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HR Practices, Social Climate, and Knowledge
Flows: Towards Social Resour ces M anagement

ANGELOSALEXOPOULOS
KATHY MONKS

ABSTRACT

Despite theoretical support suggesting a strong linkage between HR systems and
knowledge management outcomes, only limited empirical evidence exists on the
relative contribution of HR practices, particularly as experienced by individual
employees, to facilitating intrafirm knowledge flows. Further, even fewer studies have
investigated key intermediate mechanisms by which HR practices affect knowledge
sharing attitudes and behaviour. Drawing on a survey of 135 core knowledge
employees from three Irish-based firms, we found that reciprocal task
interdependence, feedback from others, selective staffing and socialisation,
relationship-oriented training and development, and line management support for
knowledge sharing were the main factors associated positively with employee
perceptions of a social climate that encourages cooperation and teamwork
orientation. The implications of our findings are discussed.

Key Words: Human resource management, knowledge work, social climate,
cooperation, knowledge sharing.

THE LEARNING, INNOVATION AND KNOWLEDGE (LINK) RESEARCH CENTRE WORKING PAPER SERIES
WP 01-08
http://www.link.dcu.ie/publications/workingpaperseries/
© 2008, LInK, Angelos Alexopoulos and Kathy Monks
Contact: angelos.alexopoulos@dcu.ie



INTRODUCTION

In parallel with the widespread recognition thae ttiansfer of people-embodied
knowledge is a core basis for competitive advantagglable in firms (Argote &
Ingram, 2000), attention has recently focused an rile of the HR function in
advancing the knowledge and knowing capabilityh@ firm and, consequently, its
value proposition (e.g., (e.g., Storey & QuintaB)2, Jackson, Hitt & DeNisi, 2003;
Kang, Morris, & Snell, 2007; Svetlik & Stavrou-Ceat 2007). While human
resource management (HRM) scholars are increasawgye of the importance of fit
between knowledge management (KM) initiatives aedpte-related issues, there are
significant gaps in understanding the synergiesvéet HR practices and KM
processes and outcomes. In particular, the meahanisrough which HR practices
affect employee attitudes and behaviour towardsiggaating in knowledge sharing
activities remains a largely unresolved questione Dbjective of this paper is to
address this gap by arguing that HR practices m#yence employee knowledge
sharing attitudes and behaviour through their impano perceptions of an
organisational social climate conducive to coopeeasocial relations and teamwork
orientation. Such a climate has been identifiethm literature as key to knowledge
exchange and organisational learning (Nahapietit@ra& Rocha, 2005; Jackson,
Chuang, Harden, & Jiang, 2006).

The key theoretical contribution of this articlediin nudging the dialogue on the
HRM-knowledge-performance linkage from human capadasocial relations. HRM
research has traditionally focused on methods w¢ldping human rather than social
capital (Brass & Labianca, 1999; Leana & Van BurE999). From an individualistic
HRM perspective, the social climate of the firmasnsidered little more than a
context for individual needs, interests, values.tivation, and behaviour (Brass,
1995). However, given that the firm’s knowledge dasbwing capability depends
both on human and social capital advantage, ‘tadamn the individual in isolation is,
at best, failing to see the entire picture’ (Br&dsabianca, 1999: 323).

This article seeks to bridge the gap between iénand experienced HRM,
thereby enabling a more accurate assessment ointpact of HR practices on
employee attitudes and behaviour (Purcell & Kin@@06; Wright & Nishii, 2007). It
also aims at providing a nuanced understandinghefrelative impact of people
management practices (Wright, Dunford, & Snell, PO6n employee perceptions of
cooperative climate by examining the role of staffitraining and development, and
rewards as well as knowledge-work design and imatednanagement support, two
factors which, despite their importance, have neszkilittle empirical attention (cf.
Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2004; Zarraga & Bonache, 2@¥hrera, Collins & Salgado,
2006). More generally, consistent with a relatiomgproach to the HRM-knowledge-
performance link, it seeks to advance understandirtye breadth and depth of HR
systems in a knowledge-intensive organisationatecdn

This article is organised into four sections. Thst fprovides a critical review of
the literature from which a set of research questis derived, accompanied by our
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proposed model. The second presents the methodokey to test our model. The
third presents the results of the study. Thesed#eussed in the fourth section,
followed by the theoretical implications of our dy its limitations and
recommendations for future research.

HRM AND KNOWLEDGE-RELATED PERFORMANCE

A common goal of recent conceptual and empirice¢aech on the HRM-knowledge-
performance linkage is to explain variation in \alereation as a result of
coordinating HR with KM strategy. Four distinct apaches are identified in the
literature. The first attempts to bridge the gapMeen HRM and KM by combining
theoretical constructs, developed originally in fleédd of KM, with concepts more
familiar within HRM theory. The starting point fdyuilding an understanding of
explanatory mechanisms is the acknowledgement ef rtHative importance of
different types of knowledge (e.g., explicit, tatfiat are more or less congruent with
the strategic priorities of the firm (Hansen et 8899). Studies within this perspective
reflect a ‘best fit" approach to researching HRM-HKikkages (Haesli & Boxall, 2005;
Shih & Chiang, 2005). A second line of work seekdilt the same gap by utilising
well-established concepts and frameworks from HRMh& basis for developing HR
approaches to managing knowledge workers. Partieatghasis is placed on the role
that high commitment HRM can play in eliciting emyte-based capabilities that
contribute to the success of KM initiatives. Thiancbe described as the ‘best-
practice’ approach (e.g., Hislop, 2003). As an etroh of the ‘best practice’ research
stream, a third line of work places emphasis on itliermediate role of social
relations, culture and climate in the HRM-KM linkagrhis can loosely be termed the
‘relational’ approach (e.g., Zarraga & Bonache,200abrera et al., 2006; Collins &
Smith, 2006; Kang, Morris, & Snell, 2007). Finallgn emerging body of mainly
qualitative studies takes a more critical approéely., Hunter, Beaumont & Lee,
2002; Currie & Kerrin, 2003; Swart & Kinnie, 2009/illem & Scarbrough, 2006).
The relational approach is presented below.

The Relational Approach

Despite a growing consensus that HR systems arpritmary means by which firms
can manage value-creating social relations (eagpl& Wilson, 1994; Leana & Van
Buren, 1999; Jackson et al., 2003; Kang et al.7p0Bere have been few empirical
studies examining whether and how HR practices anpa knowledge flows. A
review of the literature identified only a smallmber of quantitative (Youndt &
Snell, 2004; Minbaeva, 2005; Collins & Smith, 20@@)d qualitative studies (Hunter
et al.,, 2002; Currie & Kerrin, 2003; Swart & Kinni2003; Willem & Scarbrough,
2006) that have focused explicitly on this areae Tinst group, which comprises
mainly large-scale, survey-based studies (e.g.,ndb& Snell, 2004), examines the
relationship between systems of HR practices, toglations and knowledge sharing
by seeking to identify ‘strong situations’ (Misch&B77), such as social capital, that
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both influence and are influenced by the impactH®® systems on knowledge
exchange and, consequently, on organisational ppeafoce. This body of work seeks
to explain variation in knowledge sharing effectiges and performance success as a
function of the systemic effects of HR practicestlom firm’s internal social structure.
The second group comprises mainly in-depth, caseebampirical work (e.g., Currie

& Kerrin, 2003). While placing equal emphasis oe tiole of strong situations, it
seeks to go a step further by examining the unohgrliayer of HR processes and how
these intertwine with the social context of knovgedsharing. Although the two
perspectives are theoretically and analyticallyedént, we believe that they are and
should be treated as complementary.

The Systemic Perspective
Based on top managers’ views of 208 public, sibgiginess-unit organisations in the
USA, the results of a study by Youndt & Snell (2p@howed that a collaborative-
based bundle of HR practices were particularly irtgpd for enhancing social capital
which, in turn, was significantly associated witlyanisational performance. A closer
look at this study indicates, however, three imgatriimitations. First, social capital
is operationalised in a rather abstract manner,chwhinakes it impossible to
distinguish between its structural, relational, agnitive dimensions (Nahapiet &
Ghoshal, 1998). In fact, Youndt & Snell (2004) suob to equating social capital
with knowledge sharing. This simplification not prilinders understanding of how
the distinct dimensions of social capital are skagéferently by HR practices but it
also downplays the possibility that, in some caseswledge sharing could be a
positive spill-over from power and influence reteis (Portes, 1998; Willem &
Scarbrough, 2006). A second limitation concernspber operationalisation of the
HR bundles. The collaborative HR configuration, éaample, comprises eight items.
This raises questions about the extent to whichiddRdles capture adequately the
large and diverse array of HR practices required rfanaging complex social
relations. Finally, the study is based on CEOs'wgieand, therefore, leaves
unanswered knowledge workers’ perceptions of HRtfm@s and social capital.
Based on a sample of 136 high-technology US fir@allins & Smith (2006)
study corrects most of the limitations identifiedYoundt & Snell's (2004) research
by developing and testing a more refined model.sThodel suggests how
commitment-based HR practices affect knowledge axgh and organisational
performance through social relations. First, committ-based HR practices are
defined here more comprehensively Second, CollinsS&ith (2006) identify
organisational social climate as a key mechanisioutih which commitment-based
HR practices affect employee-based capabilitiesexohange knowledge. Social
climate is operationalised along three dimensiares, (cooperation, trust, shared
language and codes). In this sense, it resemblesrehlational and cognitive
dimensions of social capital (Nahapiet & Ghosh&98). Commitment-based HR
practices were found to be a strong predictor bfliahensions of social climate. In
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turn, social climate mediated partially the effaft HR practices on knowledge
exchange. In addition, the effect of HR practicasfion performance was mediated
not only by knowledge exchange, but also by socimhate. Probably the most
important contribution of Collins & Smith’'s (200&tudy is that it highlights the
crucial role of ‘relational social climates’ as keyediating mechanisms through
which HR systems affect employees’ motivation abditg to share knowledge by
emphasising that HRM systems are transmitters i&f coltural values (Peters, 1978).

Notwithstanding its advantages, this study hasrabau of limitations. First, the
composition of commitment-based HR practices doatstake into consideration
aspects of job design (i.e., reciprocal interdepecd, autonomy, and variety), which
are considered as the defining attributes of kndgdework (Benson & Brown, 2007).
In this sense, the study leaves unanswered howesign of work may condition not
only employees’ interaction opportunities with athdut also their perceptions of
social climate and, ultimately, their knowledge ram@ attitudes and behaviour.
Second, the study takes an additive approach tiogesomplementarities between the
three sub-facets that comprise the HRM systemoldang, the possible differential
as well as interaction effects (Ichniowski, Shawr&nnushi, 1997) of individual HR
practices on social climate are sidestepped. Thiwel study focuses only on the HR
implications of ‘bonding’ social capital but proe@sl no guidance on the HR
implications for the ‘bridging’ (Adler & Kwon, 20Q2qualities of social relations.
Although Collins & Smith (2006) appear to have aoaossly decided to test their
model in firms in rapidly changing industries, tiynamic character of this setting is
to a large extent consistent with the entrepreakumequirements of pursuing
exploratory learning. A final and significant liratton of the study is that it
downplays the key role that line managers playhfluéncing employees’ experience
of HRM.

The Contextual Perspective

Several studies have highlighted the important miefront line management’'s
support in influencing employee knowledge sharitiguales and behaviour (Hunter
et al., 2002; Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; ZarragaB®nache, 2005; Cabrera et al.,
2006). For example, in Cabrera et al's (2006) stofi$72 Spanish employees of a
large multinational company, management supportrgateas the most important
factor affecting knowledge seeking and proving bénhas. Related, a study
conducted in five Scottish law firms examining tissue of strategic coordination
between HRM and KM showed that the extent to wipatiners and senior staff were
actively involved in knowledge-sharing practice¢lswas participating systematically
in debriefing at the end of projects, sent a streigmal to non-partner staff as to
whether knowledge sharing was part of the orgaoisalt culture (Hunter et al.,
2002). Hunter et al. (2002) conclude that morenéitte needs to be paid to the
management of process upon which informal knowleslgging depends. Yet, they
argue that, while much of the delivery of HR preesi depends on line management,
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the HR function does have an important role to glsiyvell. This role, though, is ‘less
in the actual delivery than in guiding the professils, developing consistency of
approach and contributing to design’ (ibid: 18).hfwing balance between the
involvement of the HR department and that of linenagers in KM practice echoes
an important distinction made in the literaturews#n human capital and human
process advantage. These are considered as thnguillocks of HR advantage
(Boxall, 1998). The notion of human process adwgetas depicted in Swart &

Kinnie’s (2003) study of the relationship betweemR Hbractices and knowledge
sharing in a small software development companénsouth-west of England. The
key operational processes were distributed actoee tflat sub-structures (i.e., the
committee structure, the mentoring structure, dedproject structure) providing the
company with a unique operational quality whichleeted and sustained the
organisational routines.

Extending the Relational Approach: Towards Social Resour ces M anagement
Consistent with a relational view of competitivevadtage (Dyer & Singh, 1998),
Kang et al. (2007) have recently introduced a tbical framework of relational
archetypes, namely cooperative and entrepreneurftase provide the basis for
extending the original HR architecture (Lepak & Bn&999) by identifying two
distinct HR configurations pertinent to the managatrof knowledge flows between
core employees and their internal and externalnpest respectively. The classic
ability-motivation-opportunity (A-M-O) framework, ch has guided much ‘best
practice’ research on the HRM-performance relatigngBecker & Huselid, 1998),
provides the basis on which Kang et al. (2007)telua number of HR practices
within each of the two alternative HR configurasoifhe key difference, however, is
that the scope of HR practices expands beyond nrapagman capital to managing
social capital. Essentially, the design of HR cguafations is informed by three
enabling conditions of knowledge sharing: strudtaportunity, cognitive ability,
and relational motivation. These conditions areum, reflected in three HR practice
areas: (i) work design structures (e.g., job vgyiautonomy, interdependence), (ii)
incentive structures (e.g., pay, performance apptaémployment security), and (iii)
skill development (e.g., staffing, training, memgy. By identifying two relational
archetypes and the ways through which they are ostggp by two distinct
configurations of HR practices, Kang et al. (200@htribute significantly to a better
understanding of the HRM-knowledge-performancedgek by placing explicit focus
on the mediating role of value-creating social trefes. Their model reframes the
problem the modern HR function faces as it strigelsalance between efficiency and
flexibility (Rousseau & Arthur, 1999).The two ratatal archetypes and their
associated HR configurations are, however, onlgréttecally derived and, therefore,
deserve empirical investigation. There are stilhuanber of important issues that
remain unresolved.
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The relational archetypes, as the term implies, ideal types. However, in
practice it may be difficult to draw a clear lineettyeen cooperative and
entrepreneurial social relations. As Evans & Daf@905: 772) note: ‘dynamic
environments appear to be more the norm than tleep&on for organizations,
limiting the applicability of the boundary conditio Empirical evidence also suggests
that organisations are likely to implement hybridR F$ystems, particularly with
respect to their core knowledge employees (Lepa&n&ll, 2002). A key question,
therefore, concerns the extent to which HR prastm@nprising seemingly coherent
HR bundles send contradictory messages to core lkdge employees as to which
types of social relations are most valued. As Kangl. (2007) suggest, knowledge
employees may differ from organisational strategisttheir views of which type of
social relations are most valued and rewarded. Gitmg)s to the forefront not only the
complicated issue of demarcating employment moddsspecifying which employee
relations constitute the core competence of the,fibut also the importance of
focusing on how employees experience HR practitesaddition, while recent
empirical evidence demonstrates the additive effemit commitment-based HR
practices on cooperative social climate (CollinS#ith, 2006), the literature lacks a
systematic study of the individual effects of HRwgifces on employee perceptions of
that climate. It is, therefore, important to diseeggate the HR bundles and examine
the influence of each HR practice on employee mtimes of organisational social
climates favourable to knowledge sharing.

Social Climate Considerations

A closer look at Kang et al's (2007) model suggésés the two relational archetypes
reflect two different kinds of organisational cliteaSpecifically, in the cooperative
archetype, which is underpinned by a collectividture, social relations are based on
strong norms of cooperation and reciprocity, mutnast and identification. On the
other hand, in the entrepreneurial archetype, whietbects a somewhat more
individualistic or ego-centric culture, social riét@s can be viewed more as an asset
that ‘inheres in a focal actor’s external netwdr&ttgive the actor advantages in his or
her competitive rivalries’ (Xiao & Tsui, 2007: 3What is therefore missing from
Kang et al's (2007) conceptual framework is an exdplemphasis on the social
context by which HR systems are shaped.

The term social context ‘embodies the very essehceganizational science and,
as such, serves as an effective mechanism throbgihwo more precisely articulate
how HR systems relate to organization effectiven@ssris et al., 1998: 237, 239). A
social context approach to HRM encompasses cultliate and, more broadly,
social and political processes as essential featwfe work environments that
contribute to organisational effectiveness. Acaogtli, the core values, assumptions,
beliefs, and political issues that comprise theutal of the organisation shape the
design and implementation of HR policies and pcasti For example, HR systems
can be characterised by a stronger concern for@melwelfare and a weaker focus
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on task performance expectations (Von Glinow, 19&8®rformance evaluations in
‘caring’ HR systems focus less on criteria suchnaole performance, and more on
criteria of contextual performance such as teamyodoperation and cultural fit
(Von Krogh, 1998; Zarraga & Bonache, 2005).

According to social context theory, HR practicesysh employee attitudes and
behaviour mainly through their impact on employeasterpretations of the
organisational climate. This refers to the ‘moremperary and changeable
interpretation of an environment by participantemping within that context’ (Ferris
et al., 1998: 243). A core premise of the socialtert approach is that the extent to
which HR practices affect one or more of the dinmams of the organisational climate
depends on the extent to which these practicemmally consistent and reflective
of the wider organisational culture. While the HRMlture linkage is usually present
in the formulation of HR policies, the strength tbiat linkage may be weakened
during the implementation of HR practices as thigdflected in the impact of HR
practices on organizational climate. This can tefum ‘errors of commission’
whereby multiple stakeholders, particularly linermagers, may use the HR system
politically to satisfy agendas other than operatlaifectiveness (ibid.).

Research Questions and Proposed Model

Underpinned by a social context approach to the H&bBWwledge-performance
linkage, the aim of our study is to understand #ffects of HR practices, as
experienced by employees, on their perceptionsrgérosational social climate of
teamwork and cooperation and, by extension, on lkedye sharing attitudes and
behaviour. While recent empirical studies suggésit tcommitment-based HR
systems have a positive impact on teamwork and eratipn climate (Collins &
Smith, 2006), the possibility that each of the HRgtices comprising the HR system
may exert differential influence on that climatemeens largely unexplored.
Furthermore, despite theoretical and empirical supfor the catalytic role that line
managers play in the successful delivery of HR tgras (Arthur & Boyles, 2007;
Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007), very few studies haxamined the possibility that the
effect of immediate management support for knowdeddparing on employee
perceptions of a social climate of teamwork andpbeoation may be similar to or even
more important than the effect of HR practices.(€Cgbrera et al., 2006).

This article focuses on two key questions that reraaanswered: (1) what are the
individual effects of employee perceptions of HRgtices on their perceptions of a
cooperative social climate conducive to knowledgering attitudes and behaviour?
(2) What is the relative importance of employeecpptions of line management
support for knowledge sharing on that climate? Base these questions, we
developed a model which is illustrated in figure 1.

[Insert Figure 1 about here]
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Taken together, the aforementioned questions astd(gsthe issue of differential
effects of HR practices on employee perceptiona oboperative social climate, (ii)
the issue of expanding the scope of HR systemsdade the role of job design and
line management support as key antecedents ofctimaate, and (iii) the issue of
conflicting messages that hybrid HR systems mayl serknowledge workers with
regard to which behaviours are encouraged and dalmswers to these issues will
help shed valuable light on the HRM-knowledge-peri@ance link by identifying: (i)
the possibility that various HR practices may intpax varying degrees on the
creation of a cooperative social climate condudiveknowledge sharing, (ii) the
potentially significant role that line managersyptent only in fostering such a climate
but also in mediating the effect of HR practices that climate, and (iii) the
possibility that employees ascribe the role ofdteinship builder’ mainly to line
management (Lengnick-Hall & Lengnick Hall, 2003).

METHODS
Setting and Sample
The study was conducted in units of three orgaioisstlocated in Ireland: the
management consultancy unit of a professional sesviirm (hereafter, ConsultCo);
the network engineering unit of a telecommunicaicompany (hereafter, TeleCo);
and the headquarter offices of a semi-state busidegelopment agency (hereatter,
StateCo). An online gquestionnaire survey was cotedugvith employees from the
three organisations between February and July 20@&tal of 563 surveys were sent
to the three organisations, 135 of which were cetepl successfully and submitted
on-line — 43 from ConsultCo, 58 from TeleCo and f&m StateCo. The overall
response rate was 24.5% ranging from 17% for StatelC23% and 48% for TeleCo
and ConsultCo, respectively. In addition, quaMatidata were collected by
conducting six semi-structured interviews with tbenior HR managers and KM
project managers within the three organisations.

The final sample consisted of full-time, core enygkes engaged in knowledge-
intensive work (i.e., management consulting, IT ieegring, strategic planning)
organised in a project-based fashion. Project-bagat#t is viewed as increasingly
important for the successful coordination of thenptex, interdependent and non-
routine tasks, which are characteristic of knowkedgensive work activities (Turner
1999; Benson & Brown, 2007). The sample was gehdéanced (49.5% women)
with an average age of 35 years (range 23-60 ye@h® majority of the sample
(95%) had a third-level educational qualificatiather at postgraduate level (52%),
undergraduate level (34%) or diploma level (9%)mAst half of the respondents
were employed in management-level positions (518h)le 49% described their jobs
as professional (31%), technical (10%), and sup{®84). The average organisational
and positional tenure of the sample was 8.5 andyBd&s respectively, with an
average industry experience of 12 years.
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Measures

Perceptual measures were used to gauge employaleebeperiences of job design,
HR practices, management support for knowledgeirsin@and organisational social
climate using multi-item constructs, rated on sepeimt Likert-type scales. With the
exception of HR practices, all constructs were &elbfrom pre-existing scales found
in the literature. All items were factor-analyseding maximum likelihood with
promax rotation to examine the psychometric progeidf the measures, focusing on
dimensionality and reliability. The derived measuachieved satisfactory internal
consistency levels (Cronbach alpkag0).

Job design

Measures for autonomy, skill variety, and feedbfiokn others were adapted from
Idaszak & Drasgow’s (1987) revised version of Haakn& Oldham’s (1975, 1980)
job diagnostic survey (JDS). The revised versiorremts the weaknesses of the
original JDS by replacing reverse coded items \pihkitively worded ones. Pearce &
Gregersnen’s (1991) scale was used to measureaeaipask interdependerice

HR Practices

Conceptual and empirical studies examining theslinktween HRM, social relations/
social climate, and KM provided the basis for depelg measures of employee
perceptions of relational HR practices (e.g., Le&n¥an Buren, 1999; Zarraga &

Bonache, 2005; Kang et al., 2007). 18 original gemere devised around four HR
practice clusters: selection and socialisationniing and development, performance
appraisal, and rewards. Each item asked respondentslicate on a seven-point
Likert-type scale the extent to which they had eigneed a specific HR practice

Management support for knowledge sharing

Connelly & Kelloway's (2003) six-item measure wased to assess employee
perceptions of management support for knowledgeirgha Three items focus on
immediate manager’s support for eliciting employé@swledge sharing behaviours,
while the remaining three items focus on more fdynmeystemic aspects of
organisational support for knowledge sharing. Adms loaded on a single factor
providing support for the discriminant validity thfe measure.

! The results of factor analysis, which are availalgen request, produced three instead of four facto
as it would normally be expected. While the 3 itemaking up the ‘feedback from others’ scale, and
the 5 items comprising the ‘task interdependencalesloaded strongly into the right constructs, 3he
items corresponding to the job autonomy scale lddadt® the same factor as the 3 items comprising
the skill variety scale. Given the lack of a cléastor structure with regard to job autonomy anil sk
variety, it was decided to exclude both measum@® fiurther statistical analysis.

2 The results of factor analysis indicated a clemucsure for all items with the exception of
performance appraisal (two items), which, as altesas excluded from further statistical analysis.
The 18 items and their wording are provided inAp@endix.
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Teamwork and cooperation climate

Valle & Vitte’s (2001) three-item construct was dde assess individual perceptions
of the importance of cooperation and team oriematvithin the organisation. This

measure exhibited good discriminant validity asiteiins loaded on a single factor.
Finally, based on the results of one-way betweeoumg analysis of variance

(ANOVA), there were no significant differences falacross the three organisations.

Control variables

A set of demographic variables were also includethe survey. Respondents were
asked to indicate their age, gender, educationaiftpation, job type, organisational
as well as positional tenure and industry work eigpee.

RESULTS
Table 1 presents descriptive and skewness statistiternal reliabilities and inter-
correlations among the variables of interest. K#vgness statistics were found to be

less than 1.0, which suggests that the variablee wedatively normally distributed
(Miles & Shelvin, 2001).

[Insert Table 1 about here]

Table 2 provides a summary of the results of resypasanalyses regarding the partial
and overall effects of independent variables onleyge perceptions of teamwork
and cooperation climate.

[Insert Table 2 about here]

As shown in table 2, the job design variables erplh almost a quarter of the
variance in the outcome variaBlewith both reciprocal task interdependence and
feedback from others emerging as significantly {pasipredictors of teamwork and
cooperation climate. The HR practices explained 84%he variance in the outcome
variable. However, only selection and socialisgti@and type of training and
development were significantly associated with teank and cooperation climate.
Finally, management support for knowledge shariegoanted for 29% of the
variance in the outcome variable. Furthermorepttanly remained a significant and
positive predictor of teamwork and cooperation aliemwhen controlling for the rest
of the variables, but it also suppressed the prasitive effect of job design and type
of training and development, yet not of selectiord asocialisation. Overall, job
design, HR practices, and management support fmwleadge sharing explained 42%
of the variance in teamwork and cooperation climatgch is indicative of the strong
explanatory power of our proposed model.

% The sole effect of control variables on the outeorariable was found to be negligible.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In general, the findings are consistent with soctaltext theory (Ferris et al., 1998) as
they provide support for the claim that people ng@maent practices, as perceived by
core knowledge employees, are associated strongly shared perceptions of an
organisational social climate that favours coopegatrelations and teamwork
orientation. The findings corroborate these repmbrite Collins & Smith’'s (2006)
research and go a step further in highlighting réflative importance of each of the
practices that comprise people management. Thdihkayngs are discussed below in
light of previous research and theory.

People M anagement Practices and Climate for Cooper ation

The Influence of Job Design

Both job design variables were found to be positmedictors of employee
perceptions of teamwork and cooperation climatethi@ case of reciprocal task
interdependence, the findings concur with previeompirical work which shows that
engagement in highly interdependent work taskstelitigh levels of cooperation
between co-workers (Wageman & Baker, 1997) as ageteam loyalty and pro-social
behaviour (Ramamoorthy & Flood, 2004). In the cabéeedback from others, the
findings echo Hackman’s (1987) model of team wodsign, in which multirater
feedback systems are proposed to affect foremesanmount of effort expended by
members to group tasks. Accordingly, when job feektlbsystems are in place, they
can improve team member effort by increasing enmg#eymotivation to engage less
in social loafing and free-riding (ibid.), and alfy strengthening the sense of
contextual performance and collective achievem@angay, 1999). In this regard,
multirater job feedback is compatible with the cexgtive archetype which stresses
generalised trust, associability and norms of coatpen (Leana & Van Buren, 1999;
Kang et al., 2007).

The Relative Importance of HR Practices

The findings indicate that selection practices jpaeticularly important in shaping
employee perceptions of teamwork and cooperatiomaté, and confirm the literature
that suggests that employee selection based omralulfit is advantageous for
inculcating common organisational values (Harga&oButton, 1997). In our study,
teamwork and cooperation featured among the cdreesan TeleCo’s ‘competency
framework’, in ConsultCo’s ‘solutions competency armamodel’, and in StateCo’s
organisational mission statement.

Relational-oriented training and development, suash mentoring, on-the-job
training, cross-functional training and team-bwulgli also emerged as positively
linked to employee perceptions of teamwork and eoajve climate. This finding,
which is consistent with the results reported inlli@® & Smith’'s (2006) study,
provides support for the claim that relational-otexl training and development
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practices can serve as mechanisms for buildingasoonnections among employees
as well as for helping employees from different diimns internalise common
organisational values and goals (Nonaka & Takeud85).

Although rewards emphasising team/organisationdiopeance and knowledge
sharing were positively and significantly correthteith employee perceptions of
teamwork and cooperation climate, the results gfagsion analysis indicated that
their effect on that climate is negligible. Thisas interesting finding in light of the
emphasis placed in the literature on rewards add#ses for team atmosphere (e.g.,
Freeman & Weitzman, 1987), generalised trust anduahucontribution to team
outcomes (Vroom, 1964). However, consistent wittene empirical work on the role
of rewards in eliciting knowledge sharing behaviq@abrera et al.,, 2006) and
perceptions of a team atmosphere (Zarraga & Bond&®@bh), the findings suggest
that, although rewards, per se, are positivelytedldo teamwork and cooperation,
their relative importance tends to be marginal.

The Key Role of Line Managers

Our study extends current understanding of the H®Wwledge sharing link by
pointing to the catalytic role of line managers fiwstering the creation of an
organisational climate that values collaborativeciao relations conducive to
knowledge sharing attitudes and behaviour. In galdr, the findings indicate that the
effect of management support for knowledge shaongeamwork and cooperation
climate surpassed the positive effect of job feellend training and development.
Taken together, the results complement and expand prior research (Zarraga &
Bonache, 2005; Cabrera et al., 2006; Zupan & K28@7) by showing that managers’
commitment to KM may be at least equal to, if narenimportant than, job feedback
and training and development in its influence om plerceived value of cooperation
and teamwork orientation suggesting, thereford, ltha managers need to be viewed
as key players in the implementation of knowledgjeted HR practices.

Theoretical | mplications
Recent theoretical developments in the HRM fieldgast an alternative approach to
the role of HR systems in a knowledge-intensivei@an a role that acknowledges not
only the value of individual employees’ knowledgg&ills and abilities, but also the
value of their social relations (e.g., Wright et, &001; Kang et al., 2007). These
developments speak to the need for understandmgakhways through which HR
practices enable employees to exchange and comkimmvledge, thereby
contributing to the firm’s intellectual capital aahvage. While some initial empirical
research suggests that social relations affect @yapl knowledge-sharing attitudes
and behaviour, there is little known about the éxate of HR practices in this
relationship.

Our study extends research on the HRM-knowledgershénk by showing that
HR practices contribute to this direction mainlyoiigh their impact on organisational
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social climates. Importantly, it highlights thattradl of the HR practices that comprise
an HR system are equally important in terms ofrte#fects on employee perceptions
of teamwork and cooperative climate. The resultiicate that, on the one hand,
selective hiring and intensive socialisation, arefatronal-oriented training and

development send strong signals to employees reggtide importance of teamwork

and cooperative spirit for governing work interanos. However, on the other hand,
the relative weight of these practices on emplogeeceptions of teamwork and

cooperation weakened, and in the case of trainimtydevelopment disappeared, in
the presence of high reciprocal task interdepereland of an effective multirater job

feedback system. Taken together, the findings sigbat, in essence, job and team
design structures can be seen as alternative nmetbodvoking prosocial behaviours,

such as knowledge-sharing, through producing stpergeptions of a social climate

that values and encourages a cooperative spiringramployees.

While several scholars suggest that the best nieasgpport knowledge sharing
in organisations is to hire smart people and lebthalk to one another (Davenport &
Prusak, 1998), we go a step further and add tablowe suggestion by concluding
that line managers play a vital role in encouragingployees to “talk to one another”.
Our findings confirm the need for extending theiotof the HR system to include
the catalytic role of line managers in ‘influenciqgerceptions not only of HR
practices but of work climate’ (Purcell & Hutchingo2007: 5). In this regard, our
research is one of the first efforts to add to thxra dimension to the HRM-
knowledge-performance link, thereby providing sahsite support for the claim that
‘people management is the combination of leaderbleipaviour, HR practices and
organisational climate’ (ibid: 17).

Limitations and Directionsfor Future Research

The results presented in this article are howeweitdd, in that they shed light only
on the role of employee perceptions of HR practmeseamwork and cooperation
climate, but without observing how that climateagsociated with knowledge sharing
attitudes and behaviour. Additional research isuiiregl to establish further that link.
A second limitation is related to the operatioratlen of HR practices. While these
were loosely clustered around ability, motivatiard apportunity, specific measures
for ability, motivation, and opportunity are recedrin order to determine the exact
pathways through which HR practices affect teamwanl cooperation climate and
knowledge sharing. (Siemsen, Roth, & Balasubramar2@08). The employment of
measures for purposeful, actionable knowledge spafCross & Sproull, 2004)
would add significantly to a deeper understandihighe HRM-knowledge flows
linkage. Moreover, while our focus was placed oe tble of HR practices on
developing social relations, further work is reqdir to shed light on the
complementarities as well potential conflicts witkspect to the management of
human and social capital. For example, future stdiould examine the issue of
complexity of knowledge governance mechanisms naniplications for the design
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of HR systems congruent with the management of e@pe as well as
entrepreneurial social relations (Truss, 2001; F2@687; Kang et al., 2007).

Finally, from a methodological standpoint, the tesuare limited in their
generalisability because of the small sample #ireadditional limitation is related to
common method bias due to the use of self-repoasomes of both independent and
dependent variables obtained from a single soudtiteough the results of Hartman’s
one-factor test indicated the absence of a sirggteef, common method bias may not
have been completely removed in the study

Conclusion

This study contributes to a better understandinghef breadth and depth of HR
systems in a knowledge-intensive organisationaltecdn In terms of breadth, it
suggests that the role of line managers lies ahéaet of the HRM-KM relationship
since it is mainly line managers’ behaviour thatves as a core basis on which
employees develop shared understandings of a sdoishte where teamwork and
cooperation are desired and valued by the orgammsdh addition, it shifts attention
to the fundamental role of the design of knowleadgwk as a building block of
employee perceptions of that climate. Finally, ennis of depth, the study suggests
that the effective management of social relatioresy mequire a process-based HR
approach that goes beyond explicit motivation merdms, such as pay incentives for
sharing knowledge, and directs attention to cangctiral aspects of knowledge work
as well as to softer incentives for supporting potal behaviours and value-creating
social relations.
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APPENDIX
HR Practices (18 items)

Selection and socialization (3 items, a=.70)

New employees are typically hired based on thewith the company’s culture.

My company selects highly skilled and competenividdals to new posts.

As a new employee, | was encouraged to take padrimpany-sponsored social activities.

Quantity of training and development (2 items, a=.84)

My company provides me with a well organised tragnand development programme.

My company allocates a generous amount of time @@sdurces for my training and
development needs.

Type of training and development (4 items, a=.68)

My training involves cross-functional group traigiand team building.

My training involves developing work-related socia@lationships with other employees
across different areas of my company.

Mentoring is an important development tool in myngany.

Much of my training is on the job.

Performance Appraisal (2 items)*

My work performance is evaluated based on the t®sfiimy team or work unit.

My work performance targets are jointly determidgdmy manager and my team or work
unit members.

Rewards Mix (3 items, o=.82)

Rewards are closely linked to my individual perfamoe

Rewards are closely linked to my team’s/group’$qremance

My company rewards me for sharing information and#bvice with my colleagues

Rewards competitiveness (2 items, a=.89)
The pay levels in my company are relatively higmpared to other firms in the industry
The pay levels in my work unit are relatively higimpared to other firms in the industry

Rewards equity (2 items, a=.81)
There are small pay differences among the peoptgyivork unit
There are small pay differences across the vanauk units in my company

* The two items were excluded from further analysis as they did not pass the factorial test. In addition,
the reliability of the composite scale was unacceptably low (i.e., a=.48).
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TABLES AND FIGURES

Table1: HR and Associated Variables: M eans, Standard Deviations, Skewness, Correlations, and Internal Rdiabilities

Variables Mean (SD) Skew 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Task Interdependence 6.01 (.81) .95 (.82)

2. Job Feedback 456 (1.30) -.45 12 (.81)

3. Selection and Socialisation 446 (1.17) .34 21* .37 (.70)

4. Quantity of Training and Development  3.91 (1.58) .06 .08 22 20*  (.84)

5. Type of Training and Development 4.15(1.05) -.33 24%  36** . 40*  .43**  (.68)

6. Rewards Mix 3.33(1.32) .01 -.05 50** .38** .25** .40** (.82)

7. Rewar ds Competitiveness 3.48(1.31) .10 -.06 .08 32x 27x 28*  35*  §9)

8. Rewar ds Equity 4.01(1.49) .03 -05 -04 -06 -11 .09 .04 A2 1).8

9. Support for Knowledge Sharing 4.23(1.09) -.13 A9% 40%  33% 2% Age 5% 13 .02  (.75)

10. Teamwork and Cooperation Climate  4.64 (1.25) -.55 27 AlX A6 25%  39**  30* .19* -.12 A48*  (.82)

N=135; Two-tailed tests; **p<.01; *p<.05; Interna@liabilities are shown along the diagonal in péneres.
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Table 2: Regression Results

Independent Variables Teamwork & Cooperation Climate
B2 BP R R

.42***

Demogr aphics (not shown)

Job Design .26%*

Task Interdependence .34 .21

Feedback from Others 35+ 14

HR Practices 34 rrx

Selection and Socialisation ATr 0%

Training and Development (Quantity) .05 .04

Training and Development (Type) .22% .03

Rewards (Mix) .06 .03

Rewards (Competitiveness) -.04 .04

Rewards (Equity) -.10 -.09

KM Practices 29%rx

Management Support for Knowledgg58*** e

Sharing

Notes:

Standardised beta weights controlling for demogapériables and/or
other variables within the same set.

P Standardised beta weights controlling for demolgi@pariables and all
other variables.

°R square for all variables within a set controllfog demographic
variables.

4R square for all variables within a set controllfog demographic
variables and all other sets.

***n<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.
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Figure 1. Proposed Model
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