested in workload reductions, while employees with specific work–life balancing
issues will appreciate accommodative HRM regardless of their exact age. For employees
not pursuing SOC strategies, accommodative HRM may even be associated with lower
outcomes, because they signal disengagement from the workforce (Casper and Harris,
2008). Hence when organizations stress the possibility for employees to gradually with-
draw, employees may feel the pressure to disengage rather than to fully invest in their
work, and may thus become less engaged and committed (Bal et al., 2012). Conse-
quently, we expect that the extent to which employees engage in SOC strategies affects
the utility of accommodative HRM.

More specifically, social exchange theory proposes that employee reciprocation is
related to the utility of HRM for employees (Blau, 1964). It can thus be expected that the
availability of accommodative HRM is especially important for employees employing
SOC strategies. Subsequently, when accommodative HRM is in place, these SOC
strategists will become more highly engaged and committed (Abraham and Hansson,
1995). We expect that people aiming at regulating losses by selecting fewer activities to
carry out, optimizing their performance on these activities, or compensating for losses by
employing alternative means (Baltes, 1997), will be particularly responsive to the avail-
ability of accommodative HRM. Thus, we argue that accommodative HRM will be
related to employee outcomes only for those employing SOC strategies. We propose the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4a: Selection moderates the relationship between accommodative HRM
and work engagement, with positive relationships for employees high on selection.

Hypothesis 4b: Optimization moderates the relationship between accommodative
HRM and work engagement, with positive relationships for employees high on
optimization.

Hypothesis 4c: Compensation moderates the relationship between accommodative
HRM and work engagement, with positive relationships for employees high on
compensation.
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Hypothesis 5a: Selection moderates the relationship between accommodative HRM
and affective commitment, with positive relationships for employees high on selection.

Hypothesis 5b: Optimization moderates the relationship between accommodative
HRM and affective commitment, with positive relationships for employees high on
optimization.

Hypothesis 5c: Compensation moderates the relationship between accommodative
HRM and affective commitment, with positive relationships for employees high on
compensation.

METHODS

Participants and Procedure

A healthcare organization in the Netherlands, providing daily care for mentally disabled
people, took part in the study. This organization was chosen because in the Netherlands
the healthcare sector faces both an aging workforce and many physically demanding jobs
(Waldman et al., 2004). Therefore, healthcare organizations focus on both developing
and accommodating employees (Veld et al., 2010). The organization consisted of 17
units, which until recently existed as separate operating organizations, and through
mergers were incorporated into one organization. Therefore, (perceptions of) the
availability of HRM differed significantly among the units (developmental HRM:
F(1041, 16) = 2.95, p < 0.001; accommodative HRM: F(1041, 16) = 2.85, p < 0.001). A
total of 4500 employees were invited to take part in the study. Of these, 1058 employees
filled out a digital or paper-and-pencil questionnaire (response rate 24 per cent). Mean
unit size was 265 employees. Seventy-seven per cent of the participants were female,
participants were on average 43 years of age (SD = 10.88), 74 per cent worked part-time
(on average 25 hours a week), on average employees worked 14.68 years for the organi-
zation (or a predecessor of the organization), and 96 per cent had a permanent contract.

Measures

Availability of accommodative and developmental HR practices was measured by asking employees
to indicate whether a number of HR practices were available in the organization.
Possible answers were no (0), yes (1), or don’t know. In line with previous work (Guest,
1999; Wright et al., 2001), we chose dichotomous indicators of HRM to ascertain as
objectively as possible whether employees perceived that these practices were available.
Through this objective approach, confounding issues are less likely to affect responses
than more subjective Likert scales assessing the extent to which HR practices are
available (Wright et al., 2001). Based on Remery et al. (2003), we included four accom-
modative practices: additional leave, exemption from overtime working, long career
breaks, and partial retirement. We included five developmental practices: development
on the job, internal promotion, job enrichment, lateral job movement or job rotation,
and second career (i.e. retraining; Kuvaas, 2008; Zaleska and De Menezes, 2007).
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Individual-level scores were calculated through the total number of yes-responses. We
focused on the unit-level because HR practices are communicated to employees by the
unit managers. Prior organizational-level studies often assume no variation in HRM
within an organization (Van De Voorde et al., 2010). However, in large organizations
such as the current one, differences may exist between designed practices at the corpo-
rate level and the implemented practices across the units. Moreover, differences may
exist in relevance of HRM for specific groups of employees (Lepak and Snell, 1999).
Because managers differ in the extent to which they communicate about the availability
of HRM (Arthur and Boyles, 2007), differences exist across the units in employee
perceptions of HRM. Moreover, since the current organization resulted from the
mergers of several separate organizations, which until recently existed as independent
organizations with their own HR systems, we explicitly investigated whether there was
variation across the units.

Scores of developmental and accommodative HR practices were aggregated to the
unit level. Aggregation was appropriate since ICC1s of both developmental and accom-
modative HR practices were significant with a value of 0.03, indicating that 3 per cent
of the variance in individual scores depends on the unit (Klein et al., 2000). ICC1s are
lower than recommended (LeBreton and Senter, 2008), yet this is not problematic when
the sample is large, and when the other statistics fulfil the criteria (Klein et al., 2000; Van
De Voorde et al., 2010). Moreover, even when 1 per cent of the variance can be
attributed to unit membership, substantial higher level effects may exist (Bliese, 1998).
Moreover, studies have reported similar ICC1 values (e.g. De Jong et al., 2005; Snape
and Redman, 2010; Van De Voorde et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2011). ICC2 was 0.66 for
developmental HRM, and 0.65 for accommodative HRM. Values above 0.70 are
considered as good and values above 0.50 as tolerable (Klein et al., 2000). Because
between-unit variance scores (F-tests) were significant and ICC2s were beyond the
cut-off scores of 0.50 (LeBreton and Senter, 2008), we decided that there was enough
evidence to aggregate the data for these two scales to the unit-level by taking the mean
within each unit (Klein et al., 2000).

Psychological contract was measured with the scales from Millward and Hopkins (1998)
and Raja et al. (2004). Transactional contract was measured with nine items, using a
5-point Likert-type scale (1 = ‘strongly disagree’; 5 = ‘strongly agree’). An example item
is: ‘I only carry out what is necessary to get the job done’ (items are shown in Appen-
dix II). Relational contract was also measured with nine items, an example being: ‘I feel
this company reciprocates the effort put in by its employees’. Raja et al. (2004) have
previously demonstrated the convergent validity of this measure. We provide further
construct validity for these measures in our confirmatory factor analyses.

SOC strategies were measured with adapted scales from Abraham and Hansson (1995).
Answers were provided on a 6-point scale (1 = ‘not at all’; 6 = ‘to a very great extent’).
Selection (a = 0.72) was measured with four items, with an example being: ‘I now
delegate low priority responsibilities to others’. Optimization (a = 0.83) was measured
with four items, of which an example item is: ‘I now try to polish rusty skills and abilities
so that my job performance won’t suffer’. Finally, we measured compensation (a = 0.83)
with four items. An item is: ‘I am now more careful about how I present myself to others
at work’.
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Work engagement (a = 0.93) was measured with seven items from the Utrecht Work Engage-
ment Scale (UWES; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004), indicating vigour, pride, and absorption in
work (1 = ‘never’ to 6 = ‘every day’). An example item is: ‘When I get up in the morning, I feel
like going to work’. Affective commitment (a = 0.86) was measured with eight items from Allen
and Meyer (1990) using the same answer scale as psychological contract. An example item is:
‘This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me’.

Analyses

We conducted multiple tests for common method bias (Lindell and Whitney, 2001). First,
we conducted a multilevel confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the item structure using
Lisrel 8.72 ( Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2008). Because CFA is not possible with dichotomous
variables, we first calculated tetrachoric correlations based on the cross-tabulations
between the perceived availability of all HR practices (Glöckner-Rist and Hoijtink, 2003;
Uebersax, 2006). A measurement model was tested for the nine variables under study.
We deleted all items with standardized loadings below 0.40 before we proceeded to
constructing scale scores for the analyses, because otherwise constructs tend to be
unreliable (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Conventional criteria use 0.40 as a cut-off for deciding
whether or not to retain an indicator in the factor, and we ascertained that the factor
loadings were all significant (Tabachnik and Fidell, 2007). Appendix I shows the fit
statistics of the various models we tested, and Appendix II presents the factor loadings of
the items. The nine-factor solution obtained good fit (c2 = 7635.95, p < 0.001,
d.f. = 1172, RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.92, IFI = 0.92), and fitted significantly better than
alternative models. Subsequently, scale scores were calculated using the factor structure
resulting from the CFA. In sum, the CFAs show that the nine-factor solution provides the
best fit, and thus all variables represent empirically distinct constructs. Indicators load
significantly on the latent variables, thus showing construct validity for the measures.
Moreover, we calculated the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) scores (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981), which are shown in Appendix II. All of the AVE scores were above the
0.50 cut-off scores, indicating convergent validity of our measures.

Furthermore, we used the marker variable approach (Lindell and Whitney, 2001) to
determine the extent to which common method may be an issue in our data. Information
reported by our respondents on a theoretically unrelated construct (i.e. self-efficacy;
Chen et al., 2001) was used as a marker. Common method variance is more likely to be
present if the level of significance of significant zero-order correlations for the variables
in the study decrease when the marker variable is partialled out. Our analyses reveal that
there were no statistically significant changes in the zero-order correlations after partial-
ling out self-efficacy from the correlation matrix. These results thus indicate that self-
report issues are not a major concern. Moreover, previous research has shown that when
common method variance exists, the chance to find significant results is deflated rather
than inflated, and hence, when interactions are found, this can be perceived as strong
evidence that such an effect exists (Siemsen et al., 2010).

The study provided data at the individual-level (level 1), which are nested in the
higher unit-level (level 2). Because these observations are interdependent, multilevel
analysis is required (Hox, 2002), and MLWin 2.20 was used (Rasbash et al., 2000). The
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independent variables were grand-mean centred, and we used random intercept mod-
elling (Hox, 2002). A staged approach was used to build equations. Engagement and
commitment may be influenced by demographic variables such as gender, age, educa-
tion, type of contract (part-time vs. full-time), and tenure, and hence we controlled for
these in our analyses. First, an intercept-only model was created, after which demo-
graphic variables and independent variables were added. Mediation was tested accord-
ing to the recommendations of Mathieu and Taylor (2007). Cross-level interactions were
added to the equations in separate models. We included non-hypothesized interactions
as well (e.g. SOC strategies moderating the relations of developmental HRM), in order
to rule out alternative explanations. Significant interactions were plotted with one stand-
ard deviation below and above the mean (Aiken and West, 1991).

RESULTS

Table I presents the means and correlations among the variables. Hypotheses 1a and 1b
predicted positive relations between developmental HRM and employee outcomes.
Table II shows the multilevel regression analyses of work engagement and affective
commitment on HRM and the two psychological contract types. First, the control
variables were added to the equations. To test the hypotheses, both of the level 2
predictors were added. Developmental HRM was positively related to work engagement
(g = 0.181, p < 0.05; Model 1) and to affective commitment (g = 0.223, p < 0.01; Model
3), irrespective of the simultaneously added accommodative HRM (which was non-
significant (NS); work engagement: g = -0.181, NS; affective commitment: g = 0.124,
NS). Therefore, Hypotheses 1a and 1b were supported.

Hypotheses 2 and 3 predicted that the two psychological contract types mediate the
relationship between developmental HRM and employee outcomes. Table II shows the
results of the multilevel analyses of the psychological contract on HRM, and of employee
outcomes on HRM and psychological contract. Developmental HRM was negatively
related to transactional contract (g = -0.137, p < 0.01; Model 6) and positively related to
relational contract (g = 0.270, p < 0.001; Model 8). The relationship between develop-
mental HRM and work engagement was fully mediated, as the relationship became
non-significant after adding the psychological contract variables (g = -0.004, NS; from
g = 0.181, p < 0.05; Model 2 vs. Model 1). The relation between developmental HRM
and commitment was also fully mediated by transactional and relational contract, as the
relationship became non-significant (g = 0.081, NS; from g = 0.223, p < 0.01; Model 4 vs.
Model 3) after inclusion of transactional and relational contract. At the same time, the
relationships between transactional and relational contracts and work engagement
(g = -0.470, p < 0.001 and g = 0.415, p < 0.001; Model 2), and with affective commit-
ment, were significant (g = -0.140, p < 0.001 and g = 0.459, p < 0.001; Model 4). Sobel
tests were also significant for work engagement for both types of psychological contract
(Transactional: z = 2.82, p < 0.01; Relational: z = 3.021, p < 0.01), as well as for affective
commitment (Transactional: z = 2.39, p < 0.05; Relational: z = 3.12, p < 0.01). Hypoth-
eses 2 and 3 were thus fully supported.

Hypothesis 4 predicted interaction effects of SOC strategies in the relationship between
accommodative HRM and engagement. Table III shows the results for engagement.
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Supporting Hypothesis 4a, selection interacted significantly with accommodative HRM in
relation to work engagement (g = 0.252, p < 0.05; Model 10). Figure 2 shows the interac-
tion effect. The slope of accommodative HRM was negative for people low in selection
(1SD below the mean; g = -0.422, p < 0.01), while the relationship was non-significant for
people with high selection (1SD above the mean; g = 0.082, NS). In contrast to Hypothesis
4b, optimization did not moderate the relationship between accommodative HRM and
engagement (g = 0.119, NS; Model 12). Supporting Hypothesis 4c, compensation mod-
erated the cross-level relationship between accommodative HRM and engagement
positively (g = 0.257, p < 0.01; Model 14). Figure 3 shows that for employees with low
compensation, accommodative HRM was negatively related to work engagement
(g = -0.465, p < 0.01), while the relationship was non-significant for employees with high
compensation (g = 0.049, NS). We also tested the alternative hypothesis that SOC
moderated the relationship between developmental HRM and work engagement. Neither
selection (g = -0.018, NS), optimization (g = -0.115, NS), nor compensation (g = -0.145,
NS) moderated the relationship between developmental HR practices and engagement.
In sum, Hypotheses 4a and 4c were supported.

Hypothesis 5 predicted interactions of SOC with accommodative HRM in relation to
commitment. Table IV shows the results for commitment. In support of Hypothesis 5a,
selection interacted with accommodative HRM in relation to commitment (g = 0.186,
p < 0.05; Model 15). Figure 4 shows that the slope of accommodative HRM for people
low in selection was not significant (g = -0.057, NS), whereas the relationship was
positive for people with high selection (g = 0.315, p < 0.05). Further, Hypothesis 5b is
rejected since optimization did not moderate the relationship between accommodative
HRM and commitment (g = 0.087, NS; Model 18). Finally, supporting Hypothesis 5c,
compensation moderated the relationship between accommodative HRM and commit-
ment positively (g = 0.213, p < 0.01; Model 20). Figure 5 shows the interaction pattern.
For employees with low compensation, accommodative HRM was not significantly

Figure 2. The interaction between unit-level accommodative HRM and individual-level selection strategies
in relation to employee’s work engagement
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related to affective commitment (g = -0.123, NS), whereas the relationship was positive
for employees with high compensation (g = 0.303, p < 0.05). We also found that selection
(g = -0.045, NS), optimization (g = 0.016, NS), and compensation (g = -0.042, NS) did
not moderate the relationship between developmental HRM and commitment.

DISCUSSION

Due to the aging workforce (e.g. Shultz and Wang, 2011), organizations are nowadays
increasingly focused on retaining their (older) employees. The challenge for designing
HRM systems is not only to entice employees to stay in the company, but also to make
employees engaged in their work and committed to their organization, and thus create
productive employees (Guthrie, 2001). Within this context of a changing workforce, and
by integrating the universalistic as well as the contingency perspective on HRM (Delery
and Doty, 1996), this study investigated the effects of two different types of unit-level HR
practices on two individual-level employee outcomes. Our results showed that develop-
mental HRM universally relates to a more relational contract and thus to higher
employee engagement and commitment. Conversely, the more developmental HRM is
available, the less employees perceive their psychological contract as transactional, and
this is also associated with more engagement and commitment. Hence, our results show
that developmental HRM rebalances the psychological contract, such that employees
perceive it as less transactional and more relational. Even though it has been suggested
that psychological contracts are not necessarily contractual (Guest, 1998), they are
important to consider as they capture the basic perceptions of employees regarding the
mutual obligations between them and their organizations (Rousseau, 1995) and affect
important outcomes.

While developmental HRM ‘rebalances’ the psychological contract into a more
benevolent one and thereby relates to higher engagement and commitment, the

Figure 3. The interaction between unit-level accommodative HRM and individual-level compensation
strategies in relation to employee’s work engagement

P. M. Bal et al.560

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



T
ab

le
IV

.
M

ul
til

ev
el

an
al

ys
es

of
af

fe
ct

iv
e

co
m

m
itm

en
t

on
H

R
pr

ac
tic

es
,S

O
C

an
d

in
te

ra
ct

io
ns

(N
=

10
58

,k
=

17
)

In
de

pe
nd

en
t

va
ri

ab
le

s
A

ff
ec

tiv
e

co
m

m
itm

en
t

M
od

el
1

5
M

od
el

1
6

M
od

el
1

7
M

od
el

1
8

M
od

el
1

9
M

od
el

2
0

In
te

rc
ep

t
1.

89
7

(0
.2

96
)

1.
92

4
(0

.2
96

)
1.

90
6

(0
.2

96
)

1.
93

0
(0

.2
97

)
1.

98
8

(0
.2

99
)

2.
09

0
(0

.3
20

)
G

en
de

r
-0

.0
42

(0
.0

54
)

-0
.0

57
(0

.0
54

)
-0

.0
41

(0
.0

53
)

-0
.0

38
(0

.0
53

)
-0

.0
46

(0
.0

53
)

-0
.0

44
(0

.0
53

)
A

ge
0.

00
6*

*
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
6*

*
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
7*

**
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
7*

**
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
8*

**
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
7*

**
(0

.0
02

)
E

du
ca

tio
n

-0
.0

44
**

(0
.0

16
)

-0
.0

46
**

(0
.0

16
)

-0
.0

53
**

*
(0

.0
16

)
-0

.0
54

**
*

(0
.0

16
)

-0
.0

56
**

*
(0

.0
16

)
-0

.0
58

**
*

(0
.0

16
)

C
on

tr
ac

t
0.

01
7

(0
.0

52
)

0.
01

6
(0

.0
51

)
0.

01
8

(0
.0

51
)

0.
01

6
(0

.0
54

)
0.

01
1

(0
.0

51
)

0.
00

8
(0

.0
51

)
O

rg
an

iz
at

io
na

lt
en

ur
e

0.
00

2
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
2

(0
.0

02
)

0.
00

2
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
2

(0
.0

02
)

0.
00

2
(0

.0
02

)
0.

00
2

(0
.0

02
)

A
cc

om
m

od
at

iv
e

H
R

0.
12

7
(0

.1
12

)
0.

12
9

(0
.1

12
)

0.
12

8
(0

.1
13

)
0.

12
7

(0
.1

13
)

0.
11

2
(0

.1
15

)
0.

09
0

(0
.1

15
)

D
ev

el
op

m
en

ta
lH

R
0.

22
1*

(0
.0

90
)

0.
21

9*
(0

.0
89

)
0.

21
1*

(0
.0

91
)

0.
20

5*
(0

.0
91

)
0.

20
3*

(0
.0

92
)

0.
19

2*
(0

.0
92

)
Se

le
ct

io
n

0.
02

5
(0

.0
21

)
-0

.2
59

(0
.2

14
)

–
–

–
–

O
pt

im
iz

at
io

n
–

–
0.

10
6*

**
(0

.0
19

)
-0

.1
15

(0
.2

00
)

–
–

C
om

pe
ns

at
io

n
–

–
–

–
0.

11
2*

**
(0

.0
19

)
-0

.2
21

(0
.2

00
)

Se
le

ct
io

n
*

A
cc

om
m

od
at

iv
e

H
R

M
0.

18
6*

(0
.0

81
)

–
–

Se
le

ct
io

n
*

D
ev

el
op

m
en

ta
lH

R
M

-0
.0

45
(0

.0
62

)
–

–
O

pt
im

iz
at

io
n

*
A

cc
om

m
od

at
iv

e
H

R
M

–
0.

08
7

(0
.0

82
)

–
O

pt
im

iz
at

io
n

*
D

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

lH
R

M
–

0.
01

6
(0

.0
61

)
–

C
om

pe
ns

at
io

n
*

A
cc

om
m

od
at

iv
e

H
R

M
–

–
0.

21
3*

*
(0

.0
80

)
C

om
pe

ns
at

io
n

*
D

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

lH
R

M
–

–
-0

.0
42

(0
.0

61
)

-2
¥

lo
g

20
51

.6
54

20
46

.3
46

20
21

.4
96

20
20

.0
60

20
18

.9
06

20
11

.8
24

D
-2

¥
lo

g
1.

39
1a

5.
30

8†
31

.5
49

**
*a

1.
43

6
34

.1
39

**
*a

7.
08

2*
d.

f.
1

2
1

2
1

2
L

ev
el

1
in

te
rc

ep
t

va
ri

an
ce

0.
40

3
(0

.0
18

)
0.

40
1

(0
.0

18
)

0.
39

1
(0

.0
17

)
0.

39
0

(0
.0

17
)

0.
39

0
(0

.0
17

)
0.

38
7

(0
.0

17
)

L
ev

el
2

in
te

rc
ep

t
va

ri
an

ce
0.

00
7

(0
.0

05
)

0.
00

7
(0

.0
05

)
0.

00
8

(0
.0

05
)

0.
00

8
(0

.0
05

)
0.

00
8

(0
.0

05
)

0.
00

8
(0

.0
05

)

N
ot

es
:

a
C

om
pa

ri
so

n
w

ith
M

od
el

3.
†

p
<

0.
10

,*
p

<
0.

05
,*

*
p

<
0.

01
,*

**
p

<
0.

00
1.

HRM, SOC, and Psychological Contract 561

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



relationship between contingent accommodative HRM and employee outcomes is (as
expected) less straightforward. More specifically, drawing from the SOC model (Baltes
et al., 1999) we argued, and subsequently found, that commitment is enhanced when
high selection and compensation employees have the opportunity to use accommodative
HRM. We also found that engagement is decreased when employees with low selection
and compensation strategies have the opportunity to use accommodative HRM. The
latter result can be explained by taking into account that low selection and compensation
employees are those employees who are healthy and more easily stay active in their work.
When organizations stimulate the use of accommodative practices, they may send out

Figure 4. The interaction between unit-level accommodative HRM and individual-level selection strategies
in relation to employee’s affective commitment

Figure 5. The interaction between unit-level accommodative HRM and individual-level compensation
strategies in relation to employee’s affective commitment

P. M. Bal et al.562

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



the signal that employees should disengage rather than stay active at work (Adams, 1999;
Bal et al., 2012). Hence, our findings suggest that when employees do not need these
practices, availability may become a pressure to disengage, instead of staying active, and
consequently employee engagement decreases.

We found no moderating effects of the optimization strategy on the relationship
between accommodative HRM and employee outcomes. Since optimization is more
focused on maximizing available resources, a possible explanation is that those employ-
ees focusing on optimizing their skills will already profit from the availability of devel-
opmental practices and hence accommodative practices do not additionally contribute to
higher employee outcomes (Armstrong-Stassen and Ursel, 2009). Another explanation is
that accommodative HRM is not useful for employees pursuing an optimization strategy,
because they might seek other ways to optimize their resources. Therefore, one option
would be to expand the measure of optimization such that it also captures other forms,
such as optimization outside of the workplace (Wiese et al., 2000, 2002). Moreover, it
could be that optimizers search for other HR practices that fulfil their needs, such as
career counselling or mentoring. As such, the accommodative HRM scale could also be
further developed.

Contributions

Our study contributes to knowledge in the following ways. We have integrated the
debates on universalistic versus contingent HRM (Delery and Doty, 1996; Purcell, 1999)
with the macro–micro influence of HRM on employee outcomes. We extend previous
research that found that universalistic developmental HRM relates to higher individual-
level outcomes (e.g. Kehoe and Wright, 2013; Kuvaas, 2008) by studying the mediating
process of the psychological contract. One of our key contributions is that we demon-
strated that it is through the reshaping of the psychological contract that employees
become more committed and engaged in response to the availability of developmental
HRM. Developmental HRM relates to employees having a more relational and less
transactional contract, and this is associated with higher engagement and commitment.
Hence, we provide more insight into that which has been often referred to as the ‘black
box’ in HRM research (Paauwe, 2009), namely how the perceptions of employees
regarding HRM determine their investments in their relationship with the organization
and ultimately also affect their attitudes towards work and the organization. We showed
that this can be understood through the psychological contract (Paauwe, 2009), and so
emphasized and explained in more detail the role of the employee in the equation
between HRM and employee outcomes.

Second, our study is the first to show that, consistent with SOC theory (Baltes et al.,
1999), accommodative HRM decreases engagement for low selection and compensation
employees while it enhances commitment only for people endorsing selection and com-
pensation strategies. These findings suggest that accommodative HRM may send out
adverse signals to employees who do not need it, and that may cause them to feel
pressure to disengage rather than to remain active members of the organization (Bal
et al., 2012). Our study contributes to contemporary knowledge by showing that it is
accommodative HRM which may help employees to stay committed while they face
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losses in their capabilities and focus on the SOC strategies of selection and compensation
to cope with these losses. In additional, our results underline the need to not focus on
broad proxies such as age, as the more specific strategies associated with losses due to age
are more informative and can be used to build more specific interventions (Kooij et al.,
2010).

It is also important to put our results and contributions in the organizational context
of the study. First, in the current organization, perceptions of availability of HRM varied
between 26 and 35 per cent, while we discovered from interviews with managers, which
were conducted after the surveys, that a smaller percentage of employees actually used
these HR practices. In line with signalling theory (Casper and Harris, 2008), which
postulates that when employees are aware of the existence of an HRM practice they
interpret this as a positive signal from the organization, availability was found to enhance
employee outcomes. Yet, organizations might also focus on enhancing the actual use of
HR practices to ensure that employees also actually develop themselves. Moreover, the
context of healthcare organization meant that many female employees were employed
and that most employees worked part-time. Working part-time is more common in
healthcare (Veld et al., 2010) and can be regarded as an HR practice that accommodates
those employees who are no longer able to conduct their work full-time. Finally, older
workers are generally entitled to certain accommodative practices, such as additional
leave. It is important to realize that this may create a situation of inequity and it is
therefore important for managers to ensure fair treatment of employees. This could, for
instance, be done through individual negotiations with employees about fair distribution
of resources across the units (Rousseau, 2005).

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research

One of the limitations of this study was the cross-sectional nature; the variables were
measured at a single point in time and therefore causal inferences cannot be made. For
instance, it could be argued that more highly engaged and committed employees perceive
higher availability of HRM in the organization. Such a seemingly ‘counter-intuitive’
causal relationship could be created because employers may actually offer engaged and
committed employees more HRM. Alternatively, these employees may have a more
positive view of their work and will, therefore, perceive HRM more positively. Although our
measure of HRM experienced by employees used a ‘yes/no’ scale in order to reflect more
objectively the availability of HR practices, compared to more subjective Likert-scales
which assess the extent to which HRM is available (Wright et al., 2001), it is important that
longitudinal research is conducted to disentangle reversed causal processes. Moreover,
investigation of the actual use of HR practices beyond perceptions by employees would
further enhance the understanding of the effects of HRM at the workplace.

Second, we relied upon employees’ perceptions of the availability of HRM. Even
though many studies have based their assessment of HRM on employees (Kehoe and
Wright, 2013; Kuvaas, 2008), it is important to compare the views from the employer
with those of the employees (Guest and Conway, 2002). This would also provide more
insight into the communication process of how HRM is offered and implemented
throughout the organization (Guest, 2011).
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Furthermore, caution should be taken when generalizing our results to a broader
population, as participants in our study were from the healthcare sector. In this sector
both psychological and physical labour form important aspects of the job. Therefore,
employees in the healthcare sector may use more selection and compensation-strategies
in their work, because of the impact of declining physical capabilities (e.g. not being able
to wash patients or to carry patients out of bed). As such, it is necessary to investigate how
HRM and SOC strategies may help employees to stay committed and productive across
a wider range of sectors. While commitment-focused HR systems tend to be currently
used primarily within organizations with relatively higher proportions of knowledge
workers (Lepak and Snell, 1999), the need for all organizations to increase employee
engagement and commitment will grow now that the population is aging and the
workforce is shrinking (Shultz and Wang, 2011).

Future studies should also pay attention to the possibility that HRM is differentially
applied to employees by organizations. For instance, it has been suggested that when HR
practices are primarily targeted at core employees rather than temporary workers,
developmental and accommodative HRM may be less beneficial for these contingent
workers (Lepak and Snell, 1999). However, our study indicates that, regardless of type of
contract, providing employees with opportunities for development will enhance their
engagement and commitment, while SOC strategies (and not type of contract) moderate
the relation between accommodative HRM and employee outcomes. Explicitly investi-
gating this ‘targeting’ of HRM to specific employees might thus be a worthwhile endeav-
our for future research.

Another critique might be that our study was conducted in a single organization,
consisting of multiple units. However, we found sufficient similarity within, and variation
across, the units in the perceptions of HRM to conclude that our choice of research
setting was appropriate. Yet, it is likely that perceptions of HRM will vary to an even
greater extent among units of different organizations, especially if these organizations
operate in different sectors. The downside is that research of such heterogeneous samples
has its own particular weaknesses, such as potentially introducing confounding biases.
We therefore deemed it appropriate to start with this line of research by first focusing on
multiple units of a single organization to avoid such potential confounding effects.
However, now that the basic relationships have been indicated, it is important to
examine multiple organizations to further integrate lifespan psychological theories, HR
research, and employee outcomes.

Finally, we have focused on HRM that aims at enhancing employee outcomes, such
as engagement and commitment. However, in the current crisis, many organizations are
dealing with decline, and focus on downsizing, layoffs, and wage-cutting. Future research
might therefore also investigate ‘negative’ HRM to show how organizations that employ
these types of employee adverse practices can maintain employee engagement and
commitment.

Implications for Practice

The current study has a number of practical implications. Our findings show that it is
imperative that organizations distinguish between various types of HRM (Delery and
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Doty, 1996; Purcell, 1999), as both universalistic and contingent HRM relate to
employee outcomes, but via different mechanisms. However, we also advise organiza-
tions to be cautious of promoting accommodative practices too forcefully, since these
may also decrease employee engagement. Enhancing engagement and commitment is
important for organizations as previous research has shown that they are beneficial for
performance and retention of employees (Harrison et al., 2006) and our primary advice
is therefore to provide developmental HRM to all employees. Our results show that these
investments in developing employees pay off in terms of higher engagement and com-
mitment because they are related to a stronger relational, and less transactional, rela-
tionship between employee and employer. However, organizations should also be aware
that not all HRM leads to higher employee engagement and commitment, and hence,
the cost-effectiveness of HRM is not universal (Kaufman and Miller, 2011). Therefore,
cost-effectiveness is another aspect which organizations will have to take into account
when implementing HRM.

Accommodative practices, for instance, should only be targeted at specific employees
within the organization, as we found that these practices are only beneficial for employ-
ees struggling with the demands they face in their work lives. Employees experiencing
losses, such as declining health, will be focused on finding a balance between the
resources that are available to them and the demands they face at their work. Therefore,
they employ strategies that limit the number of goals in their work, and that allow them
to use alternative means to reach their work goals. Accommodative HRM, including
reduced workload and exemption from irregular working hours, will help these employ-
ees to find this balance. However, since these accommodative practices may also be
costly and have adverse effects on engagement (Remery et al., 2003), organizations
should take up an individual approach when they offer these practices to employees. In
line with previous research on idiosyncratic deals (Bal et al., 2012; Rousseau, 2005), we
therefore argue that organizations, and more specifically managers, should negotiate
individual agreements with employees that fit with the employee’s SOC strategies. Our
results indicate that, in line with well-established social exchange principles, managers
who offer such individualized agreements to specific employees can expect to get in
return higher employee engagement and commitment, and thus also higher loyalty,
performance, and retention.

An important precondition for success of these agreements is most likely co-worker
acceptance of the agreement (Lai et al., 2009). For instance, a manager in healthcare can
negotiate with an employee who has parental care responsibilities that he/she works
fewer hours during the working week, but is available to work more in the weekends, so
that employees with dependent children do not have to work as often in the weekends.
In this case, both employees have a specific I-deal, but all parties would be satisfied with
these individualized agreements.

CONCLUSION

The current study has shown that, in line with a universalistic approach to HRM,
developmental HRM universally relates to employee outcomes by creating a less
transactional and a more relational psychological contract. However, in line with a
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contingency approach to HRM, this study also showed that accommodative HRM does
not have a universal effect, as it only relates to engagement and commitment when it is
in line with employee needs. More specifically, employees focused on selection of goals
or compensation of losses benefit from the availability of accommodative HRM, whilst
those who do not have such strategies might actually become more disengaged. Hence,
our research shows that in light of the changing workforce it is important to distinguish
clearly between universalistic and contingent HRM in order to effectively increase
employee engagement and commitment.
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NOTE

[1] This universalistic-contingency distinction is similar to the distinction between best practices and best-fit
practices (Boxall and Purcell, 2011; Purcell, 1999). Both universalistic and best-practices perspectives
assume that some HR practices benefit organizations and employees in every situation, and that all
organizations should adopt these practices. Moreover, both contingency and best-fit practices assume
that some HR practices are only beneficial in certain circumstances and only benefit those in need for
these practices.

APPENDIX I: RESULTS OF SCALE ANALYSES USING MULTILEVEL
FACTOR ANALYSES

Model CFA c2 df RMSEA CFI IFI Ddf D c2

Baseline 9 factors 7,635.95*** 1,172 0.070 0.92 0.92 – Baseline model
Alt. 1 8 factor HR 8,130.35*** 1,180 0.073 0.91 0.91 8 494.40***
Alt. 2 8 factor PC 8,696.65*** 1,180 0.076 0.91 0.91 8 1,060.70***
Alt. 3 8 factor EO 10,202.45*** 1,180 0.083 0.89 0.89 8 2,566.50***
Alt. 4 8 factor RPC-AC 10,107.93*** 1,180 0.082 0.90 0.90 8 2,471.98***
Alt. 5 8 factor OC 8,193.53*** 1,180 0.073 0.91 0.91 8 557.58***
Alt. 6 7 factor SOC 8,988.11*** 1,187 0.077 0.91 0.91 15 1,352.16***
Alt. 7 1 factor 29,750.33*** 1,208 0.150 0.77 0.77 36 22,114.38***

Notes: Baseline model refer to a model with accommodative HRM, developmental HRM, transactional contract, rela-
tional contract, selection, optimization, compensation, work engagement and commitment; Alt.1 refers to HRM com-
bined in one factor; Alt. 2 refers to one psychological contract factor; Alt. 3 refers to work engagement and affective
commitment combined in one factor; Alt. 4 refers to relational PC and affective commitment in one factor; Alt. 5 refers
to optimization and compensation as one factor; Alt. 6 refers to selection, optimization, and compensation combined in
one factor; Alt. 7 refers to all items together. CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error
of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; IFI = Incremental Fit Index.
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APPENDIX II: STANDARDIZED FACTOR LOADINGS OF THE ITEMS
UNDER STUDY (CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS)

Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Accommodative HRM practices
1 Additional leave 0.47
2 Exemption from overtime work 0.72
3 Long career breaks 0.63
4 Partial retirement 0.66

Developmental HRM practices
1 Development on the job 0.65
2 Internal promotion 0.67
3 Job enrichment 0.60
4 Lateral job movement or job rotation 0.76
5 Second career (i.e. retraining) 0.66

Transactional contract (a = 0.71)
1 I work only the hours set out in my contract and no

more
0.66

2 My commitment to this organization is defined by
my contract

0.51

3 I prefer to work a strictly defined set of working
hours

0.59

4 I only carry out what is necessary to get the job
done

0.67

5 I work to achieve the purely short-term goals of my
job

0.56

6 It is important to be flexible and to work irregular
hours if necessary (R)

0.40

7 My loyalty to the organization is contract specific –
8 I do not identify with the organization’s goals –
9 My job means more to me than just a means of paying the

bills (R)
–

Relational contract (a = 0.82)
1 I expect to grow in this organization 0.69
2 I have a reasonable chance of promotion if I work

hard
0.74

3 To me working for this organization is like being a
member of a family

0.47

4 The organization develops/rewards employees who
work hard and exert themselves

0.80

5 I expect to gain promotion in this company with
length of service and effort to achieve goals

0.77

6 I feel this company reciprocates the effort put in by
its employees

0.69

7 I am motivated to contribute 100% to this company
in return for future employment benefits

0.53

8 I feel part of a team in this organization –
9 My career path in the organization is clearly mapped out –

Selection (a = 0.72)
1 I am now more likely to involve others in my less

central tasks
0.70

2 I now delegate low priority responsibilities to others 0.81
3 I now try to reduce my overall workload 0.50
4 I now try not to waste time on less important job

responsibilities
0.47

P. M. Bal et al.568

© 2013 John Wiley & Sons Ltd and Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



APPENDIX II: Continued

Factor

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Optimization (a = 0.83)
1 I now try to polish rusty skills and abilities so that

my job performance won’t suffer
0.54

2 I now focus substantial efforts on maintaining and
maximizing job skills and abilities

0.85

3 I now make special efforts to maintain skills and
abilities that are related to my job

0.84

4 I now take any opportunity to retain or polish rusty
skills

0.85

Compensation (a = 0.83)
1 I now try to let others know about my special

knowledge and skills
0.70

2 I am now more careful about how I present myself
to others at work

0.75

3 I now try to make my accomplishments visible to
my boss

0.77

4 I now take advantage of opportunities to
demonstrate my special skills and abilities to
coworkers

0.74

Work engagement (a = 0.93)
1 At my work, I feel bursting with energy 0.78
2 At my job, I feel strong and vigorous 0.76
3 I am enthusiastic about my job 0.93
4 My job inspires me 0.90
5 When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to

work
0.82

6 I am proud on the work that I do 0.79
7 I receive energy from my work 0.87

Affective commitment (a = 0.86)
1 I enjoy discussing my organization with people

outside it
0.65

2 This organization has a great deal of personal
meaning for me

0.92

3 I feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization 0.83
4 I would be very happy to spend the rest of my

career with this organization
0.63

5 I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization 0.66
6 I feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organization 0.71
7 I really feel as if this organization’s problems are

my own
0.48

8 I think that I could easily become as attached to another
organization as I am to this one (R)

–

AVE scores 0.80 0.80 0.74 0.85 0.72 0.91 0.83 0.76 0.87

Note: Items in italics were deleted from further analyses because of standardized coefficients below 0.40.
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