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Abstract: The paper first elaborates the concepts of high-performance work systems and employee 

well-being. Then through the analysis of the existing literature, the relationship between 

high-performance work systems and employee well-being is summarized, including a win-win 

perspective, a critical perspective, and a contextual perspective. Based on a review of existing 

research, the paper points out the direction of future research 

1 Introduction 

For enterprises, improving the well-being of employees is also one of the important measures that 

enterprises must take in the process of social and economic transformation. Existing research shows 

that the well-being of employees in enterprises can not only effectively reduce the turnover tendency 

of employees, but also increase the performance of employees [1-3]. 

As an indispensable part of companys management activities, human resource management practices 

are generally considered to be important factors affecting employee attitudes and behaviors. In 

particular, high-performance work systems hailed as "best human resource management practices" 

are considered by researchers to have a significant impact on employee well-being[4]. However, at 

present, the academic community has different views on the relationship between high-performance 

work systems and well-being, and lacks a detailed discussion of the relationship between the two 

constructs. In view of this, we analyze the relationship between the high-performance work systems 

and employee well-being on the basis of explaining the two constructs, and hope to provide guidance 

for future research. 

2 Conceptual focus and definitions 
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2.1 High-performance work systems 

The rise of human resources management in the 1990s has always been considered to be inextricably 

linked to companys performance. Early human resource management research focused on the 

relationship between a single type of human resource management practice and companys 

performance. With the deepening of the research, subsequent research gradually began to focus on 

the combination between different human resource management practices and the enterprise 

Relationship[5-7]. 

In exploring the relationship between different combinations of human resource management 

practices and companys performance, researchers have found that some combinations of human 

resource management practices can have a positive impact on companys performance in different 

types of enterprises and turn them into "best human resources" Management Practice. " For example, 

through the analysis of human resource management practices in iron and steel enterprises, Arthur 

found that companies adopting human resource management practices for the purpose of improving 

employee commitment have a higher level than those adopting strictly controlled human resource 

management practices[8]. Productivity, lower strike rates and turnover. Huselid found that strict 

recruitment, subsidy policies, performance management, employee participation and training and 

other practical activities have a significant positive impact on employee turnover, efficiency and 

companys performance [9]. At the same time, studies have shown that effective human resource 

management practices can significantly increase a company's production efficiency, cash flow, and 

market value [10]. 

From this we can see that the high-performance work system refers to a series of human resource 

management practices that can have a significant positive impact on companys performance. 

Enterprises that use high-performance work systems invest a lot of resources in their employees, so 

employees in the enterprise have sufficient ability and freedom to complete their work, thereby 

improving enterprises performance [11]. Although different researchers have some differences in 

defining high-performance work systems, in general, strict recruitment, job autonomy, 

comprehensive training, information disclosure, and performance compensation have been the main 

contents of high-performance work systems [12, 13]. These series of practices have interactive effects 

when they have an impact on companys performance. Therefore, when conducting research on 

high-performance work systems, they cannot be split into separate management practices to replace 

high-performance work systems[14]. 

Although researchers try to classify and simplify this series of management practices to find the 

characteristics of a universal high-performance work system. For example, Evans and Davis divides 
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the practices contained in existing high-performance work systems into seven modules, including 

recruitment, self-management, teamwork, authorization, autonomous decision-making, training, 

flexible work, task allocation, communication, and Subsidies, etc [15]. Posthuma and Campion et al. 

categorized 193 studies on high-performance work systems from 1992 to 2011 and classified 63 

practical activities into 9 modules [16]. But overall, high-performance work systems place more 

emphasis on increasing employee performance by strengthening employee participation, 

commitment, and empowerment than traditional human resource management that emphasizes 

employee control [17]. 

2.2 Employee well-being 

In a broad sense, employee well-being refers to the employee's overall evaluation of work and life 

[18]. But in the current research on employee well-being, researchers tend to define employee 

well-being as all employees' experiences and experiences in the workplace [19]. Earlier research 

mainly defined employees' well-being from the perspective of psychology. Generally, they used 

"subjective well-being" or "psychological well-being" to refer to employee well-being, mainly 

including "well-being theory" and "realization theory". Kind of point of view. Well-being theory 

believes that employee well-being refers to employees' satisfaction with their work and positive 

emotions of employees; realization theory holds that employee well-being comes from perceived 

work meaning and self-actualization [20]. Later, some scholars gradually extended the dimension of 

well-being beyond psychological well-being [21] pointed out that employee's well-being induction 

should be a broader concept, not only including employees' emotional or psychological experience, 

The physical health of employees should also be taken into account. Keyes believes that as part of an 

enterprise, the quality of the relationship between employees and the company or colleagues is also 

an important part of evaluating employee well-being [22]. At present, a more comprehensive 

definition is proposed by Grant and Christianson et al., which defines well-being as the quality of all 

employees' experience and functioning in the organization, and proposes three dimensions of 

employee well-being Psychological well-being and social well-being [19]. 

Psychological well-being represents the positive psychological feelings of employees in the 

organization and is usually measured using job satisfaction and emotional commitment. Job 

satisfaction concerns the psychological feelings and status of employees when they are at work, and 

refers to a positive emotional state that employees generate as a result of their higher evaluation of 

their work or good experiences at work [23]. Emotional commitment refers to the positive emotional 

connection between employees and the organization, and pay more attention to the overall 

psychological feelings of employees in the organization. The most commonly used questions of the 



SSH, 2020. 
http://paper.ieti.net/ssh/index.html      
DOI:10.6896/IETITSSH.202003_6.0003 
 

32 
 

Emotional Commitment Scale at the moment include "I'm happy to spend the rest of my career in this 

company", "I feel I'm not part of the extended family (reverse)", etc., which can reflect Positive 

psychological feelings of employees in the organization [24]. Physiological well-being refers to the 

experience or state related to employees' health. It is usually measured by variables such as job 

burnout, work stress, job burnout, and emotional exhaustion in organizational behavior studies. 

Social well-being refers to the quality of employees' various social relationships in the enterprise, 

such as relationships with colleagues or superiors, or the relationship atmosphere perceived by 

employees. It is usually measured using variables such as trust, organizational support, and 

leadership-member exchange.  

3 The relations between HPWS and employee-being 

3.1 The Mutual Gains Perspective  

The mutual gains perspective holds that there is a positive relationship between high-performance 

work systems and employee well-being. For example, Bakker pointed out that high-performance 

work systems can not only improve organizational performance, but also have a positive impact on 

employee well-being [25], both employees and employers can benefit from effective 

high-performance work systems. Peccei believes that the high-performance work system 

implemented in an enterprise can help the enterprise to establish a satisfactory working environment 

and improve the quality of work and life of employees [26]. When employees feel that their 

environment is provided by the company, employees Will generate positive attitudes and feelings, 

while exhibiting higher organizational citizenship behavior, and work hard to reward the company. 

Guest pointed out that when the high-performance work system in a company is relatively complete, 

employees will think that the company provides effective organizational support for it, so it will 

generate more trust in the company and the high-performance work system will be understood as a 

signal that the company respects and cares about employees, and on the principle of reciprocity, 

employees will reward the company with a more positive work attitude and higher performance [27]. 

Kooij and Jansen et al. believe that high-performance work systems provide employees with more 

training and give employees more freedom and authorization to work [28]. These activities will send 

a specific signal to employees, that is, "organization recognition and respect for employees ", this 

signal can enhance employees' sense of responsibility and positive experience, thereby increasing the 

performance of the company. Other scholars are based on the AMO model that high-performance 

work systems provide employees with the ability to use their abilities and raise their motivation to 

work, and increase the opportunities for employees to participate in company affairs management, 
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thereby making employees' satisfaction and Increased well-being, and this increase in satisfaction and 

well-being can further improve employee performance [29]. 

3.2 The Critical Perspective  

The critical perspective believes that high-performance work systems have a negative impact on 

employee well-being. Companies can only choose between employee well-being and companys 

performance. That is, an increase in companys performance will inevitably lead to a decline in 

employee well-being. Improvement is at the expense of employees; employees are deceived by 

various human resource management policies of the enterprise, such as so-called participation and 

authorization, which is essentially a strategic authorization, and its role is to burden employees More 

responsibilities and higher demands on employees, but employees will be deceived by the practice of 

such high-performance work systems and mistakenly believe that they have the respect and attention 

of the company [30]. For example, Appelbaum and Bailey et al. pointed out that although 

high-performance work systems improve employees' positive experiences such as emotional 

commitment, from the end result, the increase in the positive experience of such employees benefits 

enterprises more than employees [31]. This kind of view is mainly based on Labor processing theory. 

According to labor process theory, the so-called high-performance work system claims to have a 

positive impact on both the company and employees, but from the perspective of the entire realization 

process, the high-performance work system still has a negative impact on employees, because the 

high-performance work system is essentially "Wolf in sheepskin" covers up the exploitation of 

employees by increasing their participation and authorization. The high-performance work system 

always serves the company, and its ultimate purpose is still to improve the performance of the 

company. In this process, it must be Employees have put forward higher work requirements, and 

increased supervision of employees through these authorization and advice channels, which has 

caused employees to have higher work pressure and harmed employees' well-being [32].  

3.3 The Contextual Perspective 

The contextual perspective holds that the impact of high-performance work systems on employee 

well-being is mainly determined by the context in which high-performance work systems are 

implemented. There may be different relationships between high-performance work systems and 

employee well-being in different situations. For example, Boxall and Macky pointed out that 

employee well-being and organizational performance are two different goals of an organization. As 

the environment in which a high-performance work system is implemented changes, 

high-performance work systems may have different effects [33]. Therefore, a high-performance work 

system that can increase company performance does not necessarily have a positive or negative 
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impact on employee well-being. Peccei believes that there may be three reasons for the uncertainty 

between the relationship between high-performance work systems and employee well-being [26]. 

First, although high-performance work systems are considered the best human resource management 

practice, but few companies adopt more advanced human resource management systems. Even if 

some companies adopt similar human resource management systems, these management practices 

have not been implemented well due to the quality of management personnel and short-term goals of 

the organization. Second, the impact of high-performance work systems on employee well-being may 

have multiple effects, rather than purely positive or negative effects. Therefore, when exploring the 

relationship between high-performance work systems and well-being, it may be due to such multiple 

effects. Different results appear. Third, the relationship between high-performance work systems and 

employee well-being may be affected by other factors, that is, there are other factors that can regulate 

the impact between high-performance work systems and employee well-being, such as the age of 

employees , Personality, family, etc., or leadership, membership, unions, etc. in the work place . 

4 Comments and Future Research 

Existing research has begun to focus on the double-edged sword effect of high-performance work 

systems on employee well-being, but its internal mechanism has not been further explored. In 

previous studies, most researchers are optimistic about high-performance work systems, believing 

that high-performance work systems can not only improve the efficiency of enterprises, but also 

improve the well-being of employees. However, with the deepening of research, the potential 

negative mechanisms of high-performance work systems have also been gradually proposed. From 

the perspective of labor process theory, some scholars believe that high-performance work systems 

essentially increase the work intensity of employees and therefore reduce their well-being. In recent 

years, some researchers have combined "optimism" and "pessimism" and combined the JD-R model 

to point out the double-edged sword effect of high-performance work systems on employee 

well-being, but these researches has not thoroughly explored the internal mechanism of the impact of 

high-performance work systems on employee well-being. Therefore, future research can consider 

starting from the JD-R model to find the internal mechanism of high-performance work systems 

affecting employee well-being. 

The remaining environmental factors in the enterprise have played a decisive role in how 

high-performance work systems ultimately affect employee well-being, but they have not specifically 

explored how the remaining environmental factors and high-performance work systems together 

affect employee well-being. Because high-performance work systems may have a double-edged 

sword effect on employee well-being, the impact of high-performance work systems on employee 



SSH, 2020. 
http://paper.ieti.net/ssh/index.html      
DOI:10.6896/IETITSSH.202003_6.0003 
 

35 
 

well-being cannot be determined. According to Pecceis point of view, environmental factors such as 

leadership and unions within organizations have a impact on whether the high-performance can 

effectively improve employee well-being [26], but such views still lack the verification of 

corresponding empirical research. Future research can consider incorporating factors such as 

leadership and unions into a model of the impact of high-performance work systems on employee 

well-being to verify the correctness of the situational perspective. This can guide companies in 

shaping a good working environment. 
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