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[Mpoduisb: «YnpapjieHne 4ea0Be4eCKUMH pecypcaMm» KO/ - 144

OTBeTHI K OJIMMIIUATHOMY 32/IAaHUIO U HIKAJIA OLleHKH M0 MPOoGWI0 «YNpaBiieHHe YeJJ0BeUYeCKHMHU pecypcaMu»

OO0muii kommenTapuii: CraThs ObUIa H3HAYATIBHO MOJO0paHa TAKMM 00pa3oM, YTOObI YyYAaCTHUKHU OJUMITHABI, XOPOILIO BIIACIONINE SI3IKOM, MOTIIH
HalTH no8epXHOCmMHbvle OTBETHI Ha BCE MOCTaBJIEHHbIE BOMpPOCHl (Kpome Ne 5) mpsimo B cratbe. [Ipu 3TOM, MpocTO HaXOKIEHHE MPAaBUIBHBIX OTBETOB
HEJOCTAaTOYHO Uil OTJIMYHOM OLIEHKH IO OJMMMMATHOMY 3ajaHuio. OIMMIIMAgHOE 3aJaHHe MpeayCMaTpUBajo HE HPOCTO npoumeHue CTaTbH, HO U €€
KPUTHUYECKHUH aHaIN3, ¥ BBICIIUI Oasll OJay4yaT OTBEThI, KOTOPbIE HHTEIPUPOBAJIN 3HAHMS 110 MPEAMETY B aHAJIU3 NPOYTEHHOr0 MaTepHara.

OTBeTHI Ha BCE BOIPOCHI MOJICJICHBI HA JIBE TPYIIBI: T€, YTO UMEIUCh B CTaThe (M HAJIMYKHE KOTOPBIX obecreynBaeT cTyaeHty 12-16 6amnos u3 20 3a
Kbl BOIIPOC), M T€, KOTOPHIX B CTaThe HE OBLIO, HO HAIMYME KOTOPHIX OTAENSAET OTIMYHBIE PaOOTHl OT XOPOIINX, C COOTBETCTBYIOMIEH oreHkon B 17-20
0astoB 3a kaxkablil Bonpoc. [Ipeamnonaraercs, 4to cTyaeHThl, HabpaBiue MeHee 12 6amioB o 20-Tu OaNIBHOM MIKaie 3a BONPOC, 10 KOHKYPCHOH IJIaHKH HE
JOTSHYT, TO3TOMY pacipeesieHie 6auioB MeHee 12-TH ocTaeTcs Ha pacCMOTPEHHUE MPOBEPSIFOILETO.

B Tabnuue Huke npuBeIeHbl KpaTKUe OTBETHI ¢ paclpe/iesieHueM 0ajlyioB; HU)KE JAal0TCs IeTallbHble 00bsCHEHUs OTBETOB. B TekcTe cTaThy (CM. HUXKE)
KHUPHBIM LIPU(TOM BBIJICIEHBI MECTA, HA KOTOPBIE HY>KHO OBLIIO 00OpaTUTh BHUMAaHUE, YTOOBI JaTh NIPAaBUIIbHBIE OTBETHl HAa OCTABICHHbBIE BOIIPOCHI.

Bomnpochl 1 0TBeTHI Bayuibl
1. KakoBbI 0OCHOBHBIE IPO0JIEMBI, pACCMATPUBAaEMbIe B CTaTbe? 20 6a/s10B
1. OcHoBonosoraromuas npodiemMa — BIUSHUE CUCTEMbI YIIPABICHUS Y€JI0BEYECKUMHU
pecypcamu (YUP) Ha 3¢ (eKTUBHOCTH (Pe3y/IbTAaTUBHOCTh) OpPraHU3aluu [TepBoie 2 anemenTa — 1o 4 Gaia kaxablid. /IBa Oamia —
o Iloutn Bce MCTOYHMKN KOHKYPEHTHOTO MTPEUMYIIECTBa KOMIIAHUHN UMEIOT B 3a yKa3aHUe Ha DJIEMEHT, JOMIOJIHUTENbHbIE 2 Oalia — 3a
OCHOBE YeJIOBEYECKHE PECYPChI MOSICHEHHS.
o Opnako, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT UHAYCTpUH (OTpaciu), B KOTOpoil paboTaet
Kommanus, Bnusiaue YUP MokeT ObITh O4eHb 1u((hepeHIMPOBaHHBIM Tperwnii anemenT — 12 6anios, Tak Kak 3TO 00bSICHEHHE
2. OmpenerneHne KIIOYEBBIX TOHATHH BKJIa/1a aBTOPOB B 00J1aCTh 3HaHMM; 1 6aut 3a Kax bl
o Crparernueckoe YUP TIEPEYUCIICHHBIN AJIEMEHT, 2 6ajuta 3a 00bsICHeHUS (Taxke
o BricokompousBoauTenbHbIE pab0YNe CUCTEMBI €CIIi MUHUMAJIbHBIE).
3. DneMeHTbI, KOTOPbIE IO ATOTO HE M3YYaJIHCh B INTepaType (HaydHbIH BKJIA] TaHHOH
CTaTbH): Oco60 OynyT BbIIENEHBI PA0OTHI, B KOTOPBIX YYACTHUKU
o PaccMorpenune Toro, kak XapakTepUCTUKU UHYCTPUU MOAEPUPYIOT OTMETSIT, YTO TaKOE€ MOJepanus (I0CPeIHUYECTBO,
3G GEKTUBHOCTH BEICOKOIIPOU3BOAUTENIBHBIX PA0OUNX CHCTEM obecriedeHre yCIOBHH 1 T.11.). 3HAHHUE 3TOTO THIIA
o I'naBHOI n3yyaeMoi nepeMeHHOH SIBJISIETCS IPOU3BOIUTEIBHOCTD TPy B3aMMOOTHOILIEHUH U MPaBUIbHOE 00bSICHEHHE NOOABISIET




o OcHoBomoJioramIei Teopuei siBisieTcs contingency theory — reopust
CHETIPEJIBUJICHHBIX 00CTOATEILCTBY (MM CUTYaIlMOHHBIN TIOJIX0]T)
o Teopernuecku, 000CHOBAaHO UCTOIb30BAHUE CIACAYIOIIMX MOJEPUPYIOLIUX
MEPEMEHHBIX (KII0YEBbIE TUTIOTE3bI):
= KanuTanoeMKocTh HHAYCTpUHU (0Tpacin)
= TemMrbl pocTa HHAYCTpHUH (OTPACIIN)
*  JluddepeHunanys npoayKTa BHYTPH HHAYCTPUH (OTPACIH)
= JIMHAMUYHOCTb UHIYCTPUU (OTPACIIH)

3-5 6aIoB K OTBETY, TO €CTh YYACTHUK MOKET MOJIYIHUTh
20 6anoB, AaXke HE NMEPEYUCIINB BCE YKa3aHHbIE
3JIEMEHTHI.

Bceria ecth BEpOATHOCTD, YTO YUYACTHUK MPEIOCTABUII
OTBETHI, HE NIEPEUYUCIICHHBIC 3/IcCh. B 3TOM ciydae, Ha
YCMOTPEHHE TPOBEPSIOIIETO, 32 TAKAE OTBETHI MOTYT
OBITH HAYUCJIEHBI OAJIIBI — €CIIM OTBETHI OBLIH 110
CYIIECTBY U apr'yMEHTUPOBAHBHI.

2. Kakne U3 IpuBeIeHHBIX B CTaThe MCC/JIe10BATeILCKUX METOJ0B H BLIBOJOB 110
pe3yJibTaTaM HcCJIe0BAHUS MPeICTAB/ISIOTCA BaM CIIOPHBLIMH, HEA0CTATOYHO
o0ocHoBaHHbIMH? [Touyemy?

Bce BbIBO/IBI MOTYT OBITH CHOPHBIMHU IO PSATY OOIIUX MPUUMH:

Camas GombInas mpodiieMa — OAHOBPEMEHHBIH cOOp HE3aBUCHMBIX M 3aBUCUMBIX
MEPEMEHHBIX, KOTOPBII HE O3BOJIAET CTPOUTH IPUUYUHHO-CIIEICTBEHHBIE CBS3U, HA
KOTOpBIE MPETEHIYIOT aBTOPHI. /I HOCTPOCHUS TaKuX CBsA3EU TPEOYIOTCS KaKk MUHIMYM
TPH yCJIOBUS, 1BA U3 KOTOPBIX — BPEMEHHAs 3aBUCUMOCTb M OTCYTCTBUE TPETUX IPUYUH
— He ObuIn cobmtoeHsl. I1oaToMy Bce BBIBOJBI, C/Ie/IaHHbIE HA TAKUX JAHHBIX, SBIISIOTCS
CIIOPHBIMH.

Bb1Bo/IBI, cieIaHHBIE B CTAaThe, OCHOBAHBI HA U3YYE€HUH OIPAaHUYEHHOMN BHIOOPKU:

o Tonbko myOnuYHBIE KOMIIAHUH OIpeieeHHOro pa3mepa (Menbiie 3000 yenoBek
COTPY/IHUKOB)

o Tonbko HECKOJIBKO CEKTOPOB MPOM3BOJACTBEHHON HHIYCTPHUH (OTPACIIN) — HET
BO3MOYKHOCTH CPaBHEHHSI PA3JIMUHBIX UHAYCTPHUH (0Tpacieit)

o Tonpko KOMIaHUHU, B KOTOPBIX ObUT Hai/ieH MeHexep o YYP Beicokoro
ypoBHsi. To ectb, ecnu Takoit MeHeKep He ObUT ONpe/iesieH, KOMITaHus He Obliia
BKJIIOYEHA B BBIOOPKY — I0CTaTOYHO MPOU3BOJIbHBIA KPUTEPUH, YUUTHIBAS, YTO
HCCIIEJOBaHME JIEJIa0Ch HA MAaKpO YPOBHE

o Hu3kuii npoLieHT OTBETUBIIMX HE MO3BOJISIET A€IAaTh T€HEPAINU3ALUI0 BBIBOIOB
Ha JIpyrue KOMIaHuu

Meron, HCIIONB30BaHHBIN B CTaThe — JIMHENHAA perpeccust. Ho u3BecTHO, 94TO

3¢ PEKTUBHOCTh KOMITAHUU MOKET M3MEHSATHCS HelMMHEHO. Jlo Kakoro-To sTama uaet
yBeInueHne 3PPEKTUBHOCTH, TIOTOM JOCTUTAETCS «IIATO» — OECKOHEUHO 3 PEKTUBHOM
KOMIIaHUs ObITb He MOKeET. Takol 3¢h(hekT He ObLIT yUTeH, TO €CTh U CAETIAHHbIE BBIBOAbI
MOTYT OBITb CTATUCTUYECKH HE3HAUUMBIMHU.

ITouTn Bce XapakTepPUCTHKH HHAYCTPHH (OTPACIH) B TECTHPYEMBIX MOJEISIX OBLITH

20 6aj1710B

OTBeTHI HA ATOT BOIIPOC MOTYT OBITh pa3HBIMU. Y
YYaCTHUKOB OJIMMIIHA]IBI pa3Hasi HOJArOTOBKA, KTO-TO
OTBETHUT 00Jjiee, KTO-TO MEHEE JIE€TaIbHO.

[IpuBeneHHBIE OTBETHI SBJISIFOTCS] IPUMEPHBIMH.
[IpoBepstoniyie CMOTPAT HA KOJIMYECTBO U KAYECTBO
(aprymMeHTalMIO) NPUBEAEHHBIX OTBETOB.

Kaxxaplii mepeyrcieHHbId 3J1eMeHT — 3 0asia,
o0BsicHeHue K HeMy — erie 2 6aima. To ecTh, 4ToOBI
HaOpatp 20 0asIoB, HY’)KHO yKa3aTh, KAK MUHUMYM,
4 s>nemenTa.

B otBerax npuseneHo (0osbiiie 115 IEMOHCTPALHMHN)
HECKOJIbKO BapHAHTOB HA0OPOB MaKCHMAJIbHOTO
KOJIMYECTBa 6aslioB.




CTaTUCTHYECKH HA3HAYUMBIMHU. 3HAYMMBIMH OBUTH MOAEPHPYIOIINE IEPEMEHHBIE,
COCTABJICHHBIE ITyTEM IIEPEMHOXKEHHS JIBYX MEPEMEHHBIX, UTO BEIET K BBICOKOMY
YPOBHIO KoJuTHHEapHOCTH. [Ipu mojacueTe Moienu Npou3BOAHbIC IEPEMEHHBIE, U3-3a
BBICOKOW KOJIJTMHEPAHOCTH, MOTJIM OKa3aThCsl 3HAUMMbIMH HU3-3a om0k Il poga — Ha
caMmoM Jielie, 3HAYUMBIMH MOTJIN ObITh WHIWBUAYAJIbHBIC TIOKA3aTEIN HHAYCTPUH
(oTpacin). A 3TO 3HAYHT, YTO TTOATBEPKIACHHBIC TUIIOTE3bI MOTJIN OBITH
MTOJITBEPKICHHBIMHU U3-3a OMMMOKH | posa, 4To sBisiercs 6oJee cephe3HOM OMMOKOM.

3. KakoBbI orpannyeHusi MPpoOBeIeHHOT0 HCCae0BaHus?
1. Mmnorue orpannueHust ObUTH 0003HAYCHBI TIPSIMO B CTAThE:!
o OrpannueHus NEPEeMEHHBIX:
* [Ipom3BOAWTENHLHOCT TPYAA HE YUUTHIBAIA U3MEHEHUS B CTOUMOCTH
TpyJa W HE BCEr/la 3aBUCUT HANIPSIMYIO OT COTPYAHHUKOB
* BricokordexTuBHBIE paboyre CUCTEMBI — IOHATHE
CclIo’)KHO3aMepsieMoe. B craThe ncnosb3oBascs IpUMEHEHHBIH paHee
croco6 ¢ KOppeKIueil Ha UCTOYHUK JaHHBIX, HO TIOJTy4YeHHAS
MepEeMEHHasi MOKET, TEM HE MEHEee, OCTaBaThCs CIIOPHOI
o OrpaHuueHus MeToja:
= JluneiHas perpeccus Al HEMMHENHBIX B3aUMOOTHOIIECHHUN
*  Bricokas KOppesaus MeXIy TECTUPYEMbIMH NIEPEMEHHBIMU
o OrpanuueHue BbIOOPKHU:
» Teorpaduueckue orpaHu4YCHUS
*  VpOBEHb PECIIOHJICHTOB B KOMIIAHUH
= [IpoGnemsl cOopa TaHHBIX — OJHOBPEMEHHBIN cOOp HE3aBUCUMBIX U
3aBHCHMBIX NTEPEMEHHBIX M3 OJTHUX U Te€X )K€ NCTOYHMKOB
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OrpanndeHuii, Kak 'y J11000ro UCCIeIOBaHUs, MHOTO.
311ech nepevyrciIeHbl JTUIb HEKOTOPbIe BapHaHTHI, 0e3
00BSICHEHUI — B OTBETAX MOTYT OBITH JIIOOBIE.

Jlns nonmydenust 20 6ayU10B JOCTATOUYHO MEPEUUCITUTh
nro0ble 1ATh (1o 4 6asuia 3a oTBeT: 2 6ajuia — IpocTo 3a
yKa3aHMe 3JIEMEHTa, elle 2 6ajlia — 3a MosCHEHHE,
apryMEHTAIIHIO).

4. KakoBbl HanpaBJjieHus1 ucnoab30BaHusi HR-MeHem:kepamu pe3y/1bTaToB 3TOro0
uccJea0Bauus?
Cratps HanMcaHa a7t paboTHUKOB cdepsl YUP, n npakTuyeckoe NpuMeHeHHE pe3yabTaToB
4eTKO 0003HAUEHO B CTAThE.
e bputn ykazaHsl KojeOaHus (Ha ypoBHE 1 CTaHIAPTHOTO OTKJIIOHEHUS) U BIMSHUS TaKHUX
Kosie0aHni Ha IPOU3BOAUTEIBHOCTD TPY/a IS CIEAYIOIINX TEPEMEHHBIX:
o BpICOKOIPOAYKTUBHBIX pabOYHUX CUCTEM
o Kanuranoemxoctu nHaycTpuu (0Tpacin)
o Temnos pocrta uHRyCTpUN (OTpaACiIN)
o VYpoBHs auddepeHuuanu npoyKTa

YyacTHUKAM BaKHO IMOKa3aTh MIOHMMaHHE TOI'0, KaK NIEPCUYUCIICHHBIC BhIIIC IICPEMCHHBIC
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DTOT BONPOC OCTAETCS HA YCMOTPEHUE MPOBEPSIIONIETO.
Bcs craths Hanncana HenmocpeAcTBeHHO s Y UP, u
YYACTHHUK OJINMITHA]IBI MOT OMKCATh KaK OOIIHE DJIEMEHThI
MPUMEHEHUA CTaThU B NpakTuke Y YP, Tak 1 OCTAaHOBUTH
BHUMAaHHUE HA JETAIISAX.

BAXHO: nomxno ObITh 00BsCHEHUE (COmEpIKaTEIbHAS
apryMeHTanus ), moueMy Kakoi-To 00bICHEHHBIN
3JIEMEHT BaKEH.




JNEUCTBUTEIIEHO UMEIOT MTPAKTHUECKOE 3HAUEHNE, U KaK MEeHepKep o YUP MoXeT 3TH JaHHbBIE
KCIIONIB30BaTh B CBOEH ACATENBHOCTH. DTa MH(OPMAIUS AaCTCS B CTAaThe — BAYKHO €€ C
aKaJeMHUYECKOTO SI3bIKa MEPEBECTH Ha SI3BIK MPAKTUYECKOTO TPUMEHEHHUS.

Pacnipenenenne 6amios: 10 6ayioB — nmepednciacHne He
MeHee 4-5 HanpaBIeHUH UCIIONb30BaHuUs; 5 6aJlJIOB —
0o0BsicHEHHeE, (1a)Ke KPaTKOe) TOTUKU PUMEHEHUS
pe3ynbTaToB; 5 0amIoB — 00beM U3JI0KEeHUS. BajkHO,
9YTOOBI Ha 3TOT BONPOC ObUT JaH MCUEPIBIBAIOIINN 1
apryMeHTUPOBaHHbBINA O0TBET. [louepku pa3Hbie, KaK U
CTWJIb U3JIOKEHUS, HO 4-5 KOPOTKHX TPEIIOKEHUH OyIeT
HeocTaToYHO. OTBET JOKEH OBITh HCUEPIIBIBAIOIINM,
IPUMEPHO B 00BEME OJJTHOTO PYKOIHCHOTO JICTA — B
TakOM 00BbeMe MOXKHO OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC aJIeKBATHO U
COJICPKATEIBHO.

5. AABasioTCS JIM pacCMOTPEHHBbIE B CTaThe NMPO0JIeMbl AKTYAJbHBIMHU JJIS1 POCCHICKUX
opraHuzanmii?

OTBeThbl MOTYT OBbITh Pa3HBIMU. MOXKHO JIM CYUTATh CAEJIaHHbIE BBIBOJBI B CTaThe
yHuBepcanbHbIMu A1 Poccnn? IIpruHUMAIOTCS apryMeHTBI KaK «3a», TaK U «IIPOTHUBY.

B To Bpems, Kak ucciieioBaHus B 3TOW o0acT B Poccuu moka enne orpaHu4eHbl, He
CYIIECTBYET HUKAKHUX TEOPETUICCKHUX MPEIIOCHUIOK, MPENSATCTBYIONNX OTHECEHUIO ATON
poOJIEeMBI K aKTyalbHBIM B Poccuu. B poccuiickux opraHu3ammsx, Kak U Be3/e, MOCTOSHHO
perraercst Bonpoc crparermdeckoro YUP, To ecTh J1t00bIe HallpaBJICHUS, ITO3BOJISIFOIINE PEIIUTh
3Ty npobiiemy, OyyT NpuBETCTBOBaThCA. TeM He MeHee, 3P heKTHBHOCTH I000ro MeTo1a
(TEeXHOJIOTUH, IPAKTUKHN) OyIET 3aBUCETh OT KOHKPETHBIX OOCTOATENBCTB, U TO, YTO MPUMEHUMO
B OJIHOM KOMITAHWUH, MOKET OBITh HEIPUMEHUMO B JAPYTrOi. YUaCTHUKH OJIMMITUAIBI JOJDKHBI
MOHSTH U yKa3aTh Pa3HHUILy, & HE CJIENO OTBEPraTh WIH MPUHUMATH KaKOH-TO METOT
(TEXHOJIOTHIO, TPAKTHKY).
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16-20 OanoB: JOrH4ecku apryMeHTUPOBaHHBIH,
COJIepKaTeIbHBIN OTBET CO CCHUIKOM Ha TEOpHH (MIJIM UX
OTCYTCTBHE) OTHOCUTEIHHO IIPUMEHEHUSI OITMCAHHBIX
METOJIOB B POCCHICKOMN MPAKTHUKE.

bmoke k 20 6amiam: HCIIONB3yeTCs] MIMEHHO TEOpHsl.

brmke k 16 GamiaM: HCTIOIB3YETCSl UCKITIOUNUTEIHLHO
MaTepuai CTaThH.

IMosicHeHusi K OTBeTaM
1. KakoBbl 0CHOBHBIE NIP00JIeMbl, pacCMaTPpUBaeMble B CTaTbe?

OTBeThl Ha MEPBBIA BOMPOC JaHbl HEMOCPEACTBEHHO B CTaThe. Tpe0oBajioCh BHUMATENbHO MPOUYUTATh MEPBbIE CTPAHMIIBI TEKCTa, A€ B JETAISIX
OOBSICHSIIOTCSl paccMaTpuBaeMblie TIPoOIeMbl U TMOHATHSA. Kakmoe cioBO B MpHBENEHHBIX OTBETaX BaxxHO. Hampumep, BaxxHO OBLIO yKa3aTh, YTO HOBBIM
3JIEMEHTOM, MPUBHECEHHBIM CTAaThel B 3HAHMS B UCCIIELYyEeMOMH 00JacTh SABISETCS HE TOJIBKO paccMOTpeHue AU(PepeHIupOBaHHOTO BIUSHUS UHIAYCTPUU
(oTpacin) Ha paccMaTpUBaeMyIO 3aBUCHUMYIO MEpEeMEHHYI0. B 3ToM Bompoce ObUI0 HEOCTATOYHO MPOCTO MEPEUYUCIUTh BCE AIIEMEHTHI, KaK 3TO JIaeTcs B



Ta6J'H/IL[e. Kamumﬁ QJICMCHT AOJIKCH OBITb OOBSICHEH B JACTAJIAX, OCHOBBIBAsICh HAa IMPCAUNICCTBYIOIIHUX HCCICIOBAHUAX. HOBTOMy IMPpOCTO MCPCUUCIICHUC
3JIEMEHTOB — 3TO TOJILKO ITOJIOBHHA HAYMCIIIEMBIX 0asIOB.

2. Kakue M3 mnpuBeJeHHBIX B CTaTbe HCCJIeI0BATeIbCKHX METOJAOB M BBIBOJAOB MO0 pe3y/JbTaTaM HCCJIEJ0BAHMS NPeACTABJIAIOTCH BaM
CIIOPHBIMH, HEAOCTATOYHO 000cHOBaHHBIMU? [Toyemy?

31ech BaXKHO HAMKCATh HE TOJIBKO TO, KaKKe€ BBIBOJBI MOTYT OBITH HEOOOCHOBAaHHBIMH, HO M modeMy. OObscHeHHE (conepKaTeabHas apryMEeHTAIHs)
SIBIIIETCS KIIIOYEBBIM AJIEMEHTOM OTBeTa. Eciu Obl10 MPOCTO HANMKMCAHO «IIEPEMEHHBIE UMEH OTPaHUYEHUS», 3TOTO HeJoCcTaTouHo. HOTAa 1 orpaHUYeHHbIE
MEPEMEHHbIE MOTYT OBITh aJIeKBaTHBIMHU, €CJIM aHAJIU3 CAeNlaH NpaBUiIbHO. OOBsCHEHNE MOXKET ObITh HEJIMHHBIM, HO JIOJKHA ObITh BUIHA JIOTHKA.

3. KakoBsl OrpaHU4Y€HMUS ITPOBEJACHHOI'O I/ICCJ'le)IOBaHHﬂ?

YacTb 0TBETOB ObLIa JaHa CaMUMH aBTOpaMu CTaTbU, T.C. UX MOXKHO HaAWTH B CTaTheE. Ol"paHI/I‘-ICHI/If/'I, KakK BCCr[a, MHOTO — HCBO3MOXHO ITPOBECTU
nACAJIbHOC HMCCICIOBAHHUC. HOBTOMy JIIO0BIE NEPCHUCIICHHBIC 00BsICHEHHS 6y,HYT 3aCYUTaHbl, IpHU YCIOBHHU, YTO OHH JIEHCTBUTEIILHO MOTI'yT OBITH
OrpaHUYCHHUAMMU.

Bonpocs! 4 1 5 He UMEIOT 4eTKOH CTPYKTyphl. [103TOMY, 3TO TE€ BOIIPOCHI, KOTOpbIe OyIyT OTAEIATh CUIbHbBIE OTBETHI OT cialdbix. KauecTBo 0TBETOB
OyIleT OTJINYaThCs 3HAUUTEIIBHO, TIO3TOMY NPOBEpsIoIIne OyIyT CMOTPETh M Ha OTBETHI, U HA 00BEM COJIEpKATEIbHOM apryMeHTaluu — AeHCTBUTEIBHO JIN
9TO XOPOUIMH OTBET, WIM IIPOCTO OTIHCKA.



Ipoduas «YnpasieHue 4eji0Be4eCKUMU pecypcaMn»1

Although not yet widely incorporated into research paradigms, industry characteristics may
have far reaching implications for HRM. Industries, like national cultures, are the contexts
within which meanings are construed, effectiveness is defined, and behaviors are evaluated.
(Jackson & Schuler, 1995: 252)

Recent years have witnessed burgeoning interest in the degree to which human resource
systems contribute to organizational effectiveness. Pfeffer (1994, 1998), for example, argued that
success in today’s hypercompetitive markets depends less on advantages associated with economies
of scale, technology, patents, and access to capital and more on innovation, speed, and adaptability.
Pfeffer further argued that these latter sources of competitive advantage are largely derived from
firms’ human resources. On the basis of these and similar arguments, Pfeffer (1994, 1998) and
others (e.g., Kochan & Osterman, 1994; Lawler, 1992, 1996; Levine, 1995) have strongly
advocated greater firm investments in high-performance or high-involvement human resource
systems, which are systems of human resource (HR) practices designed to enhance employees’
skills, commitment, and productivity.

We believe these sentiments to be true in the main; however, we also believe that these
investments may be more beneficial in some contexts than in others. More specifically, as
emphasized in the strategic management and industrial organization literatures (e.g., Porter, 1980),
a firm’s industry (or industries) is an important part of the milieu within which organizational
policies and practices are framed and executed. We believe this to also be true for HR policies and
practices. Unfortunately, extant HR research has generally ignored the impact and influence of
industry characteristics on the efficacy of HR systems. We sought in this study to fill this important
void by examining how industry characteristics moderated the effectiveness of high-performance
work systems. Because labor productivity is the key indicator of workforce performance (Delery &
Shaw, 2001), we examined the relationship between high-performance work systems and this
critical outcome measure.

HISTORICAL ROOTS AND THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Wright and McMahan defined strategic human resource management (SHRM) as “the
pattern of planned human resource deployments and activities intended to enable an organization to
achieve its goals” (1992: 298). According to Delery and Shaw (2001), at least two major features
distinguish SHRM research from the more traditional HR management (HRM) practice research.
First, SHRM studies have focused on explicating the strategic role that HR can play in enhancing
organizational effectiveness. A second distinguishing feature is the level of analysis. HRM practice
research has traditionally had an individual-level focus; in contrast, SHRM research is typically
conducted at the business-unit or organizational level of analysis. Reflecting this orientation, recent
HR research has focused on high-performance work systems, a term used to denote a system of HR
practices designed to enhance employees’ skills, commitment, and productivity in such a way that
employees become a source of sustainable competitive advantage (Lawler, 1992, 1996; Levine,
1995; Pfeffer, 1998).

Neither conceptual/prescriptive (e.g., Lawler, 1992; Levine, 1995; Pfeffer, 1998) nor
empirical work (e.g., Arthur, 1994; Huselid, 1995) yields a precise definition of a high-performance
work system, but these systems include practices such as rigorous selection procedures, internal
merit-based promotions, grievance procedures, cross-functional and cross-trained teams, high levels
of training, information sharing, participatory mechanisms, group-based rewards, and skill-based
pay. A number of studies have revealed links between greater use of these types of practices and

! Cratest cocraBnena mo Datta D.K., Guthrie J.P., Wright P.M. (2005) Human resource management and labor
productivity: does industry matter? // Academy of management journal, 48(1), pp. 135-145.
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labor productivity (e.g., Arthur, 1994; Guthrie, 2001; Huselid, 1995; Ichniowski et al., 1997; Koch
& McGrath, 1996; MacDuffie, 1995).

Guided by contingency theory, our position is that the value of utilizing high-performance
work systems will be influenced by a firm’s industry context. A number of seminal organizational
theorists (e.g., Burns & Stalker, 1961; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 1967; Woodward,
1965) have discussed the interplay of firms’ external environments and their management structures
or styles. Burns and Stalker were the first to establish this link, concluding that environments
imbued with “changing conditions, which give rise constantly to fresh problems and unforeseen
requirements” (1961: 121) were better served by an “organic” management style, as opposed to a
“mechanistic” approach. Analogous to a “control-oriented” HR system (cf. Arthur, 1994), a
mechanistic management style emphasizes the expertise and authority of members at the top of an
organizational pyramid. In contrast, in a firm with an organic management style, knowledge is
assumed to be widely dispersed throughout the organization, and broadened task roles and
employee commitment to the entire organization are emphasized. Communication patterns tend to
be lateral (rather than vertical), emphasizing information exchange consisting of information and
counsel. The discussion in the SHRM literature of high-commitment, high-involvement, or high
performance HR systems resonates strongly with Burns and Stalker’s organic style of management.
These management styles or systems are employee-centered by design: It is assumed that optimal
organizational performance will be achieved through high employee capability, paired with
employee commitment and involvement.

Burns and Stalker also presaged the debate in the SHRM literature regarding whether high-
performance work systems’ effectiveness is “universal” or “contingent” upon firm context. As
contextualists, Burns and Stalker (1961) discussed — and noted their objection to — H.A. Shepard’s
(1956) proposal that a “new orientation” in management (i.e., organic management styles) would be
equally effective in all industries. Thus, discussions of high-performance work systems and debates
regarding their universal or contingent effects have deep historical roots.

More recently, the resource-based view of the firm has also incorporated a contingency
perspective. In this view, organizational resources can be a source of sustainable competitive
advantage to the extent that they create value and allow a firm to excel in its particular competitive
environment. As Barney stated, “Firm resources are not valuable in a vacuum, but rather are
valuable only when they exploit opportunities and/or neutralize threats” (1995: 52). The notion of
“fit” is embedded in the resource-based view: resources contribute more or less value depending on
a firm’s competitive environment. In the SHRM literature, Batt (2002) invoked resource-based
contingency notions in her exploration of the moderating effects of customer segments on the HR-
firm performance relationship.

By engendering broad repertoires of skill and behavior, many high-performance work
system elements promote organizational flexibility. Broad perspectives and experience sets,
coupled with aligned interests, information sharing, and participatory mechanisms, enhance
prospects for spontaneity, innovation, and alternative strategy generation throughout an
organization (Wright & Snell, 1999). Thus, high-performance work systems seem particularly well
suited for competitive environments requiring a dynamic fit. Empirical work to date, however, has
not systematically explored the validity of this general proposal. Most SHRM researchers have
treated industry as a nuisance variable to be controlled or “partialed out of” their models. As
developed below, we believe a set of industry characteristics prominently featured in the strategy
and industrial organization literatures has significant implications for the impact of high-
performance work systems on organizational effectiveness.

HYPOTHESES

In developing “discretion theory,” Hambrick and colleagues (e.g., Hambrick &
Abrahamson, 1995; Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987), have specified industry characteristics that
imbue competitive markets with many of the features described by Burns and Stalker (1961) and
Wright and Snell (1999) as requiring an organic HR system. According to these theoretical
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perspectives, the industry characteristics of capital intensity, market growth, industry
differentiation, and industry dynamism should moderate the efficacy of high-performance work
systems.

Capital intensity has played a prominent role in the management and economics literatures.
Although the labor economics literature indicates that capital-intensive industries are generally
associated with increased employee skill levels and higher wages, there are a number of reasons to
believe that high-performance work systems will be more beneficial to firms in low-capital-
intensity industries. As strategy researchers have noted (Datta & Rajagopalan, 1998; Hambrick &
Lei, 1985), capital intensity often creates strategic rigidity because fixed costs are high and
deviations tend to be expensive. Firms in high-capital-intensity industries tend to focus on
leveraging their investments, resulting in a greater concern for cost and efficiency considerations.
Although directed primarily at the impact of organizational leadership on firm performance, the
consistent argument in this body of work is that human resource effects decrease in industries with
high capital intensity. Similar arguments can be found in the SHRM literature. Terpstra and Rozell,
for example, argued that in capital-intensive industries, there are “greater constraints placed upon
employee performance by the degree of task structure or the degree of automation of the production
technology” (1993: 43). In simple terms, the human element becomes more integral to the
production process as capital intensity decreases. As such, a system of HR practices used broadly to
endow all employees in a workforce with greater skill and commitment should offer greater
advantages in labor-intensive than in capital-intensive industries. Thus:

Hypothesis 1. Industry capital intensity will moderate the relationship between high-
performance work systems and labor productivity, with the relationship being stronger in
industries having lower capital intensity.

Arguments can also be made in the context of market growth, an industry characteristic
featured prominently in research on organizational theory and strategic management (e.g., Datta &
Rajagopalan, 1998). Demand growth has been associated with greater market opportunity and
competitive variation, providing managers and employees with more discretionary opportunities.
High-growth industries are characterized by entrepreneurial decision making, with greater
opportunities for industry initiatives and decision-making freedom. Hambrick and Finkelstein
(1987) suggested that industry growth results in expanded options for firms, reducing the tendency
toward organization inertia. These industry features are associated with market and organizational
variability and enhanced discretion, increasing the relative benefit derived from using an organic
HR system in the form of high-performance work systems. Thus:

Hypothesis 2. Industry growth will moderate the relationship between high-performance
work systems and labor productivity, with the relationship being stronger in high-growth
industries.

As may industry capital intensity and growth, industry differentiation should also moderate
the relationships between high-performance work systems and firm productivity. In undifferentiated
industries, firms tend to have relatively similar, commodity-like products and to attend primarily to
cost and efficiency considerations (Porter, 1980). In contrast, in more differentiated industries,
competitive success often hinges on products that stand out from competitors’ on the basis of
product features, quality, design, and so forth. There are also more avenues for competition and a
wider range of feasible competitive actions, with means-end linkages being relatively ambiguous
(Porter, 1980). Thus, on average, firms in differentiated industries shift production and
organizational processes more frequently to meet changing market and customer preferences.
Moreover, jobs tend to be more complex and varied, requiring broader skill sets and the ability and
willingness to succeed in more challenging and varying circumstances. As such, higher industry
differentiation should magnify the value of high-performance practices such as broadly defined
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tasks, decentralized decision making, greater use of teams, cross-utilization, and more training. As
such:

Hypothesis 3. Industry product differentiation will moderate the relationship between high
performance work systems and labor productivity, with the relationship being stronger in
industries having higher product differentiation.

Finally, industry dynamism has also been postulated to have an important affect on the
nature of competition, defining the extent to which a firm faces an environment that is predictable
and stable or changing and uncertain. As with industry growth, Hambrick and Finkelstein (1987)
suggested that industry dynamism expands firms’ options, reducing inertial tendencies. By
necessitating frequent strategic and structural adaptations, turbulent environments increase
information-processing needs and complexity. In general, skill requirements in more dynamic
environments are likely to be more complex and varied, increasing the need for individuals with
both the capacity and willingness to deal with complexity and change. Thus, industry dynamism is
associated with a greater need for organizations to be capable of achieving dynamic fit through their
use of organic HR systems:

Hypothesis 4. Industry dynamism will moderate the relationship between high-performance
work systems and labor productivity, with the relationship being stronger in more dynamic
industries.

METHODS

Sample and Data Collection

The firms in the sample were selected on the basis of several criteria. First, only publicly
traded firms in the manufacturing sector (two-digit SIC code 20-39) having a minimum of 100
employees and $50 million in sales were included. Second, since the influence of industry
characteristics can only be meaningfully assessed in nondiversified firms, the sample was limited to
firms deriving at least 60 percent of sales revenues from activities classified under a single four-
digit SIC code. Third, we included only firms in which we could identify a senior HR executive.
Names and addresses for these individuals were obtained from the Directory of Corporate
Affiliations, the Hunt-Hanlon Select Guide to HR Executives, and the Society for Human Resource
Management Membership Directory. A total of 971 firms met the above criteria.

After pilot testing, surveys were mailed in mid-2000 to the HR executives identified in the
sample firms. This mailing was followed by a reminder letter, a second survey, and finally, a
telephone reminder. We received a total of 144 responses, representing a 15 percent response rate.
However, 12 of the 144 firms providing survey responses were eventually excluded because
relevant firm-level data were not available (owing to delistings resulting from acquisitions,
mergers, or firms going private); these exclusions left a usable sample of 132 firms. Although
somewhat low, our response rate is consistent with those in other survey-based studies of high-
performance work systems. Becker and Huselid (1998) reviewed studies having response rates
ranging from 6 to 28 percent, with an average of 17.4 percent. To assess the reliability of our HR
system measures, once we received a “primary” response, we sent a “secondary” survey to a second
HR person in each participating firm. This was an abridged survey, with only the high-performance
work systems practice items. While initial respondents were typically senior vice presidents or vice
presidents of human resources, the modal title of the second respondents was HR manager.

We received multiple responses from 33 firms, two responses from 29 firms, and three
responses from 4 firms.



Measures

Labor productivity. While a number of outcome measures (e.g., turnover, absenteeism,
profits) have been used to ascertain the effectiveness of HR systems, we focused on labor
productivity for a number of reasons. First, labor productivity is a crucial organizational outcome.
At a general level, labor productivity, defined as total output divided by labor inputs (Samuelson &
Nordhaus, 1989), indicates the extent to which a firm’s labor force is efficiently creating output.
Second, because connections between human capital and productivity — especially labor
productivity — are relatively direct, the face validity of this measure of firm success is also relatively
high (Dyer & Reeves, 1995). Third, SHRM theorists have identified labor productivity as the
crucial indicator of workforce performance (Delery & Shaw, 2001). Finally, productivity has been
the most frequently used outcome variable in a large body of work in the SHRM literature (Boselie
& Dietz, 2003). Citing Guest’s point that “we would expect the impact of HRM to become
progressively weaker as other factors intervene” (1997: 269), Boselie and Dietz advocated a focus
on productivity as the “bridge in future research between the often labeled soft HRM outcomes
(e.g., employee satisfaction, commitment and trust) and hard financial outcomes (e.g., sales, profits,
ROI)” (2003: 21). Drawing on prior research (e.g., Guthrie, 2001; Huselid, 1995; Koch & McGrath,
1996), we measured productivity as the logarithm of the ratio of firm sales to number of employees.
Data were obtained from COMPUSTAT.

This measure is not without limitations. First, it does not control for potential increases in
costs (e.g., labor costs) that may accompany increased revenue generation. Second, not all elements
of this outcome measure are directly controllable by employees (e.g., market demand, product
price). These limitations notwithstanding, this measure of productivity is a key indicator of the
efficiency with which firms produce revenue, and it allows comparability across industries and with
previous studies.

High-performance work systems. Researchers have used a variety of approaches to measure
high-performance work systems. Our measure is based upon the work of Guthrie (2001) and
Huselid (1995). We assessed the use of 18 practices, which are identified in the Appendix.
Estimates were obtained of the proportion (0-100%) of members of each of two groups, “exempt”
and “nonexempt” employees, who were covered by each high-performance work system practice.
Using the number of employees in each group, we computed a weighted average for each practice.
The mean of these 18 weighted averages represented a firm’s high-performance work systems
score. Cronbach’s alpha for the composite high-performance work system scale was .78.

Scholars (e.g., Gerhart, 1999; Gerhart, Wright, McMahan, & Snell, 2000; Huselid &
Becker, 2000) have debated the merits of relying on internal indexes of reliability (such as
Cronbach’s alpha) to support the reliability of HR system measures. Questions have also been
raised about the reliability of measures of HR practices based on single sources of information.
Because of these concerns, we used the sample firms with multiple responses (n=33) to compute
the intraclass correlation coefficient, ICC(1), as a check of the reliability of our HR data. ICC(1)
can be conceptualized as the proportion of variance in a measure explained by group membership
(Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). As Bliese noted, “When ICC(1) is large, a single rating from an
individual is likely to provide a relatively reliable rating of the group mean; when ICC(1) is small,
multiple ratings are necessary to provide reliable estimates of the group mean” (2000: 356).

For the high-performance work system scale, the ICC(1) value was .62, a value that,
according to available standards (e.g., Bliese, 2000; Gerhart et al., 2000), is large and supportive of
an acceptable degree of agreement across raters.

Industry characteristics. Industry capital intensity was the three-year (1997-99) average
ratio of fixed assets to sales for firms in each industry defined at the three-digit SIC level (Chang &
Singh, 1999). Industry growth was defined as the average five-year annual growth rate in value of
shipments based on the data available in the U.S. Census of Manufacturers. This measure of
industry growth has been widely used (Hambrick & Abrahamson, 1995; Rajagopalan & Datta,
1996). The three-year (1997-99) mean of the average ratios of R&D expenditures to total sales for
all firms belonging to the sample firms’ three-digit SIC industries was used as an indicator of
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industry product differentiation (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987). Finally, followingKeats and
Hitt (1988), we assessed industry dynamism using a two-step procedure: first, the natural
logarithm of sales for each three-digit industry for the years 1997—99 was regressed against time,
and then the antilogarithms of the standard errors from these models were calculated. These
antilogarithms represent an index of volatility or dynamism for each industry.

Control variables. In view of prior research, in our analyses we controlled for firm size,
firm growth, firm capital intensity, level of employee unionization, and firm strategy. Firm size
was included as a control because it may be associated with the use of more “sophisticated” human
resource practices as well as with higher productivity (Guthrie, 2001; Jackson & Schuler, 1995).
Size was the natural logarithm of a firm’s number of employees (e.g., Huselid, 1995; Koch &
McGrath, 1996). Because of its potential implications for both HR systems and firm productivity
(Huselid, 1995), firm sales growth was another control variable; we defined it as the growth in a
firm’s sales over a threeyear period (1997-99). As have previous studies (e.g., Huselid, 1995; Koch
& McGrath, 1996), to control for possible relationships with use of high-performance work systems
and firm productivity, we controlled for firm capital intensity. We computed a firm’s relative
capital intensity as the mean of firm capital intensity (fixed assets/sales) divided by the capital
intensity for a particular firm’s industry (Rajagopalan & Datta, 1996). All data for these controls
were obtained from COMPUSTAT.

In addition, we controlled for level of unionization (based on estimates provided by survey
respondents) because unions might influence labor productivity (Freeman & Medoff, 1984).
Finally, using an instrument developed by Zahra and Covin (1993), we controlled for firms’
business-level strategies. This scale used five items (concerning, for example, level of operating
efficiency and offering competitive prices) to assess the extent to which a firm pursued a cost
leadership strategy (alpha = .77).

ANALYSES AND RESULTS

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and zero-order correlations among all study
variables. Standard deviations of industry characteristics measures display reasonably high variance
in the underlying sample, indicating that the sample does not reflect idiosyncratic industry
conditions.

TABLE 1
Means and Correlation Coefficients®

Variable Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Productivity” 5.27 0.55
2. High-performance work system 49.58 15.27 A1
3. Industry capital intensity 0.41 0.57 520 —.12
4. Industry growth 0.40 0.30 -—.08 .05 —.20
5. Industry differentiation —0.02 0.78 —.08 .09 —.21 .46
6. Industry dynamism 1.03 0.16 .04 —00 -—.02 —.00 —.10
7. Firm size® 1.12 145 —.11 15 —.20 —.19 .02 .02
8. Firm sales growth 0.20 0.56 .18 —.05 —.05 22 .20 —.02 -—-.02
9. Firm unionization 16.37 2641 —.19 -—.13 -—.02 —.10 -.13 -—.03 .24 .01
10. Firm relative capital intensity 1.07 0.64 —.05 .07 .01 —.03 —.04 .04 .04 —.23 —.08
11. Firm strategy 3.54 0.58 .22 .15 .03 —.11 —.06 11 .20 .04 .01 .02

# Correlations greater than .14 are significant at p < .10; those greater than .18 are significant at p < .05; and those greater than .24 are
significant at p < .01; all two-tailed tests.

" Natural logarithm of revenue (in thousands) per employee.

“ Natural logarithm of the number of employees (in thousands).

Hierarchical ordinary least squares (OLS) regression analyses were used to test Hypotheses
1-4. Table 2 presents these results. Model 1, which included the control and industry characteristics
variables, explained nearly 42 percent of the variance in labor productivity. In model 2, we
introduced the high-performance work systems measure. Consistently with past research (e.g.,
Guthrie, 2001; Huselid, 1995; Ichniowski et al, 1997; Koch & McGrath, 1996), results indicated a
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positive association between more extensive use of high-performance work system practices and
workforce productivity (p < .05). The introduction of the high-performance work systems variable
explained an additional 1.6 percent of the variance in workforce productivity.

TABLE 2
Results of Regression Analyses: High-Performance Work Systems,
Industry Characteristics, and Labor Productivity®

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Industry capital intensity 0.50%%* 0.51%%* 0.43%** 0.49*** 0.49%** 0.51%**
(0.07) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Industry growth —0.05 —0.07 —0.06 —0.11 —0.08 —0.08
(0.18) (0.18) (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.16)
Industry differentiation —0.06 —0.10 -0.19 0.03 —0.34 —0.10
(0.86) (0.85) (0.84) (0.83) (0.84) (0.85)
Industry dynamism 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.01
(0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.24) (0.24) (0.36)
Firm size 0.00 —0.01 —0.00 0.00 —0.02 —0.01
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Firm sales growth 0.21%%* 0.21%%* 0.22%%% 0.27%%% 0.26%** 0.21%*%%
(0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08)
Firm unionization —0.00% —0.00* —0.00% —0.00* —0.00* —0.00%
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Firm strategy” 0.19%* 0.17* 0.17*% 0.17* 0.17* 0.17*
(0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07)
Firm relative capital intensity 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.02 0.01
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)
Intercept 4.62%%* 4.68%%* 4.67%** 4.59%** 4.65%** 4.68%**
(0.26) (0.27) (0.25) (0.26) (0.25) (0.26)
High-performance work systems 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* 0.01* 0.01
High-performance work systems * industry (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01)
High-performance work systems X capital intensity —0.01%
(0.00)
High-performance work systems X industry growth 0.03*
(0.01)
High-performance work systems X industry 0.12**
differentiation
(0.05)
High-performance work systems X industry dynamism 0.03
(0.28)
Intercept
RE 0.42*1?* .44*** .46*** .46*** _47*** .44***
AR? .02 .02 .03 .03 .00
F for AR® 2.89*% 3.91* 5.35% 5.70%* 0.09

# Unstandardized coefficients are reported; the figures in parentheses are standard errors. n = 118 for all models.
" Cost leadership.

*p<.05
*p<.01
*** p < 001

One-tailed tests.

Since our hypotheses represent the “fit as moderation” perspective in Venkatraman’s (1989)
classification scheme, we used moderated regression analysis to test them. To address issues of
multicollinearity arising from the interaction terms being highly correlated with their constituent
variables (and also to ease interpretation of the regression coefficients), we adopted the procedure
suggested by Aiken and West (1991). In this approach, the direct terms used to construct the
interaction terms are centered by subtracting the mean of each variable from observed values. This
results in the interaction terms having relatively low correlations with the direct terms. In addition,
we assessed whether multicollinearity was a problem by computing the variance inflation factors
(VIFs). None of the VIFs approached the threshold value of 10 suggested by Neter, Wasserman,
and Kutner (1985).

As indicated in Table 2, the interaction term comprised of high-performance work systems
and industry capital intensity (model 3) was significant in the regression model (p < .05),
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suggesting that industry capital intensity moderated the relationship between high-performance
work systems and productivity. Plotting the interaction effects using the approach outlined by
Aiken and West (1991) indicated that the relationship between high-performance work systems and
productivity strengthens as industry capital intensity diminishes, supporting Hypothesis 1.
Similarly, the significance (p < .05) of the interaction term involving industry growth and high-
performance work systems (model 4) indicated that the relationship between use of a high-
performance work system and firm productivity was also moderated by industry growth. Again, a
plot of the interaction effects showed that the relationship between the high-performance work
systems scale and productivity is relatively stronger under circumstances of high industry growth,
supporting Hypothesis 2.

The significance (p <.01) of the regression coefficient associated with the interaction of
industry product differentiation and high-performance work systems in model 5 provides support
for Hypothesis 3, which states that industry differentiation moderates the relationship between high-
performance work systems and productivity. As expected, plotting the interaction showed that the
relationship between high-performance work systems and productivity is greater under conditions
of high industry differentiation. However, contrary to expectations (Hypothesis 4), no support was
found for the moderating effect of industry dynamism. In sum, while results indicate a positive
main effect for high-performance work systems, three of the four moderating effects indicate that
industry characteristics influence the extent of the relationship between high-performance work
systems and productivity.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Our analysis supports arguments and previous findings suggesting that firm competitiveness
can be enhanced by high-performance work systems (Arthur, 1994; Guthrie, 2001; Huselid, 1995;
Koch & McGrath, 1996; Kochan & Osterman, 1994; Lawler, 1992, 1996; Levine, 1995;
MacDuffie, 1995; Pfeffer, 1998). Using an approach that controls for firm-level differences to
investigate industry-level effects, this study makes its primary contribution by illustrating the
potential for industry context to moderate the relationship between HR systems and organizational
effectiveness.

Two primary perspectives, a universal approach and a contingency approach, have been
used to model the link between HRM and firm effectiveness (Youndt et al., 1996). Those taking the
universal approach have posited a generally positive relationship between “best-practice” HRM and
firm performance. In contrast, those taking the contingency approach have proposed that the extent
(or even the direction) of the effect of HRM on firm performance will depend on a firm’s context or
environmental conditions. Our results provide some support for both perspectives. In addition to
seeing generally positive effects of high-performance work system practices on productivity, we
also observed significant contingency effects, with industry characteristics influencing the degree of
high-performance HR practices’ impact on labor productivity.

Beyond statistical effects, however, the practical significance of results is an important
consideration. Following the advice and previous practice of SHRM scholars (e.g., Becker &
Gerhart, 1996; Huselid, 1995), we estimated the practical significance of our results by calculating
the impact of a one-standard-deviation increase in the use of the high-performance work systems
scale on labor productivity. With all other variables held at their means, the main effects model
(model 1) estimates that each one-standard-deviation increase in the high-performance work
systems scale is associated with a $15,435 increase in sales per employee. This represents a 7.98
percent gain in labor productivity over the mean sales per employee ($193,322). By way of
comparison, the equivalent calculations reported in Huselid (1995) and Becker and Huselid (1998)
showed productivity (sales/femployee) gains of 16 and 4.8 percent, respectively. For the average-
sized firm in our sample, this increase in labor productivity would generate an additional $47
million in total revenue.

To illustrate the practical effect of the moderated regression results, we calculated and
compared the impact of a one-standard-deviation increase in use of the high-performance work
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systems scale on labor productivity under different industry conditions. With all other variables set
at their means, when capital intensity is low (one standard deviation below the sample mean), the
model estimates that each one-standard-deviation increase in the high-performance work systems
scale is associated with a $21,620 increase in sales per employee. Given the lower levels of labor
productivity in low-capital-intensity industries ($151,636 per employee), this represents a rather
substantial (14.3%) gain. In contrast, in high-capital-intensity (one standard deviation above the
sample mean) industries, a one-standard-deviation increase in the highperformance work systems
scale is associated with a 1 percent gain over the mean sales per employee figure of $244,664.
Turning next to industry growth, when industry growth is high (+1 s.d.), each one-standard-
deviation increase in the scale is associated with a $39,172 increase in sales per employee, a 20.1
percent increase over the mean sales per employee figure of $189,854. In slow or low growth (-1
s.d.) industries, each one-standard-deviation increase in the high-performance work systems scale is
associated with a small ($6,399, or 3.23%) decrease in sales revenue per employee. In high
differentiation (+1 s.d.) industries, each one-standard-deviation increase in the scale is associated
with a $34,707 increase in sales per employee, representing an 18.2 percent gain over the mean
sales per employee figure of $191,205. In industries marked by low (-1 s.d.) product differentiation,
the effect is quite different; each one-standard-deviation increase in the high-performance work
systems scale is associated with a small ($3,829 or 1.9%) loss in sales per employee.

Our study also has relevance for discussions of the reliability of single-source measures of
human resource management systems (e.g., Gerhart et al., 2000; Huselid & Becker, 2000; Wright,
Gardner, Moynihan, Park, Gerhart, & Delery, 2001). The reliability evidence reported in this study
is somewhat more positive than results reported in previous work. As discussed earlier, the ICC(1)
estimate indicated a reasonable level of consistency across respondents in the 33 firms providing
multiple responses. However, several additional comments are warranted.

First, conditions in this sample favored relatively high shared knowledge. Companies were
non-diversified and relatively small (the median number of employees was 2,587). Moreover,
respondents had significant job and organizational experience. Primary respondents reported an
average of 6.4 years of position tenure and 10.1 years of organizational tenure. Secondary
respondents had an average of 4.6 years in their current jobs and 9.9 years of firm experience. Also,
respondents were in the same geographic location and both were fairly highly placed within the HR
managerial hierarchy. Second, while the ICC(1) value indicated fairly good reliability at the system
level (that is, the average of each rater’s 18 high-performance work systems items), at the level of
the individual HR practice item, ICC(1) values were lower and varied considerably across items.
Lower reliability at the item versus the scale level is consistent with results reported elsewhere
(Wright et al., 2001) and supports arguments suggesting that high-performance HR practices are
most appropriately measured at the system level (Becker & Huselid, 1998). Third, while we did not
aggregate HR system responses in this study, the calculated ICC(2) value for the 33 firms with
multiple respondents was .77, supporting Wright and colleagues’ (2001) conclusion that multiple
respondents do indeed improve measurement reliability levels.

On the other hand, this study also illustrates the challenge of procuring multiple survey
responses from sample firms. Our approach was to solicit a second survey following receipt of an
initial survey— a method that resulted in a 25 percent response rate among initial respondents. As
such, the overall response rate for multiple-respondent firms was only 3.4 percent (33 of 971).
Thus, obtaining a sufficiently high response rate in multi-industry research designs may prove
challenging.

Although our study provides interesting insights into the relationships between use of high-
performance work practices, industry conditions, and labor productivity, our findings should be
interpreted in the context of the limitations inherent in this study. For example, one legitimate
concern is the question of simultaneity. We analyzed and discussed data as if the extent of use of a
high-performance work system affected firm productivity; it is also possible that firms experiencing
higher productivity are better positioned to invest in high-performance practices. Second, the fact
that our study was limited to manufacturing firms limits the generalizability of our findings. Future
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studies should represent attempts to examine similar relationships in the service sector (cf. Batt,
2002). Third, while our study suggests significant productivity gains occur with use of high-
performance work systems, especially under specific industry conditions, we were unable to assess
the costs associated with the implementation of these systems. It is certainly possible that increases
in costs— especially labor costs—may significantly diminish the types of benefits identified above
(cf. Cappelli & Neumark, 2001).

In 1961, Burns and Stalker wrote, “The beginning of administrative wisdom is the
awareness that there is no one optimal type of management system” (1961: 125). Our study does
not unequivocally support a contingency perspective, but it does suggest a role for industry
conditions as a moderator of the HR system—firm performance relationship. Much work remains,
however, in identifying other conditions that may influence the generally positive impact of high-
performance work systems on firm success. We hope this study encourages further work in this
regard.

Bonpocs! 1151 pa3MblIIIEHUSA
1. KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE ITPOOJIEMBI, paCCMaTPUBAEMBbIE B CTAaThe?
2. Kakue M3 mpuBEeNEeHHBIX B CTAaThe HMCCIEIOBATEIbCKMX METOAOB U BBIBOJOB IO pe3yibTaTaM
MCCIICIOBAHMSI IIPEJICTABIISIOTCS BAM CIIOPHBIMH, HEIOCTaTOYHO 00ocHOBaHHBIMU? [Toyemy?
3. KakoBbI orpaHU4eHUs IPOBEJCHHOTO UCCIIE0BaHUS?
4. KakoBbl HampaBjIeHUs UCoyib3oBaHusl HR-MeHemkepaMu pe3ynbTaToB 3TOTO UCCIEAOBaHUS?
5. SBnAroTCS JIM  PAcCCMOTPEHHbIE B CTarbe MpOOJEMbl AKTyaJbHBIMH JJIi POCCUHCKUX

OpraHu3aIuii?
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