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Abstract

This study examines the relationship between human resource
management practices and innovation in software engineering. We use
social exchange theory to investigate how human resource management
practices influence the innovative behaviors of software developers through
the mediation of affective organizational commitment. The results show that
developmental appraisal, externally or equitable reward, and comprehensive
training increase developers’ affective organizational commitment, which in
turn positively affects their innovative behaviors.
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INTRODUCTION

Software developers are an increasingly important source
of competitive advantage for companies seeking to leverage
information technology (IT) resources to launch new products or
reduce operating costs. Accordingly, many scholars are examining
the possible ways of motivating software developers, whose task-
related capabilities and personal attributes are distinct from those of
conventional blue-or white-collar workers. However, the implications
of the current literature are not readily applicable to this type of
personnel for two reasons.

First, the software developer is part of a novel group that feels
more professional attachment to its tasks than to its firm. This
fact demands that this personnel type be analyzed carefully when
conventional motivational techniques are developed for them.
Second, most software developers work in large organizations,
whereas most motivation research is done on small teams; current
findings must be re-assessed with respect to the influence of
complex organizations, such as their non-voluntary actions(i.e.,
rules) and instructions constituting human resource management
(HRM) practices.

Given the importance of organizational issues in software
developer motivation, we investigate the relationship between HRM
practices and the innovative behaviors of software developers.
Broadly, HRM is defined as the management of people and
workplaces to achieve competitive advantage; it involves both HR
professionals and top management. Scholars argue that developing
and implementing HRM is vital to gaining critical employee
motivation (Guest 1987). Although HRM practices can be critically
important in bringing out the innovative behaviors of software
developers, few studies have examined them. Given this gap in both
the academic and practitioner literature, the following research
question is posed:

RQ: What types of HRM practice bring out innovative behaviors
in software developers?
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH MODEL

The relatively longer payback period of software product-line
engineering requires that organizational commitment be consistent
if the organization’s strategic objectives are to be achieved.
Examining the antecedents of organizational commitment from
the perspective of social exchange theory can produce a research
model that provides a unique framework for understanding the
influence of HRM practices on software developer motivation. This
study’s proposed conceptual research model, illustrated in Figure
1, suggests that HRM practices within organizations influence
employees’ organizational commitment in the context of software
developer motivation. Including organizational commitment as
a mediating factor between the effects of HRM practices in the
motivation of software developers is purposeful and considered
to remain consistent in the seminal works of Blau(1964) and
Homans(1961), which articulate social exchange theory.

Surprisingly, although software engineering requires intensive
innovation, few studies investigate the relationship between affective
commitment and the innovative behaviors of software engineers.
Affective commitment has been strongly linked to positive work-
related behaviors such as organizational citizenship (Meyer et
al. 2002) and has thus been the focus of much of the research.
Organizations interested in increasing affective commitment, seen
as the most desirable form of organizational commitment, might
seriously consider it simply because it can significantly influence
software developers’ innovative behaviors, one of the positive work-
related behaviors organizations seek.

Therefore, software developers’ affective commitment to their
organization is likely to play a role in their innovative behaviors. We
thus propose the following hypothesis:

H1: Software developers’ affective organizational commitment is
positively associated with their innovative behavior.

Determining the prominent HRM practices in the software
industry is a key to this process. Attempts have been made to
identify the salient practices of software companies. The Software
Engineering Institute (SEI) at Carnegie-Mellon University made
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a detailed study of HRM practices in the software industry and
designed a quality certification program, the People Capability
Maturity Model, or P-CMM (Curtis et al. 1995). However, generalizing
about HRM practices is difficult, as organizational behavior can vary
greatly among industries, and the research has shown inconsistent
results (Agarwal and Ferratt1999). The diversity of results invites
researchers to probe for and identify the key HRM practices in the
software industry in order to find the key practices for enhancing
organizational commitment.

To this end, this study identifies software developers’
characteristics. The most-cited characteristic is growth orientation
(Boehm 1981; Chelsom et al. 2005; Couger and Zawacki 1980;
Couger 1992; Couger and Adelsberger 1988; Couger and Ishikawa
1995; Couger and Mclntyre 1987; Couger and Zawacki 1978).
Studies show that growth-oriented software developers are
challenging and enjoy learning new skills. This need for growth
may be due to the engineers’ internal make-up; they also need to
be marketable and keep up with the rapidly changing technology.
Software engineering requires a new software development
methodology. To motivate software developers to learn and use this
new methodology, HRM practices should focus on their growth-
oriented characteristics. This study therefore presents the HRM
practices described below to motivate software developers to grow
into organizational commitment.

Developmental appraisal systems contribute to software
developers’ organizational commitment (Jaiswal 1982; Ogilvie 1986).
An appraisal system focused on employee development nurtures a
sense of attachment and belonging. A system that incorporates an
informal approach and a genuine interest in the development of the
employee gives employees a chance to grow and might prompt them
to contribute more to the company’s goals.

A reward system, offering incentives such as scope for increased
pay and benefits linked to performance, is a motivator in the
software development sector (Chelsom et al. 2005). The research
suggests a significant relationship between compensation and
organizational commitment (Angle 1983; Mottaz 1988; Jaiswal 1982;
Ogilvie 1986; Mobley 1982). Mottaz (1988) found compensation and
rewards to be the main factor in organizational commitment. Salary
might be a major criterion in choosing an organization, but, once
members of an organization, software developers look for vertical
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and horizontal growth. It has also been observed that there are few
significant differences in salaries across companies. Profit sharing
leads to better cooperation, communication, and participation
(Weitzman and Kruse 1990). Profit sharing and stock ownership
encourage team members to identify with the organization and
work hard on its behalf (Pfeffer 1998). Igbaria and Greenhaus (1992)
found that salary and promotional opportunities had a positive
influence on the organizational commitment of professionals
working in information systems.

Selecting staffing through the recognition of high-quality work
based on objective criteria can motivate software developers.
Wimalasiri (1995) found a connection between selection and
organizational commitment. Pare et al. (2000) found that HRM
practices such as recognition, empowerment, and competence
development had a significant positive effect on organizational
commitment among IT professionals. For most of these, a significant
part of their motivation comes from the recognition they receive from
managers for doing an outstanding job (Agarwal and Ferratt 1999).

Comprehensive training, the training opportunities designed
to broaden skills and specialties, is a key motivator for software
developers (Beecham et al. 2006; Couger and Zawacki 1980).
A number of studies found that comprehensive training had
a significant impact (Kalleberg and Moody 1994). Software
development employees need continuous learning because of the
rapid changes in technology. A comprehensive and customized
training program makes developers confident about venturing into
new projects and proving their mettle. Making learning opportunities
available creates a sense of attachment to the company and
enhances organizational commitment. Thus, we propose the
following hypotheses:

H2: HRM practice is significantly associated with software
developers’ affective organizational commitment.

H2-1: Developmental appraisal is positively associated with
software developers’ affective organizational commitment.

H2-2: Equitable reward is positively associated with software
developers’ affective organizational commitment.

H2-3: Selective staffing is positively associated with software
developers’ affective organizational commitment.

H2-4: Comprehensive training is positively associated with
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software developers’ affective organizational commitment.

METHODOLOGY
Sample

The first objective of this study was identifying software
companies’ HRM practices through empirical analysis. Prominent
types of HRM practice can be identified by measuring employees’
perceptions of them. The survey research method is very useful in
collecting data from a large number of individuals relatively quickly
and inexpensively. Hence, a questionnaire survey was chosen for
data collection.

This study is based on responses from software developers
working in Korea. Of 431 responses collected from 35 companies,
352 responses from 34 companies were usable for analysis.
Among the participants, 264 (75.0 percent) were men and 88
(25.0 percent) women. The percentages of the responding software
professionals broke down as follows: 156 (44.3 percent) from the
large-scale group,91(25.8 percent)from the small and medium-size
enterprises,and105 (29.8 percent)from multinational companies.

Prior to measure validation and model testing, the responses
were analyzed to identify the response set (Rennie 1982), the
tendency among subjects to respond to questions in a particular
way independently of the item content (Kerlinger 1973). No cases of
response set were detected. Two tests of common methods variance
were employed. First, Harman’s one factor test of common methods
was conducted, with satisfactory results. An additional test of partial
correlation was conducted (Podsakoff and Organ 1986), stipulating
that the first factor from the principal components analysis should
be introduced into the partial least squares (PLS) model as a control
variable (Dijkstra 1983). This is based on the assumption that
the first factor is the most likely to approximate common method
variance (if any bias exists). If the factor produces changes in
variance, it is assumed that common method variance is present
(Podsakoff et al. 2003). As anticipated, no significant changes in
explained variance were found. Thus, common methods bias is not
problematic in this study.
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Measurement

This study measures five latent constructs: affective
organizational commitment, result-oriented culture, open-system
culture, employee-oriented culture, and innovative behavior. These
constructs were measured as follows:

HRM practices: The survey used scales developed by Snell
and Dean (1992) to measure high-commitment human resource
practices: developmental appraisal measured whether performance
appraisal was used to help employees develop; externally equitable
reward systems measured the extent to which the organization’s
pay levels were competitive with those of similar organizations;
internally equitable reward systems measured the extent to which
the organization’s pay structure was equitably construed; selective
staffing measured the extensiveness of the firm’s selection process;
comprehensive training measured the extensiveness of the firm’s
training and development process;

Affective organizational commitment: Meyer and Allen
(1991) classified organizational commitment into three categories:
affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative
commitment. Affective commitment is belief in and acceptance of
the organization’s goals and values and a willingness to help the
organization achieve them. These feelings and beliefs motivate the
employees to achieve those goals through new ways of doing things.
For example, Mohd (2010) showed that affective commitment was
positively related to innovative behavior in the retail sector. Affective
commitment is measured by the Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire(Mowday et al. 1979), with items reflecting the extent
to which the employee is willing to put in a great deal of effort
beyond that normally expected and “talks up” the organization as a
great place to work.

Innovative behavior: Individual innovation has been
operationalized in various ways. For example, the construct has
been conceived in terms of a personality characteristic (Hurt et al.
1977). Others have taken a behavioral perspective (Janssen 2000).
According to Midgley and Dowling (1978), individual innovativeness
refers to an individual’s openness to new ideas and decision
making in the adoption of innovation free from the influence of the
experiences of others. This definition was used throughout this
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study because it intuitively offers an accurate interpretation of
innovativeness, which is well supported, both directly and indirectly,
in the literature. This study used a modified version of Scott and
Bruce’s (1994) measure of innovative behavior, used to examine
the innovativeness of nursing employees, with the questions (items)
rephrased to provide a better fit for examining those employees.

All scales ranged from 1 to 5, but the anchors varied depending on
the question. An additional eight questions were included to collect
demographic information such as gender, age, tenure, and job title.

RESULTS

Gefen et al. (2000) recommended that the validity and reliability
of measures be assessed prior to hypothesis testing. Because the
model included formative constructs, a components-based approach
to structural equation modeling was taken, with calculations
performed using the Smart PLS software package (Ringle et al.
2005).

Analysis of reflective measures

Tests were conducted to evaluate the convergent and discriminant
validity and the reliability of the reflective measures. To begin, factor
loadings were used to establish convergent validity. Loadings in
excess of 0.70 on their respective factors are interpreted to indicate
convergent validity (Straub et al. 2004). A second indicator of
convergence was also employed. Here, a value above 0.50 for the
average variance extracted (AVE) for each construct is assumed to
indicate sufficient convergence. The test results indicated that both
conditions were met.

Discriminant validity is demonstrated when the square root
of the AVE is greater than the correlations between constructs
(Bollen 1989). The square rooted AVEs for affective organizational
commitment and innovative behavior were 0.7511 and 0.74121
respectively; their inter-construct correlation was 0.2122. For
a second test of discriminant validity, individual items may be
assumed to possess sufficient discriminant validity if they load
higher on their own respective construct than on any other latent
variable (Gefen et al. 2000; Straub et al. 2004). This was true for
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all items. The tests thus indicated that the measures possessed
sufficient discriminant validity.

Reliability is established by examining the internal consistency
measure for each construct. Constructs exceeding the 0.70 level are
judged to possess sufficient reliability (Fornell et al., 1982).

Analysis of formative measures

Alternative tests of validity and reliability were conducted on
the formative constructs: result-oriented culture, open-system
culture, and employee-oriented culture (Petter et al. 2007). To
assess convergent and discriminant validity, patterns of correlation
between items and latent variables are depicted in a modified multi-
trait, multi-method (MTMM) matrix (Loch et al. 2003).

Convergent validity is assessed by examining item construct
correlations (Chin 1995). If items load significantly on their
corresponding constructs, convergent validity is demonstrated. The
results indicated that item weights were significant at a 0.05 level
of significance, with the exception of five indicators. The five non-
significant items were further analyzed according to prescriptions
for interpreting formatively measured construct results (Cenfetelli
and Bassellier 2009).

The prescriptions developed by Cenfetelli and Bassellier (2009)
distinguish between the relative and absolute contribution of an
indicator to its construct. Relative contribution is the relation
between an indicator and a criterion while other predictors are
held constant: it is the importance of an indicator compared to
other indicators of the same construct. Absolute contribution
is the relation between an indicator and a criterion, ignoring
other predictors. In some instances, both perspectives must be
considered in order to develop a more accurate picture of an
indicator’s influence. For instance, an indicator may have a low
or non-significant relative contribution to the construct but may
still provide an important absolute contribution. It is therefore
recommended that, when relative contribution (measured in terms
of indicator weights) is low, absolute contribution (represented by
item loadings) also be considered.

Because five items in this study have a low relative contribution,
their unique relations with their associated constructs must be
considered. The absolute contributions for five items are significant;
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their values are 0.723, 0.731, 0.712, 0.721, and 0.711, respectively.
Thus, although the contributions of the indicators are lower than
those of other indicators, they have a strong, bivariate relation
to their respective constructs (Nunnally and Burnstein, 1994).
Furthermore, no patterns in wording, polarity, or content appeared
among the items that would account for the differences, and no
conceptual issues regarding the construct definitions were salient.
Thus, there was no theoretical justification for removing the items.
Rather than discarding them and changing the meaning of the
constructs, therefore, it was determined that the items should be
retained. Finally, evidence of discriminant validity is present when
items correlate higher with their respective construct measures than
with other construct measures and their composite values (Loch et
al. 2003).

Structural modeling

Because the model comprised reflective and formative constructs,
bootstrap sampling was used to test the proposed relationships
among the constructs (Gefen et al. 2000; Cheung and Lau, 2008).
The path coefficients and t-values obtained through this procedure
are depicted in Figure 1. The results indicated that all paths were
significant at the p<0.05 level of confidence.

To ensure that affective organizational commitment mediates
the relationship between each organizational culture type and
innovative behavior, Baronand Kenny’s (1986) steps for establishing
mediation were followed. First, it was established that developmental
appraisal, externally or equitable reward, and comprehensive
training were correlated with innovative behavior, but selective
staffing was not. Second, it was determined that each was related to
affective organizational commitment. Third, affective organizational
commitment was found to be positively related to innovative behavior.
Finally, HRM practices were then entered into the model, but some
paths were statistically insignificant while other path coefficients
decreased. Thus, as shown in Table 1, there is sufficient empirical
evidence that affective organizational commitment mediates the
relationship between HRM practices and innovative behavior.

The model’s explanatory power was assessed by observing the
R’ of the endogenous constructs (Chin 1998). As shown in Figure
1, the model accounts for 60.9% of the variance in organizational
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HRM practices

Developmental
Appraisal

Externally
Equitable Reward

Internally
Equitable Reward

Selective Staffing

Comprehensive
Training

Organizational
' L Commitment
¥  (R?=0.609)

0.3191"

59

Innovative
Behavior

significant at p < 0.05
** significant at p < 0.01

(R?=0.491)

Figure 1. Social exchange model in HRM practices and Innovative

behaviors of S/W developers (Results)

Table 1. Testing mediation effects of affective organizational commitment

HRM practices

Dependent
variables:

Innovative
behavior

Dependent
variables:
Affective
commitment

Dependent variables:
Innovative behavior
(Affective commit-
ment included)

Developmental
Appraisal

B=0.3231, p<0.05

B=0.2825, p<0.05

B=0.2922, p=0.13

Externally
Equitable Reward

B=0.1883, p<0.05

B=0.3223, p<0.05

B=0.1559, p=0.15

Internally
Equitable Reward

p=0.2877, p<0.05

B=0.3220, p<0.05

B=0.2429, p=0.02

Selective Staffing

B=0.2113, p=0.12

p=0.3223, p=0.12

p=0.1559, p=0.15

Comprehensive
Training

B=0.2797, p<0.05

p=0.3220, p<0.05

B=0.2529, p=0.02

commitment and 49.1% of the variance in innovative behavior. All
of the hypotheses are thus supported. Finally, several factors were
introduced as controls on organizational commitment: gender, age,
tenure, and job title. Of these, tenure was significant (3=0.1881,

p<0.035).
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This study examined organizational HRM practices covered by
social exchange theory and clearly identified which ones influence
the innovative behaviors of software developers. Following the
social exchange theory approach to HRM practice types and taking
software developers’ characteristics into account, we suggested that
four types of HRM practice induce innovative behaviors in software
developers. The results of this study found that developmental
appraisal, externally or equitable reward, and comprehensive
training increased developers’ affective organizational commitment,
which positively affected innovative behavior. However, selective
staffing had no effect, though the research suggests that it has a
significantly positive effect on organizational commitment (Wimalasiri
1995; Pare et al. 2000; Agarwal and Ferratt 1999). The sample of
this study consisted of S/W developers, who are growth-oriented,
challenging, and enjoy learning new skills (Boehm 1981; Chelsom
et al. 2005; Couger and Zawacki 1980; Couger 1992; Couger and
Adelsberger 1988; Couger and Ishikawa 1995; Couger and Mclntyre
1987; Couger and Zawacki 1978). Our results indicate that they
are not interested in acquiring high-quality jobs through selective
staffing but do value appraisal systems, performance rewards, and
training for growth. The results also show that S/W developers
pursue individual growth rather than success in their organizations.

Our findings provide important research and practical
implications. The performance-based human resource (HR) system,
which many Korean companies claim to use, is thought to have
originated from the so-called “best practices” notion employed by
leading U.S. companies (Lee and Kim, 2006). Strategic human
resource management applies three different theoretical frameworks:
universalistic, contingency, and configurational (Delery and Doty
1996; Yu et al. 2001). Our findings reveal the context of Korean
software engineering and provide a universalistic perspective by
which top managers may motivate their S/W engineers using the
HRM system. Although these findings enhance our understanding
of the innovative behaviors of software developers, they also have
limitations. First, although most of the relevant research has shown
the direct effects of promotion and prevention goals on creativity,
regulatory fit theory suggests that there are moderating conditions
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between promotion/prevention goals and creativity (Pai et al.2010).
Our findings do not consider those moderating conditions. Second,
our study has generalizability issues. It is difficult to say whether
our findings can be generalized to other regions of the world. Since
there are few studies on the subject, the extent to which our findings
can be generalized depends on their validation and replication in
other settings and regions.

This study can be expanded in several ways. First, future
researchers should investigate the moderating conditions in the
relationship between HRM practices and the motivation for S/W
engineers’ innovative behaviors. Second, the results of this study
could be generalized if replicated and validated in other regions
and contexts. Future studies could utilize the same model in other
developing countries. Third, future researchers should investigate
more theoretical perspectives and core variables. For example, as
technology in the software industry is changing at an unprecedented
rate, software developers lack confidence in the face of new
methodologies. Their self-efficacy on new methodologies, which is
critically important, can be increased through the organizational
learning of new technologies, methodologies, and processes,
keeping software developers up-to-date with the latest practices.
It would be worthwhile to investigate how organizational learning
motivates software engineers. Finally, this study used a survey and
cross-sectional sample to collect its data. Future scholars could
conduct a longitudinal study to determine the causal relationships
between organizational culture types and the motivation of software
developers.

REFERENCES

Agarwal, R. and T.W. Ferratt (1999), Coping with labor scarcity in IT:
Strategies and practices for effective recruitment and retention.
Cincinnati, OH: Pinnaflex.

Angle, H. (1983), “Organizational commitment: Individual and organizational
influences,” Sociology of Work and Occupation 10, 123-146.

Arthur, J.B. (1994), “Effects of human resource systems on manufacturing
performance and turnover,” Academy of Management Journal, 37, 670-
687.

Balaji, C. (1992), “As organizational commitment decomposes: Issues in
measuring multiple organizational commitments,” Indian journal of



62 Seoul Journal of Business

Industrial Relations, 28, 155-160.

Baron, R. and D. Kenny (1985), “The moderator-mediator variable
distinction in social psychological research: conceptual, strategic and
statistical considerations,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
51(1), 1173-1182.

Beecham, S., N. Baddoo, T. Hall, H. Robinson, and H. Sharp (2008),
“Motivation in software engineering: A systematic literature review,”
Information and Software Technology, 50, 860-878.

Blau, P.M. (1964), Exchange and power in social life. Wiley, New York.

Boehm, B.W. (1981), Engineering Economics. Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood
Cliffs.

Bollen, K. (1986), Structural Equations with Latent Variables. Wiley, New
York.

Chelsom, J.V., A.C. Payne, and L.R.P. Reavill (2005), Management for
Engineers, Scientists and Technologists. second ed.

Checkland, P.B. (1981), Systems Thinking, Systems Practice. John Wiley and
Sons, Ltd.,Chichester, England.

Cenfetelli, R. and G. Basselier (1996), “Interpretation of formative
measurement in IS research,” MIS Quarterly, 33(4), 689-707.

Cheung, G.W. and R.S. Lau (2008), “Testing mediation and suppressing
effects of latent variables,” Organizational Research Methods, 11(2),
296-325.

Chin, W. (1995), “Partial least squares is to LISREL as principal components
analysis is to common factor analysis,” Technology Studies, 2, 315-319.

Couger, J.D. (1992), “Comparison of motivation norms for programmer/
analysts in the Pacific Rim and the U.S.,” International Journal of
Information Systems, 1(3), 16-30.

Couger, J.D. and Adelsberger, H. (1988), “Environments: Austria compared
to the United States,” SIGCPR Comput. Pers., 11(4), 13-17. ACM Press.

Couger, J.D. and S.C. McIntyre (1987), “Motivating norms for artificial
intelligence personnel, in: Proceedings of the Twentieth Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences,” Hawaii Int. Conf. Syst.
Sci., 4, 370.

Couger, J.D. and R.A. Zawacki (1978), “What motivates DP professionals?”
Datamation, 24(9), 116.

(1980), Motivating and Managing Computer Personnel, John Wiley &
Sons.

Couger, J.D. and A. Ishikawa (1995), “Comparing motivation of Japanese
computer personnel versus these of the United States,” System
Sciences. In Vol. IV: Proceedings of the Twenty-Eighth Hawaii
International Conference on, 4, pp. 1012-1019.

Crewson, P. (1997), “Public service motivation: building empirical evidence
of incidence and effect,” Journal of Public Administration Research and



Social Exchange Model between Human Resource Management Practices~ 63

Theory, 7, 499-518.

Curtis, B., W.E. Hefley, and S. Miller (1995), People Capability Maturity
Model. Pittsburgh, PA: Software Engineering Institute, Carnegie-Mellon
University.

Delery, J. E. and D. H. Doty (1996), “Modes of Theorizing in Strategic
Human Resource Management: Tests of Universalistic, Contingency,
and Configurational Performance Predictions,” Academy of Management
Journal, 39(4), 802-835.

Dijkstra, T. (1983), “Some comments on maximum likelihood and partial
least squares methods,” Journal of Econometrics, 22, 67-90”.

Eisenberger, R., R. Huntington, S. Hutchison, and D. Sowa (1986), “Perceived
organizational support,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 500-507.

Ferratt, T.W., H.G. Enns, and J. Prasad (2003), “Instrument Validation
for Investigating a Model of Employment Arrangement Fit for IT
Professionals,” in: Proceedings of the ACM SIGMIS CPR Conference,pp.
168-178.

(2004), “Employment arrangement fit for IT professionals: An
examination of the importance of fit components,” Proceedings of the
ACM SIGMIS CPR Conference, 25-29.

Fornell, C. and F. Bookstein (1982), “Two structural equation models:
LISREL and PLS applied to consumer exit-voice theory,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 19, 440-452.

Frangos S.A. (1997), “Motivated humans for reliable software products,”
Microprocessors and Microsystems, 21(10), 605-610.

Gefen D., D. Straub, and M. Boudreau (2000), “ Structural equation
modeling techniques and regression: guidelines for research practice,”
Communications of AIS, 7(7), 1-78.

Goldstein, D.K. and J.F. Rockart (1984), “An Examination of Work-
related Correlates of Job Satisfaction in Programmer/Analysts,” MIS
Quarterly,8(2), 103-115.

Grusky, O. (1996), “Career mobility and organizational commitment,”
Administrative Science Quarterly, 10, 488-503.

Guest, D.E. (1987), “Human resource management and industrial relations,”
Journal of Management Studies, 24, 503-521.

Hackman, J.R. and G.R. Oldman (1976), “Motivation through the design of
work: Test of a Theory,” Academic Press, New York.

Hall, D.T. and J.E. Moss (1998), “The new protean career contract: helping
organizations and employees adapt,” Organizational Dynamics, 26(3),
22-37.

Hallier, J. and P. James (1997), “Middle managers and the employee
psychological contract: agency, protection and advancement,” Journal
of Management Studies, 34(5),703-28.

Homans, G.C. (1961) Social behavior. New York: Harcourt, Brace, and



64 Seoul Journal of Business

World.

Hurt, H.T., K. Joseph, and C.D. Cook (1977), “Scales for the Measurement
of Innovativeness,” Human Communication Research, 4(1): 58-65.

Igbaria, M. and J.H. Greenhaus (1992), “Determinants of MIS employees’
turnover intentions: A structural equation model,” Communication of
the ACM, 35, 35-49.

Ituma A. (2006), “The internal career: an explorative study of the career
anchors of information technology workers,” in: Nigeria Proceedings
of the 2006 ACM SIGMIS CPR conference on computer personnel
research: Forty four years of computer personnel research:
achievements, challenges & the future. Claremont, California, USA, pp.
205-212.

Jaiswal S.R. (1982), “Impact of organizational culture on commitment to
work,” Lok Udyog, 16, 3-14.

Kalleberg, A.L. and J.W. Moody (1994), “Human resource management and
organizational performance,” American Behavioral Scientist, 37, 948-
962.

Kanter, R.M. (1968), “Commitment and social organization: A study of
commitment mechanisms in utopian countries,” American Sociological
Review, 33, 499-517.

Kerlinger F. (1973), Foundations of Behavioral Research 2nd edn., Holt
Reinhart & Winston, London, UK.

Lee, E.S. and S. Kim (2006), “Best Practices and Performance-Based HR
System in Korea,” Seoul Journal of Business, 12(1), 3-17.

Lee, P.C. (2002), “The social context of turnover among information
technology professional,” in: Proceedings of the 2002 ACM SIGCPR
Conference on Computer Personnel Research (Kristiansand, Norway,
May 14-16), pp. 145-153.

Lehman, M.M., J.F. Ramil, P.D. Wernick, D.E. Perry, and W.M. Turski (1997),
“Metrics and laws of software evolution-the nineties view,” in: Software
Metrics Symposium, Proceedings, Fourth International, 5-7, pp. 20-32.

Levinson, H. (1994), “Beyond the selection failures,” Journal Practice and
Research, 46(1), 3-8.

Loch K, D. Straub, and S. Kamel (2003), “Diffusing the internet in the Arab
world: the role of social norms and technological culturation,” IEEE
Transactions on Engineering Management , 50(1), 45-64.

Meyer, J.P. and N.J. Allen (1991), “A three-component conceptualization of
organizational commitment,” Human Resource Management Review, 1,
61-89.

Meyer, J.P., D.J. Stanley, L. Herscovitch, and L. Topolnytsky (2002),
“Affective, Continuance, and Normative Commitment to the
Organization: A Meta-analysis of Antecedents, Correlates, and
Consequences,” Journal of Vocational Behavior, 61(1): 20-52.



Social Exchange Model between Human Resource Management Practices~ 65

Midgley, D.F. and G.R. Dowling (1978), “Innovativeness: The Concept and
its Measurement,” Journal of Consumer Research, 4(1): 229-242.

Mobley, W.H. (1982), Employee turnover: Causes, consequences, and
control. Reading, MA: Addison Wesley.

Mohd, H.J. (2010), “Organizational Commitment and Employee’s Innovative
Behavior A Study in Retail Sector,” Journal of Management Research,
10(1), 62-68.

Mottaz, C.J. (1988). “Determinants of organizational commitment,” Human
Relations, 41,467-482.

Mowday, R.T., R. Steers, and L. Porter (1979), “The measurement of
organizational commitment,” Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14, 224-
227.

Nunnally J.C. and I.H. Bernstein (1984), Psychometric Theory. McGraw-Hill,
New York.

Ogilvier, J. (1986), “The role of human resource management practices
in predicting organizational commitment,” Group and Organizational
Studies, 11, 335-359.

Ostroff, C. and D.E. Bowen (2000), “Moving HR to a higher level: HR
practices and organizational effectiveness,” in K. J. Klein & S. W.
J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in
organizations: foundations, extensions, and new directions (pp. 211-
266). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pai, J., S. Lee, and E.J. Jung (2010), “The influence of temporal fit/nonfat
on creativity in the leader-subordinate context: The moderating role
of task enjoyment versus performance concern” Seoul Journal Of
Business, 16(2), 143-171

Peters, L.(2003), “Managing software professionals,” In: IEMC’03
Proceedings. Managing Technologically Driven Organizations: The
Human Side of Innovation and Change (IEEE Cat. No. 03CH37502).
IEEE,pp. 61-66.

Petter, S., D.W. Straub, and A. Rai (2007), “Specifying formative constructs
in is research,” MIS Quarterly, 31(4), 623-656.

Pfeffer J. (1998), The Human Equation: Building Profits by Putting People
First. Harvard Business School Press: Boston, MA.

Pidd, M. (1999), “Just modeling through: a rough guide to modeling,”
Interfaces, 28(2), 118-132.

Ringle C., S. Wende, and A. Will (2005), SmartPLS 2.0 (beta). [WWW
document] www.smartpls.de.

Podsakoff, P.M. and D. Organ (1986), “ Self-reports in organizational
research: problems and prospects,” Journal of Management, 12(4), 531-
544.

Podsakoff, P.M., S.B. Mackenzie, J.Y. Lee, and N.P. Podsakoff (2004),
“Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the



66 Seoul Journal of Business

literature and recommended remedies,” Journal of Applied Psychology,
88(5), 879-903.

Porter, L., R. Steers, R.T. Mowday, and P.V. Boulian (1974), “Organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover among psychiatric
technician,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 59, 603-609.

Rennie, L. (1982), “Research note: detecting a response set to likert-
style attitude items with the rating model” Education Research and
Perspectives, 9(1), 114-118.

Scott, S.G. and R.A. Bruce (1994), “Determinants of Innovative Behaviour:
A Part Model of Individual Innovation in the Work Place,” Academy of
Management Journal, 37, 580-604.

Setton, R.P., N. Bennett, and R.C. Liden (1996), “Social exchange in
organizations: perceived organizational support, leader-member
exchange, and employee reciprocity” Journal of Applied Psychology, 81,
219-227.

Smits, S.J., E.R. McLean, and J.R. Tanner (1992), “Managing high achieving
information systems professionals,” in: A.L. Lederer (Ed.), Proceedings
of the 1992 ACM SIGCPR Conference on Computer Personnel Research
(Cincinnati, Ohio, United States, April 05-07). SIGCPR92, pp. 314-327.

Snell, S. and J. Dean (1992), “ Integrated manufacturing and human
resource management: a human capital perspective,” Academy of
Management Journal, 35, 467-504.

Straub, D.W., M.C. Boudreau, and D. Gefen (2004), “Validation guidelines
for IS positivist research,” Communications of AIS, 13(63), 380-427.
Walton, R.E. (1985), “From control to commitment in the workplace,”

Harvard Business Review 63(2), 77-84.

Weitzman, M.L. and D.L. Kruse (1990), “Profit sharing and productivity,” In A.
S. Blinder (Ed.), Paying for productivity (pp. 95-142). Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution.

Wimalasiri, J.S. (1995), “An examination of the influence of human resource
practices, organization commitment, and job satisfaction on work
performance,” International journal of Management, 12, 352-363.

Yu, G., W. Park and D. Kim (2001), “Changing Patterns of Human Resource
Management Systems in Korea: Evidence from 1998-2000 Panel Data,”
The Korean Association of Personnel Administration International
Conference, Seoul, Korea.

Received: October 25, 2014
Revision Received: December 1, 2014
Accepted: December 2, 2014



Social Exchange Model between Human Resource Management Practices~ 67

Appendix A. Instrument Items

Variables Instrument item

How extensive is the employee selection process for a job in
this unit (e.g. use of tests, interviews) ?

How important is it to select the best person for a given job?

In general, how long does it take to select someone for a
position in this unit once the job becomes open?

Selective How many people are involved in the selection decision?
staffing

How much money is generally spent in selecting people for a
job?

How many applicants are screened for each person hired for
a job?

How much importance is placed on the staffing process in
this unit?

How extensive is the training process for members of your
work unit?

How much priority is placed on training employees in your
unit?

How formal or structured is the training process?

What percentage of people have received training this past

Comprehensive |year?

training On average, how many hour of formal training does a typical
member of your work unit receive per year?

How many different kinds of training programs are available
for members of your work unit to attend?

How much money is spent on training individuals in your
work unit?

Do you feel training is viewed as a cost or as an investment?

How much effort is given to measuring employee
performance?

Developmental | How would you describe the performance standards in your

performance unit?
appraisal How much do employees participate in goal setting and
appraisal?

How often is performance discussed with employees?
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Variables

Instrument item

Do discussions focus on present performance or future
performance?

When performance is discussed, how much emphasis is
placed on finding avenues of personal development for an
employee?

How closely are raises, promotions, etc., tied to performance
appraisal?

How would you describe the approach used to discuss
performance?

How many people provide input to the performance
evaluation of each employee?

Equitable
reward system

How would you rate pay levels in this unit relative to other
firms?

How would you rate the pay levels in this unit relative to
past years?

The wages in this work unit are not very competitive for this
industry

How much emphasis is placed on paying people in this
work unit what they would be paid on similar jobs in other
companies?

How closely is pay tied to individual performance?

How wide is the range in pay across members in this work
unit?

To what extent do differences in pay across members of this
work unit represent differences in their contribution?

To what extent are people paid what they are worth
compared to others in the work unit?

Affective
commitment to
organization

I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that
normally expected in order to help this organization be
successful

I talk up this organization to my friends as a great
organization to work for

I feel very little loyalty to this organization (R)

I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to
keep working for this organization

I find that my values and the organization’s values are very
similar
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Variables

Instrument item

I am proud to tell others that [ am part of this organization

I could just as well be working for a different organization as
long as the type of work was similar (R)

This organization really inspires the very best in me in the
way of job performance

It would take very little change in my present circumstances
to cause me to leave this organization (R)

I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work
for over others I was considering at the time I joined

There’s not too much to be gained by sticking with this
organization indefinitely (R)

Often. I find it difficult to agree with this organization’s
policies on important matters relating to its employees (R)

I really care about the fate of this organization

For me this is the best of all possible organizations for
which to work

Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake
on my part (R)

Behavioral
intent to follow
security policies

I create new ideas for difficult issues

I search out new working methods, techniques, or
instruments

I generate original solutions for problems

I mobilize support for innovative ideas and solutions

I encourage important organizational members to be
enthusiastic about innovative ideas and solutions

I transform innovative ideas into useful applications

Gender Please indicate your gender

Age What is your age?

Tenure How long have you worked at your current organization?
Job title What is your job title?







