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Abstract: This paper contributes to the search of suitable and sustainable strategy for manag-

ing corporate Human Capital. Drawing on the Self-determination theory, current research dif-

ferentiates HCM strategies by resulting causality orientations of employees. In particular, the 

research focuses on the High Involvement-based Work System (HIWS), which is usually fa-

vored to create supportive environment for employees' engagement into Innovative Work Be-

havior. It implies high level of Autonomous Orientations.  

In result of quantitative analysis, it turned out that HIWS is still a black box for many organi-

zations: despite high importance of autonomy and relatedness for employees, the question 

about competence became a challenge. Furthermore, for top management and HR managers 

even question about relatedness was challenging. Thus, the research revealed that this strate-

gic approach is still new for CIS countries: it increases employees' motivation, however does 

not lead to the increased engagement into Innovative Work Behavior or creativity develop-

ment.  

The research accounts for a contextual specificity of emerging markets and individual charac-

teristics, and corresponds to such fields as SHRM, HRD, M&A, change management. 
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Introduction 

 

Kaplan and Orlikowski (2014) define among crucial current challenges for organiza-

tions “making strategy under the uncertainties, posed by turbulent environments, intensified 

competition, emerging technologies, shifting customer tastes and regulatory change”. Turbu-

lent and for many industries hostile environment with financial, social and political shocks, 

highly acknowledged externalities of business along with experience economy trends high-

lighted especial importance of organizational health, in particular corporate resilience (Sa-

lanova et al., 2012, Linnenluecke, 2015). Hamel and Välikangas (2003) differentiate resili-

ence from renewal and revolution, highlighting that resilience is a continuous reconstruction, 

which “requires innovation with respect to those organizational values, processes, and behav-

iors that systematically favor perpetuation over innovation” before necessity to change be-

comes obvious. 

Shift in corporate strategy influenced attitude towards Human Capital Management 

(HCM). Following Khan et al. (2015) by HCM we assume processes related to education, 

training, and other professional initiatives for increasing the levels of knowledge, skills, 

abilities, values, and social assets of employees, leading to satisfaction and performance of the 

employees, and eventually increasing firm performance. Employees are expected to be more 

agile, adaptive, and resilient (Sherehiy et al., 2007). Pulakos et al. (2000) define several 

important dimensions of adaptive performance, including creative problem solving, learning 

work tasks, technologies, and procedures, interpersonal adaptability. This is in line with the 

Self-determination theory (Ryan and Deci, 2000) and necessity to support employees' needs in 

autonomy, relatedness and competency, which is a basement for High-Involvement Work 

System (HIWS). Firms increase attention and amount of resources to enhancing employees' 

creativity as they strive to keep up with dynamic competitive environment (Hon et al., 2014). 

The research purpose is to explore individual experience of employees' engagement into 

creativity (Innovative Work Behavior), along with personal and contextual characteristics as 

possible antecedents of it. The specificity of contextual characteristics is assured by emerging 

market setting: all respondents were born and raised in a soviet or post-soviet country, 

imprinting local traditions and values.  

 

Theory and hypotheses 

 

The role of latent referent standards in SHCM research  

Strategic Human Capital Management (SHCM) approach is often differentiated by un-

derlying High Performance Work System (HPWS) types. However, despite several decades of 

testing key HPWS models, results are still inconsistent. Most common reasoning is specificity 

of contextual factors: history, economy, culture (Tsui, 2006; Lawler et al., 2011), institutional 

opportunities (Wei and Lau, 2010), employees' motivation (Appelbaum, 2000), generation 

(Ganli et al., 2014) and gender differences (Galang, 1999; Pichler et al., 2014), etc. It leads to 

doubting universal applicability of the HPWS bundles (Mihail et al., 2013). However, in re-

sult of the in depth literature review, we conclude that inconsistency of results might also 

happen due to a possible conceptual bias in understanding the nature of HPWS types by re-

searchers and thus model misspecification (Bordunos and Kosheleva, 2015). For our literature 

review, we used “path dependence” method (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2013) and theoretical 

thematic analyses on a latent level (Braun and Clark, 2006). Table №1 illustrates main find-

ings, leaded to a conclusion about a new role of HPWS as a grpup pf latent referent standards, 

which often unintentionally, due to institutional isomorphism (Scott, 2013), shape corporate 

SHCM approach. 

Differentiation method is based on a self-determination continuum (Deci and Ryan, 

2000). Institutional voids and sophistication might not allow firms to construct preferable 
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SHCM, intentionally predefining needed proportion of each HPWS (Bordunos and 

Kosheleva, 2015). Based on the “path-dependence” method, “lock-in” is a final step of a new 

concept emergency after contingency and self-reinforcement (Dobusch and Kapeller, 2013). 

This “irreversible state, which might be cognitive, normative, or resource-based”, happens 

due to increase of positive feedback to the emerging concept, however, positive feedback 

might start decreasing after a certain time, or different limitations could be revealed, 

motivating for a new “lock-in” of the alternative options (ibid). For instance, High 

Productivity-based WS was “locked-in” during Positioning Strategy dominance, High 

Commitment-based WS is associated with RBV and High Involvement-based WS shares 

same path with the Dynamic Capability Theory. So, later types of HPWS are perceived as 

more advanced ones, as they were “locked-in” after discovery of disadvantages of the 

preceding ones. In our research, we explore applicability of the most recent HPWS, which is 

based on high involvement. 

 

Table №1: Patterns for differentiating three HPWS types on a latent level  

Strategic management 

assumptions (1) 
Market Positioning 

Strategy  
Resource Based View  Dynamic Capabilities 

Concept 

Evolutionary context Information economy 

(2) 
Knowledge economy 

(3) 
Experience economy (4) 

Key strategic resource 

(5) 
Physical capital  Cultural capital  Social capital  

Strategy proxies Strategic market  

orientation (6) 
Strategic learning 

orientation (7) 
Strategic entrepreneurial 

orientation 

(innovativeness)  (8) 

Organizational health Productivity Vitality Flexibility (Resilience) 

Corresponding  HPWS High Productivity-

based Work System  
High Commitment-

based Work System   
High Involvement-based 

Work System   

Expected employees’ 

reaction to HPWS   
Workaholism (9) Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior 

(OCB) (10) 

Innovative Work 

Behavior (IWB) (11) 

Causality orientations of 

employees (12) 
Impersonal 

Orientations  
Strong controlled 

Orientations  
Autonomous Orientations 

Source: prepared by authors, cited references are marked with a star (*) in the references list 

 

Theoretical framework 

Experience economy shifted focus from external economic offerings, like commodities, 

goods and services, to personal experience through engagement on emotional, physical, 

intellectual, or even spiritual level (Pine and Gilmore, 1998). The new motto for companies 

was claimed to be “ING THE THING” (Pine and Gilmore, 2011, p.22), meaning a need to 

experientialize goods. Such shift strongly affected corporate strategies, intensifying interest in 

organizational innovation capacity: excellence in acquisition, filtering, and implementation of 

valuable ideas (Hansen and Birkinshaw, 2007), which could be operationalized through 

Strategic Entrepreneurial Orientation (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996), containing innovativeness as 

separate dimension (ISO). Social capital also plays crucial role in innovation capacity, due to 

four reasons-social ties: 1) facilitate flow of useful information; 2) exert influence on key 

decision-making agents; 3) increase accessibility to scarce resources; 4) reinforce recognition 

(Lin et al., 2001). Therefore, we hypothesize that: 
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H1:  High level of Social Capital motivates companies to apply Strategic 

entrepreneurial orientation (ISO). 

Similar shifts happened in HPWS, reinforcing interest in employees’ engagement, 

which resulted in “locking-in” High Involvement-based Work System, so: 

 

H2: ISO determines preference of HIWS. 

 

 The employees’ impact into the company’s innovation capacity could be perceived both 

as controlled and routinized. As noticed by Drazin et al. (1999), routinization of 

innovativeness means refusal from static approach and treating creativity as person’s 

psychological engagement into a creative activity, which could be operationalized with the 

Innovative Work Behavior (IWB) concept. The latter is often defined as “individual behavior, 

aiming to introduce and implement new useful ideas, processes, products or procedures” (De 

Jong and Hartog, 2010). This suggestion is aligned with an evolutionary approach towards 

innovation, leading to understanding creativity in a broader sense as a problem-solving 

approach (Crossan et al., 2010). Following AMO framework (Appelbaum, 2000), helps to 

hypothesize that ability (A), motivation (M) and opportunity (O) determine employee's 

engagement into IWB.  

Ability. Usually researches of innovation value-chain focus on the most evident 

cognitive abilities like creativity/discovery as a basement for ideas generation, or 

proactivity/delivery as preferred ability for ideas promotion (Zhu et al., 2014, Dyer et al., 

2011). However, they confess that these skills could be easily developed. Therefore, the 

authors of the current research additionally focus on learning agility as ability for fast 

development of the required skills (Lombardo and Eichinger, 2000; Mitchinson and Morris, 

2011; Ployhart and Bliese, 2006), hypothesizing that: 

 

H3: Ability to generate ideas (Ability1) has positive relations with ideas 

implementation and championing (IWB). 

H4: Learning agility (Ability2), mediated by Ability1, has positive relations with 

IWB. 

 

Motivation and opportunity. Many scholars (Axtell et al., 2000, West, 2002, Shalley et 

al., 2009) stress that personal characteristics are necessary but not sufficient for innovation, 

highlighting important role of supportive environment (SE). Current research focuses on 

High-Involvement based HRD strategy that relies on intrinsic motivation, to analyze 

relationship between suitability of Human Capital Management (HCM) strategy and expected 

level of engagement into IWB, relying on findings of Lepak and Snell (2002), Katou et al. 

(2014) and Deci and Ryan (2000). It leads to the next two hypotheses that: 

 

H5: Motivation has positive effect on Ability2, and thus positive mediated effect 

on IWB. 

H6: Distinctive and consistent High involvement-based WS (Opportunity-Int) has 

positive effect on motivation, and thus positive mediated effect on IWB. 

 

Individual characteristics 

Ployhart and Bliese (2006) stress importance to account for external environment, as 

dynamic environment provokes higher productivity of more agile employees. That is why 

environment turbulence is accounted for as one of the potential control variables alongside 

with city as sources of context specificity (Williamson, 2000). Regarding individual 

characteristics we looked into past experience of employees, their age, gender.  
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 Fig. №1 represents the theoretical structural model. 

 

Fig. №1: Theoretical structural Model 

 
Source: prepared by authors 

 

Method 

Data collection & sample  

Current paper represents the exploratory part of the research. Data collection lasted 

between 10
th

 of March and 04
th

 of April 2016. The goal is to test applicability of the 

measurement scales and explore possibly missed factors. All data was analyzed in StataSe13. 

The research follows deductive logic. It started with literature review, followed by six 

semi-structured interviews with heads of HR departments or senior managers, responsible for 

HR-related tasks, and resulted in preparation of two self-reported questioners, adapted to the 

research purpose. Questioners were published as Google forms on-line; additional responses 

were collected during structural interviews at the exhibitions. We added several open 

questions to explore possible omission variable bias. This is a cross-sectional research. 

However, it relies on introspection of employees’ performance during the preceding year. The 

first form was used to explore organizational perspective, so it was filled in by the owners, 

directors, senior managers or HR managers, total sample at the first stage – 42 responses 

(Sample 1). Table №2 represents additional sample details. The second form aimed to collect 

individual employees’ perspective, total sample – 88 responses (Sample 2, Table №3).  

 

Table №2: Sample 1 details 

Item Mean     St. Dev. Min Max Details 

Gender (female) 1.61  1 2 Binominal 

Gender role orientation (GRO) (masculine) 

(av.) 
2.82 0.82 1 4.25 1-5 scale 

Gender role orientation (GRO) preference 

(masculine)  
2.9 1 1 5 1-5 scale 

Management GRO (masculine) 3.36 1 1 5 1-5 scale 

Generation (Y) 1.52 . 1 2 Binominal 

Position (Head), same as Position (HR) 1.26  1 2 Binominal 

Tenure (in a current company) 45.45 38.15 0,25 210 Months 

Tenure (in a current profession) 6.21 4.8 0,5 20 Years 

Tenure (in a current industry) 6.14 6.13 0,5 26 Years 

Job location (St.Petersburg) 1.4  1 2 Binominal 
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Item Mean     St. Dev. Min Max Details 

Nationality (Russian) 1.62  1 2 Binominal 

Source: prepared by authors 

Respondents could be from any part of the Globe; however, in both cases all 

respondents were native Russian speakers, so all questions were translated into Russian 

language, using back-translation and face-validity to ensure quality of translation and 

questions applicability. In order to avoid potential common method bias, we adopted several 

suggestions of Podsakoff, et al. (2003): the use of reversed questions and mixed order of 

questions; the introductory part stated that the survey is a) confidential, b) anonymous. 

Sample 1. We measured gender role orientation with a 1-5 scale, where on the left side 

were qualities of the feminine behaviour preferences and on the right side – masculine, 

adjusting Bem Sex role inventory (Choi and Fuqua, 2003) for the list of qualities, while 

questions were based on SIS scale (Palan et al., 1999): “ I feel as though I am..”, “I look as 

though I am ...”, “I do most things in a manner typical of someone who is ... “, “My interests 

are mostly those of a person who is...”. For the management GRO we used just one question, 

based on the second item from the scale above, due to possibility of its external observation. 

We added question, which GRO would be preferable by the corporate identity. For a 

generation item we offered to position oneself within one of the next following categories: A 

(1943-1963), Х (1963-1984), Y (1985-2000) – all categories were present in a sample. For the 

nationality question among other answers the most common were Ukrainian, Tatar, Jewish, 

Belorussian. 

  

Table №3: Sample 2 details 

Item Mean     St. Dev. Min Max Details 

Gender (female) 0.57  0 1 Binominal 

Gender role orientation (GRO) (masc.)  2.3 0.63 1 5 1-5 scale 

Management GRO (masculine) 3.31 1.15 1 5 1-5 scale 

Generation (Y) 0.66  0 1 Binominal 

Intrinsic past experience (volunteering) 0.19  0 1 Binominal 

Low autonomy past experience (army) 0.13  0 1 Binominal 

Level of position (specialist) 0.57  0 1 Binominal 

Flexible working hours (full-time) 0.5  0 1 Binominal 

Tenure (on a current position) 37 37.3 2 210 Months 

Tenure (in a current industry) 6.25 4 0,5 26 Years 

Job location (St.Petersburg) 0.48  0 1 Binominal 

Nationality (Russian) 0.61  0 1 Binominal 

Innovative Strategic Orientation (av.) 3.32 0.6 1 5 1-5 Likert scale 

Source: prepared by authors 

 

Sample 2. We used similar scales, asking to account only for the facts, which lasted 

longer than 6 months. For Strategic Orientation we adjusted scale by Rao and Weintraub 

(2013) “The building blocks of innovation survey”, embedding questions about positive 

attitude towards mistakes, ambiguity action-orientation, climate simplicity (no bureaucracy, 

personal accountability and decision-making). 
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Variables: inner models 

We divided theoretical structural model into two inner models. The first inner model 

(FIM) represents organizational perspective, the second (SIM) – individual. For the FIM we 

focused on Resilience as dependent variable and Social capital, Strategic Orientation and 

HIWS as independent ones. The SIM is comprised of five endogenous reflective latent 

variables. The dependent variable is IWB and independent are: Opportunity-Int (HIWS), 

Motivation, Ability1 (Creativity) and Ability2 (Learning Agility). 

Innovative Work Behavior and Ability1 (Creativity). Usually IWB is operationalized as a 

second-level latent variable, comprised of three or four factors, e.g. Opportunity exploration, 

Idea generation, promotion and realization (Messmann and Mulder, 2012). However, shifting 

from organizational to individual level of analysis makes us consider only implementation 

stage (idea promotion and idea realization), referring to a creative stage (generation) as 

justification of creative ability and exploration as part of learning agility. The informants were 

asked to rate the extent to which they agreed with the 12 statements, using a five-score Likert 

scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Example of statements - Q2: «I actively 

seek to identify emerging trends by reading books, articles, magazines, blogs...» (Dyer et al., 

2011). Table №4 illustrates the source of applied questions and the results of validity and 

reliability tests, using method of maximum likelihood, done after thorough data screening for 

possible outliers, missing values, skewness and kurtosis, performed in StataSe13.  

 

Table №4: IWB and Ability1 

Variable Item Mean St. Dev. Skewness  Kurtosis F. Loading Source 

Ability1  gen1 3.5 1.09 0.12 0.25 0.73 Dyer et al., 2011 

Ability1 gen2 3.6 1.06 0.07 0.59 0.86 de Jong and Hartog, 

2010 

Ability1 gen3 3.6 1.05 0.01 0.69 0.85 de Jong and Hartog, 

2010 

IWB champ1 3.1 1.37 0.72 0 0.85 de Jong and Hartog, 

2010 

IWB champ2 3.3 1.29 0.15 0 0.82 Holman et al., 2012 

IWB champ3 3.3 1.1 0.57 0.06 0.56 Holman et al., 2012 

IWB impl1 3 1.13 0.93 0.13 0.66 de Jong and Hartog, 

2010 

IWB impl2 3.25 1.16 0.35 0.23 0.83 de Jong and Hartog, 

2010 

IWB impl3 3.25 1.1 0.04 0.77 0.58 Holman et al., 2012 

Source: prepared by authors 

 

For skewness and kurtosis usual norm is between -1 and 1. Usual satisfactory level 

factor loading is 0.70 or higher. However, for exploratory research, the norm starts at 0.4. 

(Hulland, 1999; Wong, 2013). Therefore, the factor loading was done in two steps: first, to 

justify which items to keep, second – to assure reaching norm after deletion of factors. In the 

table №4 factor loading results illustrate second step. The eigenvalue of factors is >1: for 

Ability1 it is 1.99 (alpha=0.85), for IWB=3.17 (alpha=0.86). This means that despite 

separation, items still explain an important amount of the variability in the data.  

Ability2 (Learning agility). To explore potential ability, we prepared a self-report 

inventory based questioner, consisting of 12 statements, adjusting existing scales to the 

research purpose. The table №5 represents existing scales and their interrelation.  
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The procedure was similar: we asked informants to assess statements, using a five-score 

Likert scale. Example of statements - Q1:“I am perceptive of others and use that knowledge in 

interactions” (Ployhart and Bliese, 2006). Before the analysis, all reversed questions were 

translated; items, related to idea exploration added, as a fast substitute to a need for ideas 

generation, associated with agility: Agil_ment1 =0.6793, Agil_ment2 =0.7476, IWB_explore2 

=0.4839, IWB_explore3 =0.5118; eigenvalue is 1,5, alpha =0.6.  

 

Table №5: Comparison of existing Learning Agility scales 

1. “Choices 

Architect” by 

Lombardo and 

Eichinger, 2000 

2. LA by Center for 

Creative Leadership, 

Mitchinson and 

Morris, 2011 

3. I Adapt by 

Ployhart and 

Bliese, 2006 

4. “Discovery 

vs Delivery” 

by Dyer et 

al., 2011  

# of item in 

questioner (model), 

 r if question is 

reversed 

People agility none Interpersonal None 1 (3), 2 (1), 3 (r/1)  

Results agility Perform none Delivery 4 (4), 5 (r/4), 12 (1) 

Mental agility Reflect Learning None 7 (3), 8 (3), 9 (2) 

Change agility Innovate 

Take risk 

Defend (r) 

Creativity 

Uncertainty 

Discovery 6 (r/2), 10 (r/2), 11(2) 

Source: prepared by authors 

 

HIWS and Motivation. Selection of Motivation assessment scale was based on an 

assumption that HIWS relies on autonomous orientations, meaning systematic satisfaction of 

needs in autonomy, relatedness and competence, which was measured by 6 statements for the  

FIM and 9 statements for the SIM (Deci and Ryan, 2002). However, employees might not be 

satisfied with such approach due to individual characteristics, which was controlled by adding 

Job Satisfaction construct - a Brief Index of Affective Job Satisfaction (AJS) developed by 

Thompson and Phua (2012). Similar construct we added to test motivation of respondents, 

who were filling in the first questioner, using questions from the WOLF scale of Bakker 

(2008). 

Thus two constructs were formed: HIWS as Opportunity-Int and AJS as Motivation. 

After justification, the first construct is formed by three items – FIM: relatedness1 (0.69), 

relatedness2 (0.88), relatedness3 (0.71); eigenvalue is 1.76, alpha – 0.79; SIM: autonomous2 

(0.66), relatedness1 (0.88), relatedness3 (0.59); eigenvalue is 1.6, alpha – 0.66. 

Table №6 represents example of testing reliability of the scale with standardize items in 

the scale to mean 0, variance 1. Item-test correlation is expected to be roughly similar for all 

items, item-rest is the correlation between an item and the scale that is formed by all other 

items, which is useful for making decision about items deletion. Alpha represents changes in 

Cronbach’s alpha, if this item will be deleted. 

 

Table №6: Test of HIWS scale (first inner model) 

Item Item-test correla-

tion 
Item-rest correla-

tion 
Average interitem 

correlation 
Alpha 

relatedness1 0.8256 0.6077 0.6270 0.7707 

relatedness2 0.8787 0.7126 0.4922 0.6597 

relatedness3 0.8346 0.6248 0.6041 0.7532 

Test scale   0.5744 0.8019 

Source: prepared by authors 
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WOLF scale did not bring expected results, most probably due to decrease of the initial 

amount of items. While Brief Index of AJS showed high suitability, as all four items gained 

high factor loadings: motiv1 – 0.9, motiv2 – 0.86, motiv3 - 0.79, motiv4 – 0.85; eigenvalue is 

2.9, alpha – 0.91. 

Social Capital was measured adopting scale of Chang et al. (2011). Initially 17 

questions aimed to collect information about vertical relationships of top management with 

other companies (SocCap1) and HR managers with external organizations (SocCap4), 

horizontal relationships between top management and HR managers (SocCap2), and of HR 

managers with other departments (SocCap3). In result of validity tests, only 8 items were left, 

forming two factors: SocCap11 (0.55), SocCap12 (0.79), SocCap15 (0.71), SocCap16 (0.85); 

and SocCap21 (0.98), SocCap22 (0.92), SocCap31 (0.71), SocCap32 (0.74); eigenvalue is 3.4 

and 2.2, alpha – 0.88. 

For corporate strategy (ISO) we adopted scale of Nasution et al. (2011), selecting 9 

questions about autonomy (1.1-1.3.), risk-taking (2.1.-2.3.), process, (3.1.) product (3.2.) and 

administrative innovations (3.3.). However, eigenvalue is higher when items form just one 

factor, keeping just four items: 1.1 (0.89), 2.1. (0.58), 2.3. (0.5)  and 3.3.(0.79), what resulted 

in eigenvalue – 1.99 and alpha – 0.78.  

Resilience scale was adopted from the conceptual model for agility of Sharifi and Zhang 

(1999) and PWC model
1
, resulted in 8 questions about corporate responsiveness,  flexibility 

(0.45), speed (0.76), competency (0.85), coherence (0.7), trust (0.45), relevance, adaptive 

capacity, eigenvalue is 2.23, alpha – 0.79. The first and the last two items were deleted. Table 

№7 represents information about regressors in both Inner models. Due to low sample, all 

items were averaged within mentioned constructs to build corresponding indexes. 

 

Table №7: Inner Model Variables 

Variables Mean Std. 

Dev. 
Min-

Max 
Skewn

ess  
Kurto

sis  
Correlation analysis (0.05) 

.1 .2 .3 .4 .5 

1.1. Resilience 3.75 0.69 '2-4.8' 0.11 0.98 1     

1.2. SocCap 3.77 0.81 '1.5-5' 0.04 0.64 0.35 1    

1.3. ISO 3.82 0.85 '1-5' 0.01 0.1 n.s. 0.42 1   

1.4. HIWS 4.02 0.87 '1-5' 0.01 0.04 n.s. 0.62 0.43 1  
 

2.1. IWB 3.21 0.92 '1.3 - 5' 0.22 0.01 1     

2.2. Ability1 3.55 0.93 '1 - 5' 0.01 0.36 0.71 1    

2.3. Ability2 3.84 0.74 '2 - 5' 0.05 0.41 0.44 0.45 1   

2.4. Opport.-Int 4.03 0.8 '2.3 - 5' 0.03 0.04 n.s. n.s. n.s. 1  

2.5. Motivation 3.67 0.96 '1 - 5' 0.01 0.57 0.26 n.s. 0.31 0.44 1 

Source: prepared by authors 

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

CFA was performed only for the second inner model, as the first sample is too small.  

IWB unidimensionality is confirmed, as all variables measures have loading higher than 

0.5 and are statistically significant. There is also significant covariance between errors of 

IWB_imp1 and IWB impl2 (0.44). Overall fit is positive Chi-square=9.952 (p>0.05), RMSEA 

= 0.053 (the norm is below 0.08), TLI =0.985 and CFI =0.992 (the norm is above 0.9), SRMR 

                                                 
1
  КТО АВТОР 
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-0.028 (the norm is <0.08). Convergent validity test is also satisfactory: all loadings are 

significant, correlation between each indicator and corresponding latent variable is >0.5. 

Reliability is also high: AVE = 0.514 (the norm is >0.5), CFR = 0.86 (the norm is > 0.7). 

Similar tests are performed for other variables (table №8). Variables, related to abilities did 

not pass reliability tests, thus they were reconsidered and merged into a single variable: 

IWB_explore3 (0.42), IWB_gen1 (0.73), IWB_gen2 (0.86), IWB_gen3 (0.85), eigenvalue = 

2.17, alpha = 0.8. RMSEA scores for Ability and Motivation were slightly above expectations, 

however this might happen due to low sample and we decided to keep existing specification at this 

stage. 

 

Table №8: Confirmatory factor analysis for the SIM 

Variables Unidimensionality Convergent validity Reliability 

IWB Chi2(2)= 9.95 (p>0.05), RMSEA =0,05  

TLI =0.99, CFI =0.99, SRMR=0.02 

Positive CFR =0.86  

AVE =0.514  

Ability  Chi2(2)= 3.59 (p>0.05), RMSEA =0,1  

TLI =0.97, CFI =0.99, SRMR=0.02 

Positive, except 

IWB_explore3 
CFR =0.82  

AVE =0.54  

Opport.-Int Chi2(2)= 0, RMSEA =0  

TLI =1, CFI =1, SRMR=0 

Positive CFR =0.84  

AVE =0.53  

Motivation Chi2(2)= 5.8 (p>0.05), RMSEA =0,15  

TLI =0.095, CFI =0,98, SRMR=0.02 

Positive CFR =0.9  

AVE =0.73  

Source: prepared by authors 

 

Variables: outer models 

Gender role orientation was measured with 4 items, here are results of factor 

loading: 

 FIM: only first three items were retained (factor loading - between 0.6 

and 0.97), eigenvalue is 1.83, alpha - 0.8.  

 SIM: all factors gained high loading (from 0.42 to 0.9), eigenvalue is 1.8, 

alpha - 0.71.  

Turbulent environment was assessed for the second model. It is comprised of 5-

items scale, however, after factor loading just 4 of them were left (eigenvalue – 1.3, alpha – 

0.64). КТО АВТОР, Nevertheless, the variable did not pass CFA tests. It could be explained 

by low awareness of employees about real affect external environment has on the company, 

which might happen due to their low involvement into decision making outside their position. 

To select the most valuable control factors, we run correlation analysis between 

contextual variables and inner model factors (pairwise Pearson correlation – PC, point biserial 

correlation – PB and Spearman's rank correlation – SR). Tables №9 and №10 represent only 

significant correlations: according to Wong (2013), exploratory nature of the research implies 

the significance level of 5%.  

 

Table №9: Results of the correlation analysis for the first outer model 

 Resilience SocCap  ISO Opportunity-

Int 

Gender Role Orientation 

of management 
n.s. PC: -0.37 n.s. n.s. 

Gender Role Orientation 

of respondent 
n.s. PC: -0.31 n.s. n.s. 

Nationality (Russian) n.s. PB: -0.32 n.s. n.s. 
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 Resilience SocCap  ISO Opportunity-

Int 

Relations with suppliers n.s. PC: 0.47 PC: 0.40 PC: 0.38 

Relations with 

consultants 
n.s. PC: 0.39 PC: 0.33 PC: 0.32 

Relations with alliances n.s. PC: 0.42 n.s. PC: 0.35 

Relations with HR n.s. PC: 0.51 n.s. PC: 0.31 

Relations with Academies n.s. PC: 0.49 n.s. n.s. 
Source: prepared by authors 

 

FIM. None of the next following individual characteristics has significant correlation 

with the variables of the FIM: position in the company, age, city, tenure, and actual gender or 

Gender Role Orientation preference. The most vulnerable to the contextual factors turned to 

be Social Capital. It supports our notion to start decision-making process from the assessing 

value of Social Capital. Internal environment, in particular relatedness, is also strongly 

affected by existing relations. To avoid multicollinearity, we decided to keep Relations with 

supplier, GRO of management and nationality as controls. 

 

Table №10 Results of the correlation analysis for the second outer model 

 IWB Ability1  Ability2 Motivation Opp.-Int 

Intrinsic past experience 

(volunteering) 
PB: 0.28 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

Job location 

(St.Petersburg) 
SR: -0.21 n.s. n.s. PB: 0.26 n.s. 

Nationality (Russian) n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. PB: 0.28 

Innovative Strategic 

Orientation (av.) 
n.s. n.s. n.s.  SR: 0.30 PC: 0.29 

Source: prepared by authors 

 

SIM. Correlation between HIWS (Opportunity-Int) and Innovative strategic orientation 

(ISO) is consistent with our theoretical assumptions (table №1), however we expected the 

level of correlation to be higher. Lower level of correlation could signify intuitive approach to 

SHCM without intention to fit it to the Organizational Identity, in particular to the general 

corporate strategy, operationalized through Strategic Orientations. We also found interesting a 

positive significant correlation between gender role orientation of employees and of their 

managers (0.215), which might be explained by corporate identity specificity, however the 

level of correlation is not high, providing more freedom for employees. Another interesting 

findings are driven by a negative correlation between experience of army service and 

perceived turbulence (-0.25), and between volunteering experience in the past and full-time 

work in the present (-0.26), which slightly support suggestions about effect of past experience 

at the perception of present opportunities and facts. Shifting to a Spearman's rank correlation 

coefficients revealed positive correlation between job location and Innovative strategic 

orientation, which might signify nonlinear effect of institutional isomorphism (0.24), 

however, CFA of ISO variable was not satisfactory. Question about Nationality, turned to be 

too sensitive for respondents. Taking into consideration these facts and a sample size, we 

decided to control only for a job location. 

 

Findings  

 

Table №11 illustrates results of the regression analysis. We applied OLS method, 

performed in StataSE13 (test for normality was positive). In order to confirm mediation 
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hypotheses, we followed a 4-steps guideline of Baron and Kenny (1986), and Judd and Kenny 

(1981): 

1. To prove significance of the direct path between an independent and a dependant var-

iable. Only Motivation variable passed this step. There is no direct path between Op-

portunity-Int and IWB or Opportunity and Ability. 

2. To prove existing path between the regressors and the mediators. All direct paths were 

statistically significant. 

 To prove that the mediator has statistically significant relationship with the independ-

ent variable, while controlling for the observed regressor.  Both Ability and Motivation 

variables passed this step. 

 If the dependent variable at this time will not have the statistically significant relation-

ship, the mediation could be treated as a full one. Full mediation is confirmed. 

 

Table №11: Results of OLS regression, standardised parameters  

Model Opp-Int-Motivation-Ability-IWB Motivation-Ability-IWB 

Y IWB IWB Motiv. Abil. Abil. IWB IWB IWB Abil. IWB 

Control-city -0.4“ n.s. n.s. -0.3“ n.s. -0.4* n.s. n.s. -0.3“ -0.4* 

x1-Ability - 0.7*** - =y =y - 0.7*** 0.7*** =y - 

x2-Motiv - n.s. =y 0.2“ - - - n.s. 0.2* 0.2*** 

x3-Opp.-Int - n.s. 0.5*** n.s. n.s. n.s. - - - - 

R
2 4% 54% 20% 9% 5% 6% 53% 54% 8% 12% 

Comments: “10% significance level, * 5%, **1%, ***0,01% 

 

Therefore: 

1. H1 is confirmed: Ability has positive relations with IWB (0.7); 

2. H2 could not be confirmed due to poor CFA of learning agility; 

3. both statements of H3 are confirmed: Motivation has positive effect on Ability 

(0.2), and thus positive mediated effect on IWB (0.2); 

4. only first statement of H4 is confirmed: Internal Opportunity has positive 

effect on Motivation (0.5), but it does not have positive mediated effect on IWB. 

Besides, there is negative effect of the job location in St.Petersburg on IWB, however, 

statistical significance of this relationship is low. 

Additional analysis was made with assumption that poor CFA tests regarding learning 

agility and environment turbulence might happen due to lower sample size. Disregarding 

results of these tests, we incorporated these two variables into the model, which brought us to 

similar outcomes: all hypotheses are confirmed, except second statement of the H4 with 

regards to mediated effect of HIWS on the IWB: Motivation - Learning Agility (0.39), 

Learning Agility - Creativity (0.41), Creativity - IWB (0.63). Control for city and turbulent 

environment showed that Saint-Petersburg environment has negative relationship with IWB (-

0.13), turbulent environment – positive (0.15). 

 

Conclusion and discussion  

 

This research contributes to the search of suitable and sustainable strategy of managing 

corporate human capital, as important source of organizational resilience and a basement for a 

competitive advantage of the firm. Literature review provided suggestion that resilience is 

important at the situation when environment turbulence is high and thus implies HIWS 
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approach to employees. Interviews with the companies supported suggestions that on the 

individual level employees bring additional flexibility to the company being engaged into 

IWB. Therefore, current research reveals insights on the personal experience of engagement 

and its antecedents, like employee's past experience, institutional environment or individual 

characteristics. As result, we did not find interception between gender, generation, gender role 

orientation (GRO), level of position or tenure with IWB, motivation or ability. However, there 

is positive correlation between IWB and intrinsic past experience, as well as cultural 

environment, predefined by job location. There is also significant correlation between GRO 

and social capital, and between relations with stakeholders and ISO, HIWS, Social capital. 

This findings increase motivation for further research about role of social capital in 

competitive advantage of firms in CIS countries.    

Compelling observations were obtained in result of splitting creativity into two 

dimensions – actual and potential one. It exposed interesting for Human Resources 

Development mechanism: higher affective job satisfaction stimulates employees to uncover 

own potential and thus become more creative. However, external contextual factors might 

strongly affect the outcome, meaning that it is not enough for SHCM approach to be effective 

– first, it should be suitable and match external requests, embedding cultural specificity and 

accounting for organizational strategic orientation. However, not satisfactory CFA tests results 

with regards to variables, related to environment turbulence and learning agility motivate for 

testing other scales, which could overcome issue of sensitivity towards questions about own 

competence.  For instance, Sherehiy et al. (2007) systematize scales incorporating  

characteristics of employees' psychological capital along with learning agility, which might 

become a missing element in the current scale.    

General limitation of the current research is its exploratory nature, resulting in smaller 

sample and exploitation of scales, which were not tested in local environment (except for 

turbulent environment construct). The design of the research implied Structural Equation 

Modelling (SEM), however small sampling at the first stage motivated search of other 

methods. Test for normality was positive, so OLS multivariate regression was favored, 

however PLS method could provide alternative explanation to the unconfirmed relations 

between HIWS and IWB. Sensitivity of important questions, related to competence and 

relatedness, alongside with emergent state of HIWS prototype inspire more qualitative 

researches, aiming to reveal opportunities for overcoming barriers for its implementation.   

Another limitation relates to the variables, for instance Messmann and Mulder (2012) 

highlight two characteristics of IWB - its dynamic and context-bound nature. Referring to the 

past experience during the preceding year and controlling for contextual factors decreased this 

issue, but might not resolve it fully. Another limitation is having just one dependent variable – 

IWB, and neglecting other possible products of HPWS, like productivity, organizational 

citizenship behavior, due to the purpose of the research. Nevertheless, additional literature 

review or qualitative research could help revealing more products of HIWS and thus enrich its 

value. 

Nevertheless, there are several important inputs made by the research. Academically 

wise, several scales passed approbation for the local contextual specificity: SIS scale for 

gender role orientation  (Palan et al., 1999), a Brief Index of Affective Job Satisfaction (AJS) 

developed by Thompson and Phua (2012). Finally, we tested applicability of a newly 

introduced concept “latent Human Capital Management strategy”, which has potential to 

simplify decision process about strategic HCM suitability.  

Key practical finding is that currently in CIS countries focus on HRD brings more 

valuable outcome than HCM. It means that a) reaching higher alignment between HCM and 

HRD needed; b) HIWS is still emerging approach for companies, promising to be a new 

source of a competitive advantage of the firm. 

 

http://www.scopus.com.ezproxy.gsom.spbu.ru:2048/record/display.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84863199974&origin=resultslist&sort=plf-f&src=s&st1=A+Brief+Index+of+Affective+Job+Satisfaction&st2=&sid=6293160CF3FBF0DFD30237E4CC9B5FE7.I0QkgbIjGqqLQ4Nw7dqZ4A%3A10&sot=b&sdt=b&sl=58&s=TITLE-ABS-KEY(A+Brief+Index+of+Affective+Job+Satisfaction)&relpos=0&citeCnt=21&searchTerm=TITLE-ABS-KEY(A+Brief+Index+of+Affective+Job+Satisfaction)
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