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Abstract

Orgamzatlonal culture, HRM and firm performance: Examining relationships usmg the
competmg values framework in call centres.

By: Wendy R. Carroll

The role of organizational culture in strategic human resource management (SHRM)
research was examined in call centres in Canada. Two concurrent studies were conducted
using the business unit level of analysis with multiple-level respondents. Study 1
involved a sample of manager respondents from National call centres across Canada and
Study 2 included two field studies involving both customer service representatives (CSR)
and managerial employees as respondents. Both studies supported past arguments that
organizational culture is an important consideration in SHRM research. The conventional
aspects of the SHRM relationship model, such as HR horizontal alignment and the
relationship between HRM and firm performance, were tested in both studies and the
findings were consistent with past research, demonstrating the validity of the measures.
Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) Competing Values Framework (CVF) was used to assess
organizational culture. This framework defines four culture types which are referred to as
clan (i.e., social), adhocracy (i.e., entrepreneurial), market (i.e., competitive) and
hierarchy (i.e., bureaucratic). The results from the studies showed that two culture types,
clan and adhocracy, were positively associated with firm performance, and two, market
and hierarchy, were negatively associated with firm performance. In addition, both the
clan and market culture types were found to partially mediate the relationship between
HRM and employee performance in both studies, and HRM and operational performance
in Study 1. Further analysis of intermediate linkages showed that HRM, employee
performance and operational performance were all significantly and positively associated
with financial performance. In addition, organizational culture types were found to have
both direct and indirect associations with financial performance. Whereas adhocracy and
hierarchy cultures were significantly associated with financial performance in Study 1,
clan and market were not significant with financial performance for either study. These
findings suggest that culture is directly associated with financial performance with two
culture types and indirectly associated with financial performance by the association of
clan and market cultures with employee performance and operational performance.
Finally, to address past issues raised by researchers about SHRM research almost
exclusively being conducted with managers, an examination of multiple-level
respondents was undertaken in Study 2. The analysis showed no significant differences
in CSR and manager perceptions about HRM and business strategy, with some
differences in culture and firm performance perceptions.

Date: December 15, 2008
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The management of people within organizations has become an increasingly important
focus for researchers and prac'titioners alike over the past 20 years.b In particular, senior
“leaders are beeoming ﬁore aware of the important role that human resources play in the
success of their organizations to achieve financial performance. For example, Google,
rated the number one employer in the U.S. in 2007 by Fortune Magazine (Lashinsky,
2007), has developed an employee-centric environment focused on enhancing employee
engagement and organizational commitment. While some of Google’s human resource
(HR) practices may seem too rich for some organizations, Google claims that it is part of
its organizational culture to foster innevation and creativity, which lead to higher levels
of employee performance and result in higher levels of operational and ﬁnancial'
performance (Google’s stock price went from $85 USD in 2005 to $483 in 2007). Yet
while many organizations understand how critical it is to ettract and retain employees for
sustained competitive advantage leading to successful financial performance, others,
despite adopting the same type of practices as their competitors, struggle to keep
employees and achieve the vﬁnancial outcomes desired.
During my 20 years in industry, I Witnessed marked changes in the approaches
- taken by various organizat_ions.and'the effects such changes had on employees, not all of
Which led to increased or improved financial perfermance. I specifically had an
opportunity to work in and around call centres, an environment that has experienced
dramatic change over the past 20 years, accelerated predominantly by advancements in

technology. Call centre work transitioned during this time from employment that was
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- more autonomous with higher levels of employee discretion to more narrowly defined

. roles with higher levels of technological mediation. My experience as a leader in these

-environments revealed that migrating to operational or HR best practices did not always
yield the best financial results; I observed that very often, a more rigid application of
many of the HR and workforce design practices led to higher levels of employee
turnover, lewer levels of quality service and, ultimately, negative impacts on overall
financial performance, if not influenced simultaneouslv by other factors embedded deeper
in the organization, such as organizational culture.

These observations led me to investigate this apparent dichotomy further.
Examining “human capital” in terms of sustained competitive advantage therefore
becamea central focus for the research questions I was most interested in studying.
Understanding the complexities of an organization from a rnacro perspective, especially
relating to the effectiveness of the investment of human resource management (HRM) on
firm performance, provided a direction for more specific inquiry in this area. As a resuit,
my research became focused on strategic human resource management (SHRM) as a way
to better understand the relationship between HRM and firm performance.

SHRM provides an understanding of the relationships among HRM, business
strategy and firm performance outcomes and the ways in which the management of
human capital contributes to “a value-creating source” of sustained competitive
advantage (Amit & Belcourt, 1999). It specifically heips to address my area of interest in

- three ways. First, research has shown that HRM affects firm performance and that this
relationship is contingent on ether factors, such as business strategy (Huselid, 1995).

Second, previous SHRM research, which focused on call centres in the U.S. (Batt &
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Moynihah, 2002), the U.K. (Wood, Holman, & Stride, 2006) and Canada (Van-Jaarsveld,
Frost, & Walker, 2007) provides a baseline from which to direct current and future
studies. Finally, SHRM scholars have recently célled for a further examination of other
: extefnal relationships to HRM and firm p.erformance',/ such as organizational culture and
| workplace climatg (Bowen & Ostroft, 2004).
| As aresult of these recent calls, my reséarch examines the relationship of
organizaﬁonal culture‘with the conventional SHRM relationship model (HRM, business
strategy and firm performance). More specifically, my research examines thé relationship
between HRM and firm performance outcomes and whether organizational culture
mediates the relationship between HRM and ﬁrm performance. Researchers have argued
that organizational culture is a important link in the SHRM relationship model that:isn
critical to strategy implementation (Coolican & Jackson, 2002), employee attitudes
(Belcourt, 2001) and to understanding firm performance (Dyer & Ericksen, 2005; Roberts
& Hirsch, 2005). Hence, my research examines organizational culture as a mediator
between the HR system of practiées and firm performance using a sample of call centres
in Canada.
The remainder of this chapter provides central definitions that guide the research,

including its theoretical underpinnings, the rationale for and approach to the researqh, the
contributions of this research to the field of SHRM, and an overview of the subsequent

chapters.



Background

Central Definitions for SHRM Research‘

| SHRM research has developed rapidly over the past 20 years and has received
increased interest by academics and practitioners. At the most basic level, researchers
‘generally agree that'to produce competitive advantage and enhance firm performance
requires the development of an HR system (Delery & Doty, 1996; Huselid, Jackson, &
Schuler, 1997). However, with the developments in SHRM research that test
) | relationships between HRM Aand firm performance have emerged a number of essential
definitions that guide and direct the research. A 'discussion of these central definitions
helps to frame SHRM approaches to build on the model in future researcii.

The HR system of practices was more specifically defined in a seminal work by
| Wright and McMahan (1992) that differentiated the Variou's‘ approaches taken by .
‘researchers, which are referred to as differences in micro and macro SHRM. In other
-words, approaches focused on individual HR practices are considered micro, whereats a
focus on the interplay between and among HR practices is considered macro.. Wright and
- McMahan (1992) described SHRM as “the pattern of planned and human resource
deployments and activities intended to enable an organization to achieve its go_als” (p. |
298). This deﬁnition provides the backdrop for establishing the key variables for SHRM
research that are tiieoretically concerned with the relationship between HR practices and
firm performance.
Accordingly, the system of HR practices is central to SHRM research and has

been examined through the use of high performance work practices (HPWP) (Colbert,

2004). It has long been asserted by SHRM researchers that the system of HR practices
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explains more of the rellationship with firm performance than individual practices alone
(Huselid; 1995). However, fundamental fo examining the system of HR practices is the
approach researchers take to developing HPWP measures. Frequently HPWP measures
are developed from either a five dimension model focused on choices of HR practices
including planning, staffing, appraising, compensating and training (Schuler, Galante, &
Jackson, 1987) or a seven HR principles model that places more emphasis on the nature
of HRM relating to autonomy, discfetioh, empowerment and participation (Pfeffer,
1998). The distinction between these two approaches will be discussed further in Chapter
2. Researchers are most often more influenced by the latter approach when developing
HPWP measures because it emphasizes the WaYS in which firms develop knowledge,
skills and ability (KSAs) and empower and motivate em’ployeés (Combs, Liu, Hall, & -
Ketchen, 2006). |

Research on HPWPs has led fo three modes of theorizing, which have been
identiﬁed'a’s best practice, contingency and configurational (Dglery & Doty, 1996). Each
perépective varies with respect to primary approaches and outcomes. Colbert (2004)
stated that “the main differentiating characteristics across these categories is the level of
- system complexity assumed by the researcher and the capacity of various research
approaches for modeling system complexity” (p. 344). Whereas the best practice
approach (or universalA perspective) aims to examine individual practices to develop the
best set of HR practices, contingency perspectives focus more on interaction effects, such
as the relationship between HR a.ndv business strategy (external alignment), while
configurational perspectives examiﬁe system interactions such as the horizontal |

alignment (internal consistency) of the HR system. Although researchers may not
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specifically identify which approach they are using, one or several may be employed in
any given study.

Finally, firm performance outcbmes have been aeﬁned in various ways in the
SHRM literature. Although many studies use the term “firm performance” broadly, it
represents more of an umbrella heading for the subcategories of performance outcomes
that are studied. For example, Way and Johnson (2005) observed that performance
.outcome measures span HR (émployee satisfaction, employee withdrawal, workforce),
operational (productivity, quality, service), financial (profitability, ROI, saleé growth)
and capital market (stock value, shareholder return) outcomes. Empirical work to date has
focusedAeit‘her on one of these firm performance areas, such as HR (Batt, Colvin, &
Keefe, 2002) or operational (Youndt & Snell, 2004), or on multiple areas (Guthrie, 2001;
Hoque, 1999; Huselid, 1995; Huselid et al., 1997). Way and Johnson (2005), in their
review of firm performance, stated that the use of more multidimensional rﬁeasures of
firm performance would stréngthen future empirical studies. Such an approach provides a
more hoiistic view of firm performance by examining not just financial performance but
élso erﬂployee and operational outcomes. In addition, researchers may usé either
objective or subjective measures, or both, to gather information. Although it is often
difﬁcuit to obtain objective measures about firms due to cost, access and availability of
information, researchers have debated whether objective measures are better ;chan
subjective perceptual measures (Becker'& Gerhart, 1996; Gerhart, Wright, McMahan, &
Snell, 2000). However, recén£ research has shown that subjective measures of firm

performance are strongly associated with objective measures, strengthening their use in

SHRM research (Wall et al., 2004).



SHRM Theoretical Underpinnings

A review of the literature shows that SHRM researchers predominantly use the
resource-based vie§v (RBV) of the firm as a theoreti'caliunderpinning (Wright, Dunford,
& Snell, 2001). RBV’s popularization and acceptance in boﬁi strategy and SHRM
literature came from its internal focus on characteristics such as physical, organizational
and human capital and their effects on firm performance (Barney, 1991). Specifically,
RBV’s emphasis on human capital suggests that ﬁrms may attain sustained competitive
advantage through human resoﬁrces, which; in turn, may increase firm performance
through the effectiveness of human resource management (HRM). Asynoted_ by Boxall
(1996), “By hiring and developing talented staff and synergizing their contributions
within the resource bundle of the ﬁl;m, HRM may lay the basis for sustained competitive
advantage” (p. 66). Iﬁ othér words, a firm’s abiiity to stabilize relationships with
employees enhances its ability to increase firm performance and éurvive in the future.
This stabilizing of employee relationships leads to competitive advantage and is
deVeloped through the effective management of human capital. However, the
management of human capital is thought to be influenced by a firm’s unique social
context, such as organizational culture, and, therefore, not easily imitated.

RBV’s bfoéder purpose in SHRM research is twofold. First, it‘highlights the
importance of human resources within the firm from both a practice and a research
perspective (Colbert, 2004). Second, it provides the groundwork to consider the HR
bundle or system of practices rather than focusing on individual practices in isolation. In
sum, SHRM researchers note that RBV provides an ;‘accessible theoretical bridge”

between strategy'and HRM (Wright, Dunford et al., 2001) and an important backdrop for
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presenting SHRM reseafch from the contingency and configurational perspectives
(Delery & Doty, 1996).

Gaps in the Literature - The “Black Box”

Examining the “strategic logic” between HRM and firm performance has been
highlighted as an important theoretical chall.enge in SHRM research (Becher & Huselid,
F2006). More directly, this call has focused attention on developing an understanding of
cher mediators and moderators in the SHRM relationship model apart from business
strategy. hi a reViéw, Becker and Hﬁselid (2006) referred tb the‘se relationships as the
“black box™, placing an emphasis on mediators and intermediate outcomes.and their
relationships to HRM and firm performance. Emetging literature has now begun to
éxplore some of these relationships, for example, the focus~ on intermediate linkages in
areas such as Voluntary turnover (Batt et al., 2002; Guthrie, 2001; Shaw, Delery, Jenkins,
& Gupta, 1998); However, to examine the question relating to strategy irhplementation
and mediating relationships more directly (Becker & Huselid, 2006), researchers hav¢
focused attentioh on social context and complexity; which link to areas such as
organizational culture and climate-(F erris, Arthur, Berkson, Kaplan, & et al., 1998)..
Conceptual and empirical studies about workplace climate have been more

prevalent over the past five years than work examining organizational culture. More
specifically, empirical research contributions to daté have focused predominantly on
workplace climate (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Gelade & Ivery, 2003; Rogg, Schmidt,
Shull, & Schmitt, 2001; Rondeaﬁ & Wagar, 2001) é.nd, to a lesser extent, on
organizational culture (Chew & Basu, 2005; Ferrih et al., 1998; Pai)alexaﬁdris & |

Panayotopoulou, 2004). Although both workplace climate and organizational culture are
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underpinnings of social complexity, organizational culture has been linked more directly
with strategy implementation (Barney, 1986) and impacting firm perfonnénce (Denison,
- 1984; Fisher, 2000). For example, receht theories suggest that organiza“[ional culture

provides the essential framework from which bﬁsiness strategy is operationalized (Sadri
& Lees, 2001). The significance of the role of organizational culture in this relationship
has-been recognized among SHRM researchers, and there have bgen calls for more
empirical investigations of orgailizational Aculture in the SHRM relationship model (Dyer
& Ericksen, 2005; Rbberts & Hirsch, 2005; Roehling et al., 2005). However, empirical

studies exploring the role of organizational culture in SHRM literature are sparse.

Research Overview .

My research is designed to address current theoretical and empirical .issue«s in the
field of SHRM and is aimed at providing a further understanding of the relationships
among organizatione;l culture, HRM and firm performance. Siaeciﬁcally, the research is
designed to eXa_mine‘ whether orgalﬁzational culture mediates the relationship between
HRM and firm p¢rfonnance. Although some work has conceptualized about the
relationship of organizational culture with HRM and firm pérformance, only two
empirical studies have focused speciﬁéally on f:ulture (Chew & Baéu, 2005;
Papalexandris & Panayotopoulou, 2004), and none have employed Cameron and Quinn’s
(2006) competing values framework usihg the organizational cultural assessment
instrument (OCAI). |

Two concurrent quantitative‘studies are conducted at different levels of analysis to
examine the relationship of organizational culture in SHRM in my research. Study 1

provided a business unit level of analysis and is conducted with call centres in Canada.
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The resource-based view (RBV) of the firm is used with the competing values framework
to test organizational culture as a mediator between HRM and firm performance -
outcomes. Study 2 includes two field studies with separate call centre sites using
- individual-level data. As with Study 1, an examination of the relationship with
organizational culture is tested. In addition, an examination of the differences between
manager and employee pérceptions of HRM, culture, business strategy and firm
performance is ex‘amined. o
Call centres in Canada are used in this research for a variety of reasons. Most

notably, call centres represent a growing sector Qf employment which stretches over a
‘wide variety of industriés. For éxample, within the Canadian 1andscape call.centfes
contribute over $36 billion of Gross Domestic Pfoduct (GDP) each year to the economy
and employ over four percent of the workforce (Contact Centre Canada, 2008). From a |
" theoretical perspecti\}e, the call centre model also provides an environment that captures
c¢ntral elements of RBV social complexity, such as interpersonal rel;eltionships among
maﬂagers, an organizatibh’s reputation and culture. Methodologically, call centres‘also
offer a rich environment in which to examine HRM and firm performance at the business
unit level of analysis, due to the structure and design of the operations. ‘Finally, access to
national and single site locations was possible due to my previous relationships built.
within thg call centre commuflity in North America.

Finally, my research builds on SHRM theory in two ways. First, it draws on
Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) organizational culture theoretical framework to examine the

relationship of culture between HRM and firm performance. Second, it examines
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differences in perceptions about HR, culture, business strategy and firm performance

from both a manager and employee perspective.

Organization of this Dissertation

The SHRM theoretical framework is developed by my research by interpiaying
RBYV and the competing values framework and using configurational and contingency |
. modes of theorizing to empirically test the relationship among organizational culture,
‘HRM, business étrat_egy and firm performance. Chapter 2 provides a review of the SHRM
literature central to this dissertation, Chapter 3 develops the theoretical and
methodological framework and outlines the research design, Chapter 4 reports the results
frqm a study conducted nationally with call centres in Canada, Chapter 5 describeé the
-findings from two field studies conducted in call centres in Canada, and Chapter 6
provides a discqssion of the results frofn this research and highlights conclusibns,

limitations and future researéh directions.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Although initial attention to SHRM was VieWed by some resea;chers and practitioners as
serving to position and legitimize human resoufce manage_mént (HRM) as essential
within organizational contexts, progress in the field ilas shown both the strategic
impoﬁance of human resources and the critical role of HRM on firm performance
outcomes (Galford, Broedling, Lawler, & Riley, 1998). Today, SHRM researchers
generally agree that producihg competitive advantage and enhancing firm performance
‘require the development of an HR system (Delery & Doty, 1996; Huselid et al., 1997).
The developments in SHRM research have served to Strengthen it both theoretically
‘(Boxall, 1996; Wright, Dunford et al., 2001) and methodologically (Wall et al., 2004;
Wall & Wood, 2005; Wright, Gardner, Mojrnihah, Park, & al., 2001), prdviding a sound
foundation on which to build futﬁre work.

Recently, SHRM researcﬁer,s have signaled a need to move beyond the current
examination of the linkages among business strategy, HRM and ﬁrm perfo@mce to
explore more complex relationships (Becker & Husélid, 2006; Bowen & Ostroff, 2004;
Roehling et al., '2005; Wright & Boswell, 2002). This new direction has in turn prompted
a more substantive focus on the black box between HRM and firm performance, drawing
researchers’ attention from questions relating to “Does HRM affect firm performance?”
to those concerning “How does HRM contribute to firm performance?” This literature
review provides a background of the essential foundational developments in SHRM
research that guide the field. Next, an examination of SHRM research conducted using

call centres is discussed. Finally, through an analysis of the literature relating to SHRM
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relationships, 1 develop the rationale for examining organizational culture as an important

mediating relationship in the SHRM model.

Background

. Developments in SHRM Research

Interest by academics and practitioners over the past 20 years has served to
strengthen the concentration of research in the area of SHRM. This attention by both
groups has contributed to the development of foundational theoretical and
methodological approaches in SHRM research. However, researchers examining SHRM
relationships must first make a number of deﬁnitio'nél and methodological decisions
based on earlier developments in order to continue to build the research in the field
(Osterman, 2000).

SHRM researchers seeking to examine the relationship between HR practices dnd
firm performance must first decide which HR measurement scales to use. A review of the
literature reveals that most researchers predominantly .use Schuler and .J ackson (1987)
and Pfeffer (1998) for guidance in measuring HR practices. Delineation has emerged
between these two approeches (see Appendix A) that focus those researchers inclined to
| be gnided by Jackson’s five areas as practice oriented (i.e., Michie & Sheeha.n, 2005) and
those guided by Pfeffer’s (1998) seven areas as principle oriented (i.e., Gelade & Ivery,
2003; Hoque, 1999).

This distinction between HR practice and principle (Wright & Gardner, 2003) is
integral to researchers’ decisions about modes of theorizing in SHRM research (Colbert,
2004). For exampie, studies focused on understanding HPWPs have emphasized a

stronger relationship of firm performance with practices such as employee involvement -
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or skills-based pay (Lawler, 1999; Ledford & Lawle_:r, 1994) and self-directed work teams
(Osterman, 2000), all of which align more clbsely with Pfeffer’s principles (1998). Other
studies in unionized environments ha\}e shown a positive association Between firm
performance and HPWPs when work teams are more self-directed (Colvin,. Batt, & Katz,
2001). Studies trying to estimate the effect of HPWP on ‘ﬁrm performance have been
criticized for eithér relying'on a small sample or a one industry study. For éxample, |
Huselid (1995) estimated that a one-standard-deviation increase in HPWP is associa"ced
with reduciﬁg‘turnover by 7.5%. More récently, Collins and Smith (2006) estimated that
a bne-standard-deviation increase in HR practices that are commitment-based increased
both salés results (by 16.9%)- and service kperform'ance (by 18.8%). Although Godard
(2004), in his study of unionized workplaces, suggested that adapting high performance
work practices may be in the interest of ohly a fe\z;/ employers, Combs et al. (2006), based
on a meta-analysis of 92 HPWP studies in the manufacturing industry, “estimate that
organizations can increase their performance by .20 of a standardized unit for each unit
increase in HPWP use” (p. 524). Their ﬁﬂdings showed support for pést arguments that
the increase in HPWPs increéses firm performance and therefore may be prudent for
ofganizations to adopt HPWPs. However, SHRM researchers have long asserted that it is
fhé system of HR practices that explains more about firm performance than individual
practices alone (Huselid, 1995). |

Three mo&es of theorizing about the.system of HR practices have emerged. First,
researchers examiningb ;Lhe effecté of individual practices to develop a suite of best |
pfacﬁces use a universalistic approach. This perspective is highly concerned with linear

relationships between independent and dependent variables and focuses on identifying
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HR practices that provide higher firm performancé. In other words, reséarchers using a
universalistic approéch examine individﬁal practices and isolate only those practices that
increase firm performance to develop a suite of best practices.

Second, a configurational approach to examining the effect of thé system of HR
practices considers both the internal consistency of the HR systerﬁ of pfactices and the
effect of the bundle of those practices. Huselid (1995) tested the internal fit of
consistency or horizontal aligﬁment of HR préctices and found that the system of HR
practices helped to explain more c;f the effecté on firm performance outcomes .than
individual practices alone. This result has been further supporteq in subsequent studies
(Delaney & Huselid; 1996; Hoque, 1999; Mic’hie & Sheehan, 2005) 

Third, researchers have also been concerned with understanding the effects of
éxternal fit or vertical alignmeht with the HR vsystem of practices, which is referred to as

the contingency approach. This approach moves toward understanding how patterns of
| mliltiple independent variables relate to dependent variables (Colbert, 2004). More
speciﬁcally, researchers have focused on the iinkage with business strategy (Devanna,
Fombrun, Tichy, & Warren, 1982; Tichy, Fombrun, & Devanna, 1982), which has found
that Qrganizations with a more quality and innovative business strategy and higher HRM
investmént have higher firm performance outcomes (Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Guthrie,
Spell, & Nyamori, 2002; Hoque, 1999; Miphie & Sheehan, 2005).

Defining HR practices and establiéhing an approach to theorizing about SHRM
are central decisions for researchers. A 'r‘eviewv of the literature shows that researchers
most notabiy establish a principie approach to measures as it relates to HR practices.

According to Colbert (2004), this approach is most appropriate, especially when
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considering the effects of the HR system bf practiyces. Although researchers infrequently
state which mode of theorizing they are using, there has been a relatively consistent
applicatioh of the. universalistic, contingency and configurational jappr'oaches. Huselid’s
(1995) study advanced the research from conceptualizations about th_ese approaches to
operationalizing them. Empirical studies that followed from a universalistic ahd
configuration approach éstablishéd horizontal alignment or internal fit of the HR system
(Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Husélid, 1995; Huselid et al., 1 997; Youndt & Snell, 2004) |
and, from a contingeﬁcy perspective, vertical alignment or external fit when examining
HRM and firm performance as contingent on business strategy (Guthrie et al., 2002;
Hoque, 1999; Horgan & Muhléu', 2003). . |
ASHRM in Call Centre.s_

Call centres are interesting environments to draw out critical insights about
~ SHRM because théy exist in a multitude of industries. For many organizations, call
centres have become an integral part of the business, focused on driving and sustainihg
growth (Gahs, Koole, & Mandelbaum, 2003). Cal'l centre environments differ in
application, nature, and ivpe. The application of the call centre is determined by the
direction of the call. Call centre services that take calls in to employees are referred to as
inbound, wilile call centres th;clt make calls out are referred to as .outbound. The nature of
call centre services can vary based on the type of ;Nork performed. For example, call
centres may do customer service, sales, and/or IT technical support work. Finally, there
are two major fypes of call centres. First, a company that operates its own call centre
opération‘ is referred to as an in-house call centre regardless of indusftry, nature (such as

customer service, technical help or sales) or application (whether calls are made out to
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customers or calls come in to employees). Second, a company that operates call centre
operations on behalf of another company is referred to as an outsourcer. Outsourcers set '
~ up complete call cenfre operations with staff to handle the other company’s customers.
Outsourcers develop call centre models to représent and service clients frorh a wide
variety of industries, performing various services and appli_cati‘ons of \;vork.

The rapid development in technology ovef the past 20 years has significantly
changed the nature of work in call centres (Bain, Bunzei, Mulvey, Hyrﬁan, & Taylor,
2000; Bain, Watson, Mulvey, Taylor, & Gall, 2002; Batt, 1999). For e);ample,
employees working in call centre environments 20 years ago or rhore had limited
technologically mediated control mechanisms, such aé electronic performance
monitoring, and were iﬁvolved in more complex and varied interactions (Anton, 2000;
Batt & Moynihan, 2002). However, today’s environment is heavily designeci and
managed through technologically mediated control mechanisms. In contrast to tlhe earlier
call centre model, employees now have numerous key indicators that measure their
performance to the second and systems that record boih their voice and electronic
navigation while théy'are ialking to a customer. This environment has led to discussions
in the academic literature relating to management of employees that range from call
centres as modern day .“sweat shops” with a “panoptic” form of management (Bain &

" Taylor, 2000, 2004; Bain et al., 2002; Ellis & Tayior, 2006) to the overall affects of HR
practices on firm performance outcomes (Batt, 2002;‘ Déery & Kinnie, 2002; Holman, ‘
2003a, 2003b; Stanton & Barnes-Farrell, 1996).

Batt and Moynihan (2002) found that call centres may use mass, professional or

“hybrid mass-customization models, which influence an organization’s approach to HR



-18 -

and operations. The mass model is a call centre characterized by maximizing volume and
minimizing costs, while the profeésional model focuses 'oﬂ quality service and products
~ delivered by top talent. A hybrid'mass-customized model incorporates the efficiency
aspects of the cost model with the quality focus of the professional model. From an HR
perspective, the adoption and integration of technological advancements within the call
centre environrﬂent have enabled organizations to develop processes for performance
managemenf,,create succinct job analysis and design, incofporate dynamic training
- modules and establish targeted recruitment practices. Frorh an operational perspective,
this addption has allowed for the integration of such practices as industrial eﬂgineering
and mass production principles to simplify the sérvice delivery process and streamliné
work to create more routine job desigﬂs’ (Batt, 2002; Ellis & Taylor, 2006). Whefeas
mass models are more inclined to use teéhnology to minimize costs, professional models
emphasize the ways in whiéh technology can complement the work environment. -
Although the advantages of the call centre service delivery model are'perceived to
be most obvious from a financial performance perspective; there are mixed results from
an employee perspective (Glucksmann, 2005; Houlihan, 2000). Research has indicated
that human resource practices (Batt et al., 2002), .fnanagement control méchanisms (Batt,
1999; Holman, 2002b, 2003a), job design strategies (Batt, 1999) and performance
monitoring (Aiello & Kolb, 1995; Stanton, 2000b; Stanton & Barnes-Farrell, 1996) have
- varying effects on overall performance outcomes. For example, stﬁdies about HR |
practices relating to electronic performance monitoring of efnployees have shown that the
intensity and frequency of administering suéh practicesrhave a negative impact on

employee performance outcomes relating to stress and turnover (Aiello & Kolb, 1995;
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| Bain & Taylor, 2000; Holman, 2002a; Stanton, 2000a, 2000b; Stanton & Barnes-Farrell,
1996). Further, simplistic and repetitive job designs in call centres result in loss of
persdnal con’;rol and also have contributed to such negétive employee outcomes as lower
levels of job satisfaction and high levels of employe¢ turnover (Eaﬁ, Doellgast, & Kwon,
2005)-. |

Call centre studies examining micro HR issues, as discussed previously, are more
plentiful than maéré SHRM studies. There are two studies that specifically focused on
macro SHRM and intermediate linkages. A study of US call 1centres iﬁ
télecommunicatidns found that employee voice was an intermediate linkage between HR
practices and employee quit rates (Batt et al., 2002). Anothe‘rystudy, examining U.K. call
centres, found no direct links among HR, strategy and operational performance but did
reveal that work design was related to operational performancé (Wood et al., 2006).
Although both of these studies have examined linkages between HRM and firm
pérformance, the findings relating to HR’s effect on firm performance haye varied.
Further, no studies in this area have at;cempted to move beyond the conventional SHRM

relationship model to examine other linkages, such as organizational culture.

Gaps and Future Research

Intermediate Linkages and thbei Black Box

Researchers have cailed for more studies examining intermediate linkages
between HR and the various components of firm performance (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004;
Ferris et al., 1998). To date, this research has focused on int¢rmediéte linkages, such as
tu.mover and productivity (i.e., Batt et al., 2002; Huselid, 1995; Shaw, Gupta, & Delery,

2005), work design (Wood et al., 2006), labour flexibility (Michie & Sheehan, 2005) and
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climate (Collins & Smith, 2006; Neal, We's’g, & Patterson, 2005; Rogg et al., 2001;
Rondeau & Wagar, 2001). Shaw et al.‘ (1998) fdund that the HR relationship with
operational performance, specifically productivity measures, had a negative effect on
employee outcomes, such as voluﬁtary tumqver, and mediated the relationship with
financial performance. Further, Guthrie (2001) found that organizations with higher
investments in HPWPs had higher levels of employee retention, resulting in higher levels
Qf productivity. Although approaches to examining the interm’édiate linkages have varied,
firm performance outcomes have been more focused oﬁ the relatidnship émong
employee, operational and financial performance. In general, these studies have shown
that a “chain” of linkages affects financial performance either dire;:tly or indirectly
(Colliﬁs & Smith, 2006; Guthrie, 2001; Shaw et al., 1998).
SHRM researchers have also signaled a need to examine other contextual realities

of organizations as linkages in SHRM research (aside from business strategy), such as

| brganizational culture (Roehling et al., 2005). Organizational culture has been
recognized by researchers as playing a critical role in both busines‘s strategy
implementation (Coolican & Jackson, 2002) and human capital relations (Belcourt,
2001). For example, strategy researchers have indicated that organizational culture affects
strategy implementation and is a source of sustainable competitive advantage (Barney,
1986). Further, HRM researchers have shown that the perceptions of organizational

_ culture influence employees’ intentions to stay With an organization (Sheridan, 1992).

Therefore, examining the effects of organizational culture pfovides a bridge between the

effectiveness of strategy implementation and the importance of HRM on outcomes

relating to human Capital.
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This gap in the literature has been acknowledged by several conceptual works
empha‘sizing tbe centrality of organizational culture and climate as linkages (Bowen &
Ostroff, 2004). Although these articles have proVided theoretical frameworks to further
examine such linkages, few have provided ernpirical evidence to support the models. The
sparseness of studies is most likely due to the challenging nature of con(iucting them
because of the. difficulty in accessing organizations to gather such information. However,
- if our understanding of “how HRM contributes to firm performance” (Bowen & Ostroff,
2004, p. 203) is to be advanced, research studies of this type must be conducted.
Organizational Culture as a Relationship in SHRM |

Recent reviews of the relationship of organizational culture to SHRM suggest that
culture plays a signiﬁcantrole in strategy implementatiori for sustaining competitive
advantage and contributing to firm performance (Dyer & Ericksen, 2005; Roberts &
Hirsch, 2005; Roehling et al., 2005). When ’eXamin_ingv social complexity and context, N
researchers predominantly discuss Workplace climate and organizationul culture. The
distinguishable differences between climate and culture were initially discerned by the
application of qualitative appr_oaches for culture and quantitative for climate (Denison,
1996). However, after a review of the literature, Denison (1996) argued that the
difference between the two was more than methodological and that both organizational
culture and workplace climate literature address the creation and influence of social
~ contexts within organizational settings. Denison differentiates between the two as

follows.
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Climate refers to a situation and its link to thoughts, feelings, and

behaviors of organizational members. Thus, it is temporal,

'subj ecti\'fe, and often subject to direct manipulation by péople with _k

power and influence. Culture, in contrast, refers to an evolved

context (within which a situation may be embedded). Thus, it is

rooted in history, collectively held, and sufficiently complex to resist

many attempts at direct manipulation.‘(1996, p. 644)

This distinction draws a link to culture as central to social complexity through the
inability of managers to manipulate thé outcome, as can be done with climate. Although a
focus on organizaﬁonal climate is said to be useful to help management targef an area to
make improvefnents, climate has been criticized for zoning in on a specific “slice” of the
organization and pfesupposing other “higher level and broader knowledge” of an
organization (Gillespie, Denison, Haaland, Smerek, & Neale, p. 5). Conversely,
quantitative approaches to organizational culture attempt to examine a much broader set
of organizational characteristics that shed light on an org’anization’s shared’ basic
assumptions and values.

Organizational climate has received more research attentién iﬁ tﬁe SHRM

| literature than culture, although with mixed results (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). This focus
may be driven by the availability of well-established measures developed to gather
quantitative information reiating to climate within an organizational setting. Studies
¢xamining workplace climate have shown that simply introducing HRM in the absence of
a supportive climate does not yield optimal firm performance (Rondeau & Wégar, 2001).

For example, Rondeau and Wagar’s (2001) study of nursing home health care workers
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found support for climate mediating the relationship between HR and firm performance.
Several other studies have.also found that workplace climate partially mediates the
relationship between HRM and aspects of firm p‘érformance (Gelade & Ivery, 2003; Rogg
ef al., 2001), while one_s.tudy found a moderating relationship of climate with firm
performance for organizations with a differentiation-type business strategy (Neal et al.,
2005). Although Gelade et al. (2003) and Rogg et al. (2001) do not specifically address
whether they consider climate as an internal or external fit, Neal et al. (2005') state that
climate was tested for an interhal fit with HR. Fi‘nally, astudy of IT cOmpanieé revealed
an intermediate relationship in which HR investment with high commitment practices -
was positively related to highér levels of organiéational climate, which, in tmﬂ, increased
ﬁnancial performance (Collins & Smith, 2006).

lA seérch of the literature reveals only two empirical studies examining
drganizational culture from an SHRM perspectiife. The first study was a micro SHRM
_analysis éxamining the relationéhip between organizational culture and HR practices. An
international study was conducted using Hofestede’s model to examine each pﬁrticipatiﬁg
country’s cultural characteristics at a national level. The ﬁndings from this study showed
support for a stronger relationship between HR and internal communication practices and
a weaker association with rewards (Papalexandris & Panayotopouloﬁ, 2004). A second
study of companies in Asia used a contingency approach to examine the effect of culture
and HR on firm performance. A content analysis of public documentsbwas carried out to
assess cultural values for each organization. The findings sﬁggested that organizations
with “elite” or “leader” value profiles with a complementary HR system achieved higher

financial performance (Chew & Basu, 2005). Although both studies had a number of
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limitations, bo‘;h also provided preliminary empirical suppo;f for examining
organizational culture as an important factor in SHRM research.
The Competing Values Framework

The most prevalent and cited quantitative approaches to culture in organizational
studies are Hofstede’s (1983) GLOBE dimensions model, Kets de Vrie’s five
dysfunctiopal types rﬁodel (DeVries & Miller, 1986) and Cameron and Quinn’s (2006)
cofhpeting values framework (CVF). Organizational culture and culture change have
received increased attention over the last 20 years from both quantitati\}e and qualitative
researchers. Qualitative researchers argue that' quantitative approaches to assessing
organizational culture are limited because that method is unable to reveal the moré deéply
hidden aspects of culture (Kwan & Walker, 2004). However, other researchers have
endorsed quantitative approaches, such as Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) corﬁpeting values
framework, due to its ability to make ﬂle field of organizational culture more accessible
throﬁgh the use of survey methods (Denison, 1996).

The literaturé has relied heavily on the competiné values framework, which as a
result, has been empirically validated (Cameron & Quinn, 2006; Kwan & Walker, 2004).
CVF has also been tested in various wayé in thé HR literature using both quantitative
(Prajogd & McDermott, 2005) and.qualllitative (Boggé, 2004) approaches, such as in
studies showing that ceﬁain culture values are positively aésociated with HR outcomes |
including organizational commitment, job involvement and empowerment, and employee
/outcomes inclﬁding job satisfaction (Goodman, Zammuto, & Gifford, 2001), operational

practices (TQM) and productivity outcomes.
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Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) cvompeting'valués framework offers the most
compatible theoretical framework for my research for several reasons. First, CVF links to
strategy implementation and RBV through the intagration of both values and dimensions
in the model. The lvalues framework aliows for an assessment of organizations based on
competing dimensions, Whicl'r draw out the characteristics of organizational cultures.
Second, it provides a level of assessment that tie to RBV’s social complexity of
managerial style and leadership, along with its emphasis on organizational capital (i.e.,
organizational administration and coordination). Third, the framework has been |
empirically tested and shown to be valid (Cameron & Qurnn, 2006; Tgo & Skitmore,
2006; Kwan & Walker, 2004). Fourth, the framework is measured using the
Organizational Cultural Assessment Instrument (OCAI), which assesses an organization’s
overall cultural profile through a self-reported survey method. The survey is easily
~ transferable to a format t}rat respondenfs can interpret and respond to.

The competing values framework differentiates organizational cultures on the .
‘basis of four culture types. Using the Organizational Cultural Assessment Instrument
(OCALI), an organization’s overall cultural profile and dominant characteristics can be
assessed through a self-reportéd survey. The model considers two sets of competing
values. The ﬁrét set représents the contrast between thé degree of control an org‘anization
exercises on the one hand and the degree of flexibility it offers on the other. In other
words, where one dimension shapes the values for organizations that provide a flexible
environrnént with discretion, the other dimension shapes values around a controlled
environment with stability. The second set of competing values is represented by the

contrast between the degrees to which an organization has an internal versus an external
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focus. Organizations that value an internal focus are interested in the ways in which the
organization ihtegrates and operates internally, whereas organizations with an extérnal
focus are fnore interested in examining and responding to the forces outside. These
competing dimensions serve as the basis to develop characteristics that shape four
organizational culture types, which are measured by the OCAI
Each of these four main culture types has notable distinguishing characteristics.

Stﬁdies using this approach to éxaminé organizational culture have revealed that a
company often has one dominant cultﬁrg type but demonstrates varying degrees of each
of the other types (Goodman et al., 2001; Kwan & Walker, 2004; Prajogo & McDermott, _
2005). The four organizational culture types are briefly described below. -
Clan: social environment in which emp.loyees work well fogether in teams. Leaders focus
- on mentoring employees and facilitating group problem-solving. A strong emphasis on
cooperation and openness is evident, highlighted by a concern for people and customers.
High levels of employee loyalty are often found in clan-dominant cultures.

Market: results-oriented approach emphasizing growing fhe market and customer base.
Leaders are hard driving and competitive with a high demand for achievement. Emphasis
ison beiﬁg a market leader, which is pursued through goal orientation.
| Hierarchy: environment with a strong emphasis on rules and processes. Leaders in such
environments are typically good coordinators and organizers. The focus of this culture
type is to develop a stable envhbnﬁent with job security and conformity to rules by
employees. Dependability and efficiency are key to its success.

Adhocracy: innovative, creative environment that encourages risk-taking. Leaders inlthis

culture type are entrepreneurial and encourage others to take risks and innovate.
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Employees motivated by challenges and new opportunities to create products and

services are drawn to adhocracy-dominant cultures.

The four culture types are further defined based on six key dimensions, which

include the dominant characteristics of the culture, the type of organizational leadership,

the approach to management of employees, the organizational glue, the strategic

empbhasis, and the criteria for success of the organization (see Table 1).

Table 1: Key Dimensions of the Organizational Cultural Assessment Instrument (OCAI)

} Clan Adhocracy Market Hierarchy .
Dominant | Internal/Flexibility | External/Flexibility | External/Control Internal/Control
Characteristic | Personal place Risk-taking Competitive Formal rules
Organizational | - focused on - takes innovative - results oriented, | - good at
Leadership | mentoring and risks and is competitive and organizing and
facilitating entrepreneurial hard driving coordinating
Management of | - teamwork and - individual risk- - high demand for - stability, job
Employees | participation taking and achievement security and
innovation : conformity
Organizational | - high levels of - innovative and - goal orientation - efficient operation
Glue | employee loyalty ~ | creative ideas “and focus on with formal rules
and mutual trust getting the job done | and procedures
Strategic | - a trusting - looks for new - gains new market | - achieves
Emphasis | environment opportunities and share and reaches operational
highlighted by welcomes new targets efficiency
cooperation and challenges
openness
Criteria for | - concern for - first with new - market leader - focuses on
Success | people and for ideas, products and reliability and
' developing people - | services - dependability of

service and product

Source: Cameron and Quinn (2006)

The CVF provides researchers with a measurement instrument to quantitatively assess

organizational culture (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). The Organizational Culture

~Assessment Instrument (OCAI) has been extensively validated émpirically by Cameron

and Quinn (2006), as well as in numerous other studies relating to HR (i.e., Boggs, 2004;

Goodman et al., 2001; Kwan & Walker, 2004; Prajogo & McDermott, 2005).
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Summary

Developments in SHRM research have progressed from examining linkages
between HR and firm performance and among HR, business strategy and firm
performance to considerations of other intermediate, mediating and moderating
* relationships. As discussed in this chapter, while studies examining intermediate linkages,

such as turnover (Batt et al., 2002), have emerged, others focusing on mediating and
moderating relationships, such as workplace climate (Neal et al., 2005; Rogg et al.,
2001), have also been carried out. Within SHRM resea.reh there has also been a recurring
call for an examination of organizational culture that. has not been addreesed to date
(Dyer & FEricksen, 2005; Roberts & Hirsch, 2005; Roehling et al.,‘2005)v. |
Therefore, the aim of my research is to examine the relationship of organizational
culture with the conventional SHRM rnodel. The conventional SHRM model recognizes
relationships between HR and firm performance, as well as among HR, business strategy
and firm performance. This study also examines the relationship of organizational culture
with firm perfonnance‘ and tests culture as a mediator between HRM and firm
performance. In the following chapter, I discuss the theoretical framework to be used in
| the studies and develop a set of}hypotheses to be tested. The chapter also outlines the ‘

research design and approach to the studies.
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES

This chapter describes the theoretical framework, hypotheses and research design for the
studies to be conducted. The theoretical framework discussion includes the interplay
between the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm and o'rganizatiohal culture, as well as
the model to be examined in the studies. This section is followed by an outline of the
hypotheses to be tested in each of the two studies. Finally, an overview of the researcﬁ

approach and design is presented.

Theoretical Framework '

The Interplay between RBV and Organizational Culture

The resourced-based view (RBV) .of the firm has become the rﬁost accépted and
applied theoretical framework for SHRM research (Colbert, 2004; Wright, Dunford et al.,
2001). This aéceptance of RBV is because of its ability to pro;lide a bridge between_
business strétegy and HR through its focus on internal fesources, such as human,
organizational and physical capital. RBV is most notably recognized in the SHRM _
literature for its underlying assumption that HR advantage is achievable through a firm’s
ability to stabilize relati;)nships with employees, which contributes to the firm’s abili;ty to
increase performance and survive in the future.

Central to RBV are the four basic assumptions supporting sustained competitiile
advantage, which include value, rareness, imperfect imitability anci substitutability
(Barney, 1991). The RBYV literature has most oftén tied organizational culture fo |
imperfect imitability (Barney, 1991, 2001). In fact, very early in the development of

RBYV, Barney (1986) more directly suggested culture as a source of sustainable
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competitive advantage and concluded that culture could differentiate one firm from
another and hold promise for superior firm performance. SHRM reséarchers have also
observed that for RBV to be taken “deeper” intb the field requires a focus on imperfect
imitability, which includes social complexity (Barney, 2001). The focus on social
cdmple_xity comes from its emphasis on organizational elements sﬁch as humé.n resource
management systems and organizational culture.

Organizational culture provides a focus on social complexity through an
examination of the organization’s internal resources that are part of a more complex
social phenomenon, including interpersonal relationships .among managers, an
organization’s reputation, customers and culture (Barney, 1991). The use of Cameron and
Quinn’s (2006) Competing Vaiues Framework (CVF) enables such én examination of |
social compleXities vin two ways. F.irst, the CVF focuses on values to différeﬁtiate
organizational cultures. In early developments of thé CVF, it was noted that over-
emphasizing any one culture type could therefore lead to a dysfunctional organization
with riegative ﬁrm performance outcomes (Quinn, 1988). For examplé, a firm w1th an
over—erhphaéis ona clah organizational culture type may be too social, leading to _lower
le'vels of productivity and financial performance. Further, all organizations emphaéize
each culture fype to differing degrees, Which creates a unique culture that is difficult to
imitate. Second, the dimensions of CVF address key aspects of human capital, as well as
organizational capital. For example, organizational capital is concerned with the ways in
which the organization administers, cbordinates and structures itself. Several of the

dimensions of CVF provide for an analysis of organizational capital. Further, dimensions
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that intersect organizational and human capital, such as strategic emphasis and
6rganizational glue, help to develop a deeper understanding of social comi:lexity.
" Theoretical Framework

Two quantitative studies aimed at examining SHRM relationships with
organizational culture comprise my research. The two studies are conducted at different
levels of analysis and use the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm with the competing
values framework to test organizational culture as a mediator between HRM and firm
performance outcomes. Study 1 provides a business unit level of analysis using call
centres in Canada. Study 2 includes two field studies with separate call centre sites using‘
individual-leyel data. Both studies examine the relationship of culture in the SHRM
modei. In addition, Study 2 also examines differences between manager and employee
perceptions of HRM, culture, business strategy and firm perforfnance.

A numbef of studies have tested SHRM relationships using both contingency and
configurational perspectives (i.e., Hoque, 1999; Michie & Sheehan, 2005j but both
approaches provide a holistic view of the HR system (configurational) while also testing
for contingency on other organizational contexfual reaiities, such as business strategy or
organizational culture. Consequently, a configurational and pontingency approdch to
theorizing is used in this study to examine the HR system and the internal fit of the HR
system of practices, the horizontal alignment of HR with firm performance, and the -
external fit or vertical ali gnment of business strategy and ofganizational culture with

" HRM and firm performance. The studies’ hypotheses to be tested are presented below.
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Hypotheses for Studies

The Relationship between HRM and Firm Performaﬁce. ,

Several fundamental relationships in the SHRM model are central to éxploring
new associations between HRM and firm performance. At the mést basic le\}el, the‘
research has shown that the system of HR practices (horizontal alignmenf) helps to
- explain more of the variance in firm performance than do indfvidual HR practices alone

(Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Huselid, 1995). Then an examination of the HR system of
practices and the relationship between HR and firm performance is eéSential to building
-on the SHRM framework. Past research has shown that thére is an association between
the HR system of practices and firm performance (Guest, Michie, Conway, & Sheehah,
12003; Guthrie, 2001; Guthrie et al., 2002; Huselid, 1995). Thus, it is expected that HRM
is positively associated with firm performance outcomes.
Hypothesis 1: The importance of HRM will be positively associated with employee
performance, operational performance and financial performance outcomes.
Examining ‘Vertical Alignment.
Over the past 15. years, SHRM researchers have begun to explore numerous.
intermediate and contingency relationships in addition to business strategy. Researchers
have theorized that organizational culture affects business strategy implementation and
firm performance outcomes relating to HR. Therefore, the model next examines
organizational culture for vertical alignment between HRM and firm performance using
the contingency approach.
Previous work has found that HR apprdaches with more emphasis on employee

involvement and participation have a positive effect on employee performance outcomes,
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such as retention (Guthrie, 2001), and operational performahce, such as productivity
(Guest et al., 2003). Clan and adhocracy cultures both have key characteristics that align
with employee involvement, teamwork and participatioﬁ. Studies using the CVF have
found that the clan and adhocracy culture types were positively related to job satisfaction,
job involvement and empowerment (Goodﬁm et al., 2001; Shéridaﬁ, 1992). Also, in
another study using the CVF, Jones, Jimmieson and Griffeths (2005) found that the clan
culture type Waé associated with an employee’s readiness to accept organizational
change. In addition, studies using the CVF focused on operational outcomes have also

. found that programs relating to Total Quality Management (TQM) have been more
effective with clan and adhocracy culture types (Boggs, 2004; Prajogo & McDermott,
2005). Based on these previous findings, the following was hypothesized.
Hypothesis 2: Clan and adhocracy organizational cﬁltufe types are positively associated
with firm performance outcomes and partially mediate the relgtionship between HRM
and firm performance.

Call centres using mass model approaches have been found to have higher leveis -
of employee dissatisfaction and turnover (Batt & Moynihan, 2002). Mass models are
characterized aé being more dost focused and efficient as compared to the.professional
model, which is characterized as being more autonomous and complex. Further, studies
have also found that 'org_anizational‘culture values that are more market and hierarchical
in nature have a negétive effect on employee and operational perfonnan;:e (Boggs, 2004,

Sadri & Lees, 2001; Sheridan, 1992). Accordingly, I hypothesized:
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| Hypothesis 3: Market and hierarchy organizational culture types are negatively associated .
with firm performance outcomes and partially mediate the relationship between HRM
and firm performance.

: In the SHRM literature, the most frequently examined contingency relationship
- for vertical alignment with HR and firm performance has been bl'lsiness' strategy (i.e.,
Hoque, 1999; Mi.chie & Sheeﬁan, 200.5 ;‘Neal et al.; 2005; Youndt, Snell, Dean, & Lepak,
1996). This concentration is not surprising due to the introduction of Porter"s model
(1981), which provided researchers with a framework to examine such a linkage more
readily. Porter’s model (1981) distingUishes between two tyées of business strategy. The
first is a cost strategy, which is characterized by a firm’s thrust to reduce éosts, eﬁsure
low response times and provide lower cost services. The second is a differentiation
strategy, which focuses on quality and innovation and highlights characteristics such.as
improving the quality of service, customizing products, developing new techniques and
producing products for high segment markets. Empirical studies examining fh_e
relationship of business strategy with HRM and firm performance ﬂave found that firms
with a differentiation business strategy are more likely to invest in HRM and firms with a
cdst strategy are less likcly (Hoque, 1999; Michié & Sheehan, 2005).

SHRM researchers have found that organizations pursuing differentiation
strategies tend to benefit more in terms of firm performance as a’ result of HRM
investment (Guthrie et al., 2002; Youndt et al., 1996). The research further suggests that
a differentiation strategy is closely linked to an HR systerri of practices. For examp}e, an
organization focused on.innovatiQn and quality is more likely fo invest in HR prdctices

that encourage self-managed teams and performance based compensation, whereas
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organizations with cost based strategies are more likely to also introduce HR systems that
focus on narrow job designs, strong managerial controls and less autonomy to help
control overall labour costs (Hoque, 1999; Michie & Sheehan, 2005). Although past
research has suggested that a cost business strategy has a negative association with ﬁrm
performance, most studies have founri that a differentiation business strategy has a
stronger relationship in the SHRM model (Hoque, 1999; Michie & Sheehan, 2005).
Consequently, an examination of this relationship is tested using the contingency
approach.

Hypothesis 4: The differentiation business strategy has a positive association with firm
performance and partially mediates the relationship betvveen HRM and firm performance.

Examining Intermediate Linkages.

Research attention on intermediate linkages in SHRM has increased, most often
focusing on the linkages with employee, operational and financial performance. For
example, Shaw and anta (2005) found that there was a intermediate relationship
between turnover (an employee performance measure) and financial performance.
Further, Collins and Smith (2006) found that there was a linkage between employee
outcome measures, such as knowledge exchange,' with financial performance (sales
growth and revenue generation). Research specifically focused on culture has found that
employees involved in programs such as Total Quality Management (TQM) have had a
positive effect on operational performance with cultures with characteristics such as clan
and adhocracy, and a negative effect vviih culture with characteristics such as market and
hierarchy (Boggs, 2004; Prajogo & McDermott, 2005).‘ In addition, anorher study found

that culture had a more direct influence on the employee and less direct influence on
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financial performance (MacIntosh & Doherty, 2005). Based on these past ﬁndidgs, it
‘may be expected that employee related outcomes may be directly associated with
employee and operational performance, whereas organizational culture types have an
indirect association with financial perforrnance as a result of their relationships with
employee and operational performance.
Hypothesis 5: Employee and operational performance have a direct association with
financial performance outcomes, while 6rganizational culture types have an indirect
association with ﬁnanciai performance. |

Difference in Manager and CSR Perceptions.

The hypotheses were tested in Study 1 (The National Call Centre Study), and
Study 2 (Field Studies). In addition, Study 2 examines differences in perceptions be‘rween :
customer service representatives (CSRs) and managerial employees about HRM, business
strategy, culture and firm performance. Study 2 involved collecting responses from both
CSRs and call centre managers. Most SHRM research has comprised management
respondents only and more specifically, executive-level participants. Consequently,
SHRM researchers have called forreseareh at the individual level of analysis to compare
employee versus manager perceptions ef HR (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Bowen and
Ostroff (2004),suggestl that an examination of perceptions of HRM by both decision-
makers and employees reveals what practices are visible, relevant and consistently
administered. This guidance is further supported by Huselid and Becker (2000), who
argue the importance of measuring actual perceptions of HR practices as implemented
and not as developed in policy, which, they suggest, should include surveying both

employees and senior executives. MaclIntosh and Doherty (2005) found some preliminary
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evidence to support this argument. In fheir study, it was found that leader perceptions of
bositive aspects of cultufe were higher than employee perceptions. As a result, it is
expepted that manager perceptions are higher than employee perceptions of HRM.
Hypothesis 6: Perceptions of HRM, business étrategy, firm performance and

organizational culture differ between managers and employees.

Research Framework

Research Purpose and Quesiions

This research examines the relationship between HRM and firm performance and
specifically, the impact of HRM on employge,' operatiorial and financial performance.
Mor’e specifically, it examines the relationship between organizational culture and firm
performance, ‘and tests for the effects of mediation of culture between HRM and firm
performance. Finally, an.issue vrelating‘to multiple levels of analysis is addressed through
an e#amination of employee and manager respondents.
Research Approach and Design

A cdnﬁgurational and éontingency approach to theorizing is used in the research.
From a configurational approach, an examination of the horizontal alignment of HR
practices is tested for internal fit. From a contingency perspective, vertical alignment is
exarrﬁned to determine the external fit between HRM and bﬁsinéss strategy, as well as
HRM and organizational culture. According to Rondéau and Wagar (2001),
“Contingency theory suggests that if certain HR practices have the ability té influence -
performance outcomes, they might only be effective if aligned appropriately with

normative culture or operative workplace climate” (p 195). Examining the vertical



-38 -

alignment of organizational culture with HR moves us beyond business strategy to
- consider other contingencies. -
In terms of level of analysis, my reséarch focuses on the business unit. Level of

| analysis has been a central methodological decision for SHRM researchers and
approaches have varied. For example, while studies are frequently conducted at the
organization level, others focus on the plant or business unit level. A review by Wright
and Gardner (2003) found that of the studies sampled, ‘700’/0 were at the organizational
level, 24% at the plant level and only 5% at the business unit level. Researchers have
predominantly focused on the organizational level of analysis due to the ability to access
public data about firms. Ho;zvever, it has been argued that the business unit level provides
the “optimal” setting for reporting accurate measures of business strategy, HR and firm
performance (Wright, Dunford et al., 2001; Wright & Gardner, 2003). Because changes
occur at niany levels of the organization based on differences in human cépital skilis,
behaviours and desired outcomes, the business unit level is thought to reflect the
ﬂeXibility required in HR éystems to accommodatevsuch changes.»In fact, Wright,
Dunford et al. (2001) note that “if a centralized HRM function attempts to develop a
étandard set of HR practices to be rigidly applied across all sites, it is likely that many
sites will have practices that do not fit Well with their unique competitive situation” (p.
762). Although most SHRM studies have been at the organizational level of analysis,
calls have been made for more on plant and business unit level studies (Wright &

Gardner, 2003; Wright, Gardner, & Moynihan, 2003).
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| Usz:ng Call Centres in SHRM Research

Four main’ considerations Iﬁake call centres appropriate for SHRM studies. First,
call cenfres in Canada represent a wide variety of industries, as well as a large and
growing portion of the workforce. According to Datamonitor (2003), Canada is one of the
world’s top five countries in establishing call centre operations. Between 2003 aﬁd 2008,
approximately 176,000 call center ‘agent positions were projected to be created in North
America, with most forecasteci to be in Canada (Datamonitor, 2004). In fact, by the end
of 2008 Canada is expected to increase its agent employment by 7.6% CAGR
(compounded annual growth rate) and call centres by 3.3 %. In short, Canada has a robust
and divers¢ call centre environment in which to examine SHRM.

Second, call centres have both internalized and externalized employment models.
The resoufce-based view of the firm suggests that owning human capital, such as
externalized employment models, makes sense when an organization gets sustained
competitive advantage and higher firm performance (Lepak & Snell, 1999). Lepak ahd
Snell (1999) afgued tﬁat researchers are not addressing the different types of HR
architectures between internalized and extemalized employment, which oversimplifies
the SHRM findings and directions in the field. Although this argument was made almost
a decade ago, few empirical studies have examined these employment models from an
SHRM pers‘pectiv_e.‘As discussed in Chapter 2, call centres have bdth internalized (in-
house) and externalized (outsourced) employment models and, therefore, provide an
environment in which to examine differences bétween the two.

Third, Becker and Huselid’s (2006) recent overview of SHRM research

positioned strategy implementation as the key mediatihg variable in the SHRM
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relationship. More specifically, Becker and Huselid (2006) addressed approaches to-
developing our understanding of strategic capability and highlight shortcomings that
future empirical studies must overcome. Central to these new directions is an emphasis
on strategic implementation which is developed éonc‘;eptually through a model
differentiating HR practiées and strategic busihess processes by focusing research on
samples that are more context specific, such as the informatioﬂ technology focus in
Collins and Smith’s (2006) study. Similarly, céll centres also provide a context specific
environment in which to cdnduct SHRM research.

Finally, the effecfs of work organization and HR practices in both mass and
>professi‘onal call centre service models h;<1ve revealed differences in employee,
operationél and financial outcomes (Batt & Moynihaﬁ, 2002). For éxample, mass model
environments that emphasize cost control are found to be more closely regulated and
interactions with customers are often scripted, with restrictive instructions for outsourced
employees in conversations with transnational customers (Mirchandani, 2004a; 2004b ),
‘whereas emplojfees in préfessional model environments Have more autonomy>and
discretion to perform their work (Bain et al., 2000). These differences iﬁ work
organization and HR provide the context for examining the effects of organizational

culture with firm performance.

Research Summary !
To summarize, my research chprises t'wo.concurrent studies using a quantitative
approach. Study 1 includes a sampling of éall centre sites across Canada. The strengths of
this approach lie in its ability to capture a rf1acro-le§el view of call centres and examine a

series of factors relating to HRM, organizational culture, business strategy and firm
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performance. Study 2 focuses on field studies of two call centres thaf were selected using
a convenience Sémpling approach. In addition to the central question about the
relationship of Qrganiiational culture with HRM and firm per_formance, these field studies
also help examine the issue rélating to differences between manager and employee
perceptions about HRM, and ih addition, investigate differences in pérceptions about
culture, busipess strategy and firm performance. The following two chapters provide the

results of these studies.
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY 1 — NATIONAL STUDY OF CANADIAN CALL

CENTRES

Method

Sampling Approach

Purposeful.convénienée sampling was used to obtain the sample of Canadian call
 centres. As noted by leading researchers in the area of SHRM and call centres (Holman,
Batt, & Holtgrewe, 2007), it} is difficult to source a list of such organizations. This issue
arises p'redominantly' because call centres are embedded in many organizations, making it
difficult to identify all the possible units. While some organizations (such as outsourcers)’
are solely désigried to deliver call centre services, others have developed a call centre
éperation to service external or internal customers. Although an effort was made to
source lists from leading list brokerage service agencies, the available lists were limited
| ‘to the Se&ice Inciustry Classification (SIC) codes of business support services‘ (864121)
and telemarketing (43 8912), both of which represent mostly outsourcers. Other SIC codes
can be applied but because of the embedded nature of call céntres it is difficult to isolate
¢a11 centres directly.

AIn an attempt to identify éall centres in Canada, I conducted an extensive
examination of the call centre environment fhrough the use of multiple strafegies,
bonsistent with past research involving Canadian and U.S. call centres (Batt et al., 2005;
Van-Jaarsveld et al., 2007). First, research was conducted usirig databases and public |
sources by province in Canada. The somcés used for this research included: Canada 411

databases using the search terms of call centres, outsourcer and business service
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processing; economic development websites listing call centres; call centre directories
provided online; online job sites for call centres; Industry Canada Stategis online
directory; and thé Canadian Marketing Association online directory. This database was
used to contact organizations directly in areas where no or limited associatidn access was
available, such as Atlantic Canada.

‘ Second, through collaboration with Contact Centre Canada, an organi;ation
created and funded by Human Resource Development Canada (HRDC), a working
relationship was forged with call centre associations across the country to distribute the -
survey. These relationships included Contact Centre Nova Scotia, Connect NB, Manitoba
Cusfomer Contact Association, Alberta Call Centre Assodiation, and the Ottawa Regional
Call Centre Association. Although the associations providéd an entry point fo access call
centre managers, many had lists which contained a high percentage of vendors and
suppliers rather than direct practitioners in the field. However, the associations had levéls
of membership, which allowed me to target call centre practitioners only.

Third, partnerships with institutions focused on call centres and customer service
§vere developed. This included two working partnerships with the BC Call Centre of
Excellence with the British Columbia Institute of Technology (BCIT) and the
International Customer Service Association (ICSA). BotI; organizations have
relationships with call centre professionals. The same pfactice as above was used to size
the lists provided by both organizations. And finally, through working with economic
development agencies in \;arious regions without active call centre associations, a list of

possible call centres was developed.
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The business unit level of analysis was the focus for my study (Batt et al., 2002; |
Collins & Smith, 2006). I drew on Wright and Gardner’s (2003) direction that workplace
practices and culture méy vary among establishments that are part of a larger
organization. Wright and Gardner (2003) state that the business unit level of analysis
provides the optimal setting vfor eXamining relationships of linkages between HR
practices and other factors such as business strategy. In my study, each call centre site
and associated business unit that completed the survey was cohsidered as a separate urﬁt :
of analySis. For eXample, organizations such as CIBC (in-house) or ICT (outsourced)
have multiple call centre site locations dispersed throughout Canada and may contain
numerous independent business units. Further, even within these sites, the call centre may
actually house separate and disparate business units that are associated with different
deparmleﬁts, subsidiaries or contracts. These business units may have distinctly different
ope:ating procedures, human resource management practices, human capital
~ requirements and organizational structure but are housed together to share infrastructure
costs.
Data Collection

An electronic survey was s‘ent by email to managers working in call ceﬁtres across
Canad.a.using the email addresses sourced from the above approaches. Only call centré
practitioners were included in the list, and vendors and suppliers wefe removed. The
survey distribution process followed Dillman’s (2007) business to business and email
distribution principles for tailored survey design. The email provided an explanation of
fthe study, a list of benefits to participants and an invitatio.n to go to the URL (Universal

Resource Locator) attached to complete a survey. Subsequent reminder emails were
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forwarded to all potential participants after two weeks. Further, internet guidance relating‘
to HTML (Hyper-Text Markup Language) protocols, pre-testing and access control (to
prevent multi-resbonses from the same participant) were adhered to in the development
and deployment of this survey (Rogelberg, Church, Waclawski, & Stanton, 2006).

The studies in this research received Research Ethics Board approval from Saint
Mary’s University, HaﬂlifaX, Nova Scotia, Canada (Appendix B: Research Ethics
Approva1 - Saint Mary’s Urﬁversity, REB 07-028) and Ac_acﬁa University, Wolﬂille,
Nova Scotia, Canada (Appendix C: Reseaich Ethics Approval - Acadia University, REB

07-12). |

Althéugh 324 managersAresponded to the survey, only 307 surveys were used in
the study due tQ missing data on a small number of variables. The surveys with missing
data were a result of items not completed relating to the control variables. Missing data
varied across all ten control variables for,thes'e survey responses. In order to. identify
single versus multiple respondents from each business unit, survey respdndenté were
asked to pro?ide specific information about their organization and business unit. The
blended response rate for data collection was 34% with the highest response rate obtained
by calling firms, which ranged from 89% to 100% by province with a mean of 95%.
Emuail distributions by associatién ranged from 23% to 33% with a mean of 28%. To

address issues of response bias, the samplé from this survey was compared to a stﬁdy éf
Canadian call centres completed in 2005 (Van-Jaarsveld et al., 2007). The results
revealed a similar distribution of call centres when compared on the basis ofJ region, size,
industry, type of call centre (in-house versus outsourced)z and application (inbound

versus outbound).
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Measures

Study 1 was designed to o'btain'a macro overview .of the relationships among
HRM, organizational culture, business strategy and firm performancé. The survey was
developed and included scales adopted from various SHRM researchers (see Appendix
D: National Contact Centre Survey).

Dependent Variables.

Firm Performance. The dependent variables in this study addressed aspects of
firm performance, and included measures of employee, operational an‘d financial
| pérformance. Slibj ective measures of performance were used and were developed from
perceptual perfofmance measureé (Huselid et al., 1997; Wall et al., 2004). Managers were
asked to provide their perceptions concerning various aspects of firm performance, which
included threé scales to measure overall employee, operational, and ﬁnéncial _
perforfnance. Intémal consistency measures were acceptable for employee performance
(o= 0.84), operational performance (o= 0.82) and financial performance (o= 0.80) (see
Appendix E). Thé items making up the scales were measured using’a five point scale (1 =
very low; 5 = very high). - While I relied on subj.ective perceptual measﬁres of
performance, there is evidénce that subjective and objective performance ﬁeasmes may
be related (Wall et al., 2004).

Independent Variables.

Human Resource Management. In an effort to learn more about human resource
management, I asked a series of questions addressing six HRM areas: (1) recruitment and
selection,‘ (2) retention, (3) training, (4) job design, (5) employee involvement, and (6)

rewards and compensation. These specific HRM areas were selected based on previous
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studies focused on HRM principles and as such are referred to as HRM (HR Bundle 3)
for all studies (Combs et al., 2006; Sun, Aryee, & Law, 2007, Way & Johnson, 2005).
For each question, respondents indicated the degree of importance to the organization

| (1=not at all important; 5=very importaﬁt). The ciuestions were adapted from a number
of cstablished scales from previous studies including Bae and Lawler (2000), Delery and
Doty (1996), Hoque (1999), and Michie and Sheehan (2005) and comply with Pfeffer’s
(1998) HR principle design. For each of tﬁe six HR areas, I had a minimum of five
questions. Internal consistency was assessed for each scale using Cronbach’s alpha (see
Appendix F). Table 2 shows the Cronbach’s alpﬁas, number of items and sample items
for each of the six HR scales used in this study.

Table 2: HR Practice Scale Reliabilities and Sample Items.

Number of Cronbach’s .
Scale Items alpha Sample Item

Recruitment .8 .81 make an extensive effort when selecting new employees.
Retention '6 82 have a commitment to long term employment.

Training -8 .93 make a significant investment 1n training after hired.

Job Design s 73 have clearly defined jobs and duties.

Emp Involvement 10 91 create a very cooperative and trustful climate.

Rewards 4 .69 have a wide range in pay within the same job grade.

Note: Cronbach’s alpha index of internal consistency

OrganizationalA Cuiture. The Organizational Cultural Assessment Instrument
(OCALI) developed by Cémeron and Quinn (2006) was used to measure organizational
culture. The OCAI has six sections, addressing dominant characteristics, organizational
leadership, management of employees, organizational glue, strategic emphasis, and
criteria for success. The psychometric propertiés of the OCAI have been tested in -
numerous stﬁdie,é ;epotting satisfactory levels of ‘internal consistency (Cameron,& Quinn,

2006; Igo & Skitmore, 2006; Kwan & Walker, 2004). For each of the six sections,
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participants were asked to allocate 10 points among four questions (each of the questions
addressed one of the four culture types — clan, adhocracy, market or hierarchy). Hélf—
points were permitted and the survey had a built-in counter to ensure that the total for the
fbur questions added to 10. For instance, a respondent who believed that the .workplace
had a strong clan culture, a moderate adhocracy culture, and a weak market and hierarchy
'culture mighf alloéate the points as 5.0 for clan, 3.0 for adhocracy, 1.0 for market, and 1.0
for hierarchy. Td calculate the specific (;ulture score, I summed the numbers for the six
questioné déaling with that culture type and then divided by six. This process provided
for an overall score for each of the organizational culture types. Internal consistency of
the organizational culture scales weré acceptable for clan (o= 0.84), adhocr_acy (o= 0.79),
market (o= 0.83) and hierarchy (o= 0.77) (see Appendix G). |

Business Strategy. Based on previous research (Delery & Doty, 1996; Guthrie ef
al., 2002; Horgan & Muhlau, 2003;‘ Woéd et al., 2006)‘and Porter’s (1981) model, I
measured business strategy using a 12-item scale with questions relating to either a cost
or a quality and innovatién business strategy. For each question, respondents were to
fndicate the degree of . importance to the »organization (I=not at all important; S=very
important). ’Internal consistency for the differentiation scale (o = 0.86) was within the
acceptable range (see Appendix H).

Control Variables.

Based on a review of pfevious SHRM (Colvin et al., 2001; Guthrie et al., 2002;
(Neal et al., 2005) and call centre specific .research‘(Batt et al., 2002; Van-Jaa.rsQeld et al.,
2007; Wood et ‘al., 2006), I controlled for a number of business unit characteristics, which

could be potentially confounding variables in the model. After a review of the SHRM
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specific literature, my analysis revealed that these studies controlled for a variety of
variables including organizational size, union presence, country of ownership; industry,
location and age (Collins & Smith, 2006; Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Guthrie, 2001;
Guthrie et al., 2002; Hoque, 1999; Horgan & Muhlau, 2003; Huselid, 1995; Kwan & .
Walker, 2004; Michie & Sheehan, 2005). In addition, call centre HRM studies have

reéo gnized the need to focus on other controls which are workforce specific and include
variables such as nature of the call centre and application (Batt et al., 2005; Holman et al.,
2007, Van-Jaarsveld et al., 2007). Asa result of this analysis, in this study I éontrolled
for ten variables. These variables were entereci into the regression equations fo control for
other féctors that may be associated with employee performance, operational
performance and financial performance. The control variables included: the size of the
business unit (using a natural 10gaﬁthmic transformation of the number of employees);
the age of the buéiness unit (using a natural logarithmic transformation of the number of
years it had been in operation); the union Status (1 = union; 0 = non-union); the industry
sector served; the country 0whérship of the call centre (Canada, U.S., -other); the type of
contact centre (in-house, outsourced or both); customer service; sales, tec;znical Support;
the applz’catién (outbound, inbound, both); the region the call centre was located in
(Western = British Columbia, Alberta, Manitoba; Central = Ontario, Quebec; Atlantic =
Nowva Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward 'Island, Newfoundland); and urban or rural

(1 = rural, 0 = urban).
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Results

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics, internal consistency values and intercoﬁelations for this
study are contained in Table 3. Of the 324 cases, 17 had missing data and thus 307 cases
were used in‘the analysis. The distribution of responses for each of the regions in Canada
was 36% for Western Canada, 36% for Cenfral Canada and 28% for Atlantic Cgmada.
Over 66% of the respondents represented in-house call centre Work estabiishments with
22% representing outsourced and 11% a combination (performing both in-house and
outsourced wof_k within the same business unit). Atlantic Canada had much larger call
centres (43 % of the responses in §the region came from call centres with 300 or more
employees). Western Canada had smaller centres (60 % had 100 employees or less) and
- Central Canada had a broader disfribution of contact centré sizes (with 44% having 100
employees or more). The samplé was broadly distributed among various industry sectors,
with the highest response from the finance (17%) and telecommunications (22%) sectors.
Ownership of the call centres was. largely Canadian (69%), followed by U.S. (26%) and
then by other (5%). The majority of call centres were located in urban locations (86%)

* with the remainder in rural areas ( 14%).

With respect fo workforce characteristics, 73% of the céll centres were non-
unionized and 27% were unionized. In-house call centres were more highly uniohized
than outsourced centres (33 % and 6 % respectively), with the highest percent of
" unionized outsourced call centres in Western Canada (19 %). Tﬁe application call -
.direction represented work that was largely inbound (54%) followed by é combination of

inbound and outbound (40%) and then outbound only (7%).
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In the sample, the higﬁesf average mean sc‘:ore‘ for culture was clan (M= 3.03),
followed by market (M= 2.65), then by hierarchy (M= 2.39) and last by adhocracy (M=
1.92). There was sbme variability in the average mean score of HR practices with
employee in{folvement having the highest (M= 4.13) and job design the lowest (M= 3.69).
The highest to the lowest average mean scores for HR practices were as follows: 1.
‘employee involvement (M= 4.13); 2. retention (M= 4.00); 3. training (M= 3.95); 4.
recruitment (M= 3.85); 5. rewards (M= 3.75); and 6. job design (A= 3.69). Overall,
HRM had an avefage mean score of 3.92. Of the three firm performance outcomes
examined, operational performance (A= 3.93) was the higheét, with financial
- performance (M= 3.54) second and einployee performance (M= 3.50) iast. Finally, the
differentiation business strate‘gy (M= 3.93) had an average £nean score higher than the
| cost business strategy (M= 3.26).
Testing HRM Hypotheses

The hypotheses in this study examined the re.lati-onships among HRM, firm
performance, business strategy and ofganizétional cultﬁre. The models are presented
based on the three ﬁml performance outcomes, employée performance (Model 1),
operational performance (Model 2) and financial performance (Model 3). All three firm
performance outcomes are presented for all of the hypotheses.

Horizontal Alignment of HRM.

Based on previous discussion in the SHRM literature, the HR Bundle was
examined using three different approaches, which included averaging all 41 items of the
HR practice scales, averaging the six sub-scales, and weighting the six practices using

factor analysis. Following Osterman (2000), each of the sub-scales was weighted based on
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factor scores and then an overall HR measure was created, which had a Cronbach’s alpha of
0.95. The six HR sub-scales were subjected to a principal components analysis (PCA)
using SPSS. The suitability of the data for factor analysis was first examined prior to
conducting the PCA. The sample used to conduct the PCA was greater than 300, which
addresses issues relating te sample size'(Taba_chnick & Fidell, 2000) and an inspection of
the correlation matrix revealed several coefficients that were 0.3 and above (Pallant,
1997). Further examination of the data rerlealed Bartlett’s Test of Spﬁericity reéched
significance ( p < .01) and the Kaiser-Meyer Oklin value was 0.90, exceeding the
recommended value of 0.6 (Pallant, 1997).
The results of the analyses of the HR bundle versus the individual practice

| approach are presented in Appendix I. The difference among the various approaches ro
measuring the HR-burrdles revealed a minimal variation in AR? at Step ’2 of the regression

-analyses for each of the three firm performance measures examined. However, the
analyses of the HR practice sub-scales using HLR revealed that the effect of HR practices
vary and explain less of the variance than the HR bundle. For example,.when I examined
the effect on emﬁloyee performance the HR bundle e)rplained an additional 7.5% of the

-variance, wrlereas the individual practices explained at the highest level 6.5% '_(employee
involvement) and at the lowest 2.5% (rewards). These findings are consistent with past

~ research on HR bundles (Huselid, 1995) and a recent meta-analysis by Combs et al.

(20()6), which found support for the system of practices having more of an effect than the

individual practices alone.



Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for National Call Centre Sample

Cronbach’s Alphas, Means. Standard Deviations and Correlations for Variableé
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Variables o M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. Employee Performance (.84) 350 .63
2. Operations Performance ~  (.82) 3.93 .63
3. Financial Performance (.80) 354 74 .
4. Size - 461 151 -18%* -04 .07
5. Age - 346 91 .16%*  [12%* .07 -.09
6. Location - Rural - 0.14 35 -07 .03 -.03 -.00 -12%
7. Ownership — U.S. T 026 4 -02 .06 .07 30 - 15% 02
8. Ownership - Other - 005 21 -03- .07 .03 07**  -20%* 09 - 13%*
9. Application (outbound) - 007 26 .03 .06 -.04 -18+* .05 14** 08 -.06
10. Application (combined) - 0.39 49 12%* .10* 4% -08 2% - 15%*% .03 .08
11. Type (outsourced) -~ 023 42 -17** -04 -.08 Jdex*  -28** (9 .10* .10*
12. Type (both) .-~ 011 31 07 .05 .01 .03 .03 -.02 .03 -.08
13. Region - Western - 036 .48 .12% -.07 A1+ - 15%*  -00 -12*% - 07 - 10*
14. Region - Atlantic - 029 45 -04 A3** 05 27+ -01 A1* .10* .10*
15. Union ~ Yes - 026 44 -14** - 12%* -14** 01 9%+ - 05 -29**  -06
16. Customer Service - 0.84 37 -.02 -.04 .04 .07 A1 -.03* -.01 -.03
17. Sales - 043 50 I5*x 11* . 20%* .. 11* . -12% 20% 07 - 10*
18. Tech Help - 032 47 -05 -.04 .04 25*% -.08 .02 27* .08
19. Energy - 0.06 24 -.07 -.05 -.00 -.10* -.07 -.07 -.06 -.05
20. Financial Services - 0.17 38 .09 .10* J12* .09 -11* .01 .04 -.02
21. Government ‘ - 013 33 -02 -.05. =21 05 204 -04 - 18%*  -08
22. Health - 006 24 .10* .06 .04 - 15% .02 -.06 -.09 -.06
23. Manufacturing - 0.07 25 .07 .07 .04 - 16%* .07 -.04 .07 .06
24. Retail - 011 31 .04 10* .10* .03 ~14%% .02 A1* .03
~ 25. Telecommunications - 022 41 -13% 02 .03 A5** 0 - 13* 13* .01 -.04
26. Tourism - 0.07 41 .10* .03 0% .02 -02 .00 .02 -.06
27. Transportation - 006 24 01 - .02 03 .01 .07 -.02 .01 .01
28. HRM (90) 393 .57 36**  34**  40** 06 3% 203 .09 .07
29. Cost (71) 3.26 90 -.12%* 10 .08 .09* -.04 .09 -.01 -00-
30. Differentiation . (.86) 390 .74 . 25%+  22%x  41%* (3 -.01 -.08 10* .03
31. Clan ' (.84) 3.03 1.08 .43**  23** (7 -15** 06 .05 -.10* .03
32. Adhocracy 79 192 .76 .13** 08 31 15 -.08 -.03 .01 .01
33. Market (.83) 265 1.06 -41** - .24** .07 22%% o 12%* .01 18 03

34. Hierarchy (77 239 - 89 -15**  -06 =27 -.06 14%* 04 -.08 -.08

-23%+
.05
14%+
-.06
-.05
- 14%+
-38%*
A1
- 17%*

.03
.04
.03
J12%
-.02
-.00
-.03
-.02
-.08
-.02
-.05
.01
-.08
.09
-05

10

-09
3%
.08

-11*

-.03

-.06
.07
.08
.05
.03
.04
.00
.02
.00

-.10%*

-.08

- 11%
.09

-.09
.01

-.03
.01

-.05
.08

11

-20%*
- 15%*
18**
-22%%
-.06
.07
A3*
J15%*
-.01
-.05
.09*
-.03
.03
25%%
-.03
.09*
- 16%*
.05
-.05
-.06
-.05
4%+
-.05

12

.05
-.06
.03
-.02
.04

13
-05
09
00
-01
02
2%
-01
-.04
01
.10
07
04
03
00
-.04

.06** |

13

- AT**
10%

- -.03

-.01
-.02
.06
3%
.06
.08
.02
-.02
-06**
2%
.02
.08
-.10*

- =07

.03

1%
-.06
-.06



Table 3: Descriptive Statistic for National Call Centre Sample (Continued)

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for Variables
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Variables 14 15 16 17 18
15. Union - Yes -.07

16. Customer Service .06 .08

17. Sales ‘ 9% .20%* 05

18. Tech Help .09 -.08 de*x 02

19. Energy -.08 .00 .04 -03 -.09
20. Financial Services - 18%* - 19 - 04 .09* -11*
21. Government -11* 38%* 01 =13** 01
22. Health -.10* -.05 -.01 -.10* .04
23. Manufacturing -.09 -13** 01 -.03 -.02
24, Retail .06 -.04 .07 25%* .01
25. Telecommunications 22*%* 03 .04 5%k 7R
26. Tourism .05 -07 .08 A6+ -.02
27. Transportation .05 .07 07 .04 .07
28. HRM .05 -.10* .03 A1* .10#
29. Cost 2% -.06 -.02 .01 -.06
30. Differentiation .07 - 17%% 06 A7+ 11#
31. Clan .09 -.09 .01 .03 -15
32. Adhocracy -.12% -.08 .05 4% 06
33. Market .03 -.08 -.09 .01 .09
34. Hierarchy -.04 27 05 -17** 02
Variables 29 30 31 32 33
30. Differentiation J15%* '

31. Clan -.09 -.04

32. Adhocracy -.03 26%*% - 21%*

33, Market .10 .03 -75%% .03

34. Hierarchy -.04 - -21%** -.30%*

Note:  *p<.05. **p<.01
Listwise n =307

- 12%

- 57**

19 -

.10*
23%%
22%%

IS

13%*
.06
.09*
17
-.06
.00
.01
.08
-.04
-05-
.08

20

21

11*

22

10%*
18**

5%+
23**
.09*
- 14x*
10*
Jd6**
-.07

- 13%%

.03 .

23

A1*
-.02

.08

5%

-.04
08
.00
01
02 -
-.03

24

.10*
A1*
27+*
.02
-.00
.10*
.00
-.01

- =02

.03

25

.04
4%
.02
A5%*
5%+
-.06
-.05
2%
-.03.

26

26%*
.08
=05
Jd4%%
.06
-.03
-.08
.05

27

-.00
-.05
07
-.06
-.06
.00
11

28

A1*
46+
26%*
.03
- 19%*
- 11*
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| Testing the Relaﬁonship between HRM and Firm Performance.v

The following describes Step 1 and 2: of the fegression models for employee
performance (Model 1), operational performance (Model 2) and financial pérformance
(Model 3). These two steps remain the same for all three models in the tesﬁng of |
subsequent hypotheses in this study. -

The control variables are pfesented in the tables provided for each of the
regression models. Overall, eight of the 10 control variables entered into the model were |
significant at varying points in time. These includeci ofganizational size, organizational
age, union presence, some indusfry types, region, sales and application (outbound or
inbound). Organizational size was found to be signiﬁéant and negative in all models and
at all steps for employee performance. Similarly, union presence was found to be
signiﬁcant and negative in all models and at each 'step,' with the exception of the model
entering clan at Step 3. The age of the business unit was significant and positive at Step 3
in all three models at Varying points for the diffefentiation business strategy and hierarchy
culture. Call centre business units with a sales naturé of work were found to have a
positive and significant association in the employee performance model for the clan,
market and hierarchy culture types and, the differentiation business strategy. The Atlantic
Canada region variable was significant and positive ‘in several models for operatiqna.l
performance as was a combined inbound and outbound application. F iknally, from an
industry perspective, government was significant and negative for all financial
performaﬁce models. Several other industry types (energy and financial services) were
also significant iﬁ various models. The changes in control variables over each step of the

regression analyses are provided in the tables for all models.
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Hypothesis 1 addressed Whether there was a relationship Between HRM and firm
performance (seé Table 4). The regression analysis was first run with employee
‘perbformanc'e (Model 1) as the dependent variable. At Step 1, the control variables
accounted for 18.7% of the variability in employee performance (R? = .187, F=2703,p
<.01). With HRM entered at Step 2, an additional 7.5% of the variance relating to
employee performance Was explained (AR?=.075, AF=28.746, p <.01) and had a
significant aﬁd positive association with employee performance (B =.331, = (5.36)). ThAe
total model after .Step 2 ekplained 26.2% of the variability (R*=.262, F =4.000,p <.01).

Next, the association between HRM an_d operational perforrﬁanée (Model 2). was
examined. At Step 1 with the control variables entered, 12.7% of the \}ariability in
| operational performance was explained (R?=.127, F =1.715, p <.05). After Step 1, the
HRM variable explained an additional 7.1% of the variance (AR?=.071, AF =24.810,p
<.001) and Was significantly and positively associated wi‘gh operational performance (B = |
317, = (4.98)). The model after Step 2 accounted for 19.8% of the Variaﬁce (R?= .198, F
~2.777, p < .01). |

Finally, the association between HRM and financial performance (Model 3) was
examined. After Step 1, the control variables accounted for 16.9% of the variability in
financial performance (R?=.169, F=2.396, p <.01). At Step 2, HRM accounted for an
additional 7.5% of the variance (AR? = .075, AF = 28.078, p <.01) and was found to be
significantly associated With financial performance (B = 385, =(5.30)). After Step 2
with the control -Variables and HRM entered into i:he model, 24.5% of the variance in

financial performance was explained (R?=.246, F = 3.644, p <.01).
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Overall, support was found for Hypothesis 1 for a relationship between HRM and
firm performance with all three firm performanée outcome méasure;s. For each of the
models, the HRM variable explained over 7.0% of the variance in employee, operational
and financial performancé.
Testing Vertical Alignmenf

The remaining hypotheses were also tested using a series of hiera.rchical multiple
regression analyses, which is consistent with Baron and Kenﬂy’s (1986) recommendation
for testing mediated models and with SHRM research for testihg mediating relationships
(Miphie & Sheehan, 2005; Neal et al., 2005). The hypotheses in this section test for
alignment with organizational culture and busiqess strategy. |

Models 1 through 3 are used to repoﬁ the results for each of the hypotheses. Steps
1 and 2 remain the same for.each of the subsequént models. F(')rl each of the separate
‘hypotheses, Step 3 of the models, in addition to being labeled model nunibers 1 through
3, are referred to as: a) clan; b) adhocracy; c) market; d) hierarchy and ¢) differentiation.
For example, Hypothesis 2 tésts for relationships of the clan aﬁd adhocracy cultures with
each of the ﬁrm p¢rformance outcémes and the effect it has on HRM. The model for clan
is referred to as 1a - emplojeé performance, 2a - operational} performance and 3a -
financial performance and the model for adhécracy is referred to as le— employee
performance, 2b — operational performance and 3b‘— financial performance. The HRM
- coefficients for Step 2 of each of the models are provided at the top of the Step 3 tables
for ease of reference.

The hypotheses in the following section for vertical alignment are presented in

two steps. First, for each of the organizational culture types and the differentiation
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business strateg}; the analyses for testing whether there were positive or negative
associations with firm perfdrmance outcomes and the effects on HRM are presented.
Secénd, the tests for mediation are reported. |

Testing Vertical Alignmeﬁt with Organizational Culture.

Aﬁ examination of a vertical alignment for an association of the ofganizational‘
culture types with firm .performance and whether culture partially mediated the
relationship between HRM and ﬁrm perfdnnance was conducted. Hypothesis 2 tested
whether clan and adhocracy had a positive association w‘ith firm pérfonnance outcomes
and whether they partially mediated thé relationship between HRM and firm
performance. At Sbtep 3 for all three modéls, the HRM variable Waé positive and
significant (p <.01).

For Hypothesis 2, the clan culture variable was first tested to see whether there
was a positive association with firm performé.nce (seé Table 5). At Step 3 o} Model 1a,
the clan culture explained an additional 9.4% of the variance (AR? = .0§4; AF=40.658,p
<.01) and was significantly and positively associ;elted wifh employée performance (B =
198, = (6.38)). The full model accounted for 35.6% of the variance in employee
performance (R?=.356, F =5 952, p <.01). For operational performance at Step 3 of
Model 2a, the clan culture explained an additional 1.4% of the variance (AR?=.014, AF
= 4,888, p <.05) and was also significant and positively associated with operational
performance (B = .075, = (2.21)).. This total médel explained 21.2% of the variance in
operational performance (R2 = 212, F=2.896, p < .01). The clan culture was not found

to have a significant association with financial performance.
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The adhocracy culture was next tested to see whether there was a positive
relationehip with firm performance (see Table 6). For employee perfermance (Model 1b)
et Step 3, the adhocracy cul’;ure explained an additional 1.1% of the variance (AR?=.011,
AF = 4.428, p < .05) and was positively and signiﬁcanfly associated with employee
performance (B = .095, = (2.10)). The total model expiained 27.4% of the variance (R*=
274, F=4.063, p < .01). At‘Sfep 3 of Model 2b for operational performance, adhocracy
accounted for an additional 1.2% of the variability (AR?= .012, AF = 4.329, p< '.01) and
was again positively and signiﬁcaﬁtly related to operatiohal performance (B = .097, t=
(2.07)), with the total model explaining 21% of the variance (R?=.210, ' =2.869, p <
.01). Finally, adhocraey was tested with financial performance (Modei 3b). At Step 3,
adhocracy accounted for an additional 7.2% of the variability (AR?=.072, AF = 29.305, p
< .01) and was significantly and positively related to financial performance (B = .275, =

(5.41)). This total model explained 31.6% of the variance (R? = .316, F = 4.984, p <.01).

Both the clan énd adhocracy culture variables were next tested for mediating the
relationship between HRM and each of the three firm performance outeomes. Following
- Barron and Kenny (1986; 2008), the four-step tests of mediation were conducted. Step

_one of the test requires an examination of the relationship between the initial variable
(HRM) and firm performance. As noted earlier in Step 2 of the regression models (see
Table 4), the relationéhip between HRM and the firm perforrnance outcomes were
significant (p < .01). The second step involves examining whether the initial variable
(HRM) is correlated with the mediator variable of clan and adhocracy cultures. Separate
regression analyses were conelucted with the control variables at Step 1 and HRM at 'Step :

2, with clan and adhocracy as the dependent variables. At step two a significant
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relationship was found with clan only as the dependent variable (B =.464,+=(4.18),p<
.01). As aresult, step three was conducted. Step 3 is conducted to establish whether the
relationship is partially or fully mediated by»ﬁrst eiamining the relationship between the
mediator (clan) and the firm performance oufcomes and then calculating the regression
weight unstandardized beta coefficients and stand;.lrdized error-s from steps 2 and 3 using
a Sobel test (Kenny, 2008). At step 3, employee performance (p <.01) and operational
performance (p < .05) were both signiﬁéant (see Table 5) and Sobel tests of mediation
were significant at p <.01, shoWing that ';hé clan culture partially mediates the
relatioﬁship between HRM and employ¢e performance, and HRM and operational
performance.

- In summary, partial support was found fdr Hypothesis 2. Positive associations
with clan and adhocracy were fouﬁd, with the exception of an association of clan with
financial performance. Partial mediation was found only for clan between HRM and
employee performance, énd HRM and operational performance.

Hypotﬁesis 3 addressed whether market and hierarchy culturés had‘a negative

| éssociaﬁon with firm performance. In addition, tests to examir;e whether markct_ and
-hierarchy cultures pa.rtially mediated the relationship between HRM and firm
performance were conducted. At Step 3 of all models for market and hierarchy, HRM
was signi_ﬁcantly (p <.01) and positively assbciated with all firm perforniance outcomes
» (see Table 7 and 8). |

The market culture variable was first tested with employee performance (Model
Ic) and at Step 3 mérket accounted for an additional 9.3% of the variability (AR?= .093,

AF =40.445, p < .01) and was significantly and negatively associated with employee



-61 -

performance (B = -.202, = (-6.36)). The total model explained 35.5% of the variance (R?
=.355, F=5.941, p <.01). Mérket was next tested with operatidnal pérformance (Model
25) and at Step 3 market accounted for an additional 4.1% of the variability (AR? = .041,
AF = j15.080, p <.01) and was sigﬁiﬁcaﬁtly and positively associated with operational
performance (B = -.133, = (-3.88)), with the total model explaining 23.9% of the
variance (R?=.239, F'=3.384, p < .01). Finally, market was tested with financial
performance (Model 3c) and the reiationship was negative but not signiﬁcantly'
associated.

With employee perfornianée (Mod_el 1d) at Step 3, hierarchy accoﬁnted for an
additional 1.2% Qf the variability (AR?=.012, AF = 4.499; p<.05) and wés foﬁnd to be
significantly and n‘egativeiy association with employee performance (B = -.088, = (-. :
2.12)). The tofal model explained 27.4% of the variance (R* = .274, F = 4.067, p <.01).
However, the hierarchy culture was hot found to be significantly associated with
operational performé.nce. In the financial performance model (Model 3d) at Step 3,
hierarchy culture accounted for an additional 2.9% of the variability (AR? = .029, AF=
11.223, p <.01) and was negatively and significantly associated with ﬁnanciél
performance (B = -.161, 1= (-3.35)). This total model explained 27.3% of the variance (R*
= 273, F=4.063, p <.01).

Market and hierarchy culture types were also examined for mediating the
relationship between HRM and each type of firm performance. Barron and Kenny’s
(1986; 2008) four-step tests were conducted. In step 2, only market was significant for all
firm performance outcomes (B = -.394, = (-3.63), p <.01). Next, steps three and four of

the four-step test for partial or full meditation were conducted by first exarriining the
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relationship between the mediator (market) and the outcome variables (all three firm
performance outcomes). The SoBel test of mediation was significant at p < .01 for both
erriployee perforﬁmce and dperational performance.

In summary, partiai support was found for Hypotheses 3. The results showed that
all relationships with firm performance were negative, with the exception of hiérarchy
and operational performance which was positive. Although HRM remained signiﬁcant at

- Step 3, its-effect waé reduced af Step 3.(mvore in the market models than the hierarchy
models). Partial meditation was only found for market culture mediating’the relatiohship

between HRM and employee performance, and HRM and operational performance.



Table 4: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM.
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
J ) Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE . B SE B SE
Step 1 _ C
Constant 3:305%* ((1226) 3.447** (231) 2.663** (.265)
Controls
Size (Natural Logarithm) -068** (.027) -035 (027) .032 (.031)
Age (Natural Logarithm) 140** (1046)  .144** (.047)  .142** (.054)
Location - Rural -105  (.105) .069 (.108) -.008 (.124)
Ownership —U.S. 012 (091) .109 (.093) .015 (.107)
Ownership — Other 007  (180) 323 - (.184) .155 (211
Application — Outbound -067 (.160) 131 (.164) .058 - (.188)
_ Application - Combination 037 (.080) .114 (.082) .167 (.094)
Type — Outsourced -142  (095) -.053. (.097) -.166 - (.111)
Type — Both (outsourced/in-house) .140  (.121) .099 (.123) -.053 (.141)
Region — Western - 125 (084) -.004 (.086) .214* (.099)
Region — Atlantic 098  (094) .220* (.096) .136 (.110)
Union ~ Yes -281** ((102) -.169 (1104) -.143 (.119)
Customer Service -062  (.107) -.041 (.109) .028 (.125)
Sales 203** (.081) .025 (.083) .156 (.095)
Technical Help Desk -.008 (.083) -.040 (.085) .051 (.098)
Industry . o : ' '
Energy -265 (.158) -.160 (.162) .135 (.186
Financial Services 25 (.098)  .199*  (101) 179 - (.1 15;
Government 049  ((118) -.024  (.121) -.493** (.139)
Health 288 - (160) .193  (.164) .183  (.188)
Manufacturing 023 (146) .030 (.150) .040 (.172)
Retail ' 034 (124 182 (127) .183 (.145)
Telecommunications -116  (092) .058 (.095) .060 (.108)
Tourism , 108 ((148)  .047  (.152) 200 (.174)
Transportation -013 _ (.166) -.060  (.169) -094 (.194)
Model Summary:
R? (Controls) .187 127 .169
F__(Total Model after Step 1) 2.703** 1.715* 2.396**

Note:

Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.

*p <05 **p<.01
Listwise n=7307



Table 4: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM (Continued).

Model 3
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Model 1 Model 2
Employee Operations Financial
. ' Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 o ‘
Constant - 2.219%F (296) 2.408** (.305) 1.402** (.348)
Controls
Size (Natural Logarithm) -072%* (.025) -.038 (.026) .027  (.030)
Age (Natural Logarithm) .093*  (.045) .099* (.046) .087 (.052)
Location - Rural ' : -107  (101) 067 (.104) -010 (.118)
Ownership — U.S. -023  (.087) .076 (.090) -025 (.102)
Ownership — Other - 121 (173) 201 (.179) <007 (.204)
Application — Outbound -036 (.153) .160 (.158) .094 (.180)
Application - Combination .028 : (.076) .105 (.078) .156 (.089)
Type — Outsourced -055 (.092) .031 (.095) -064 (.108)
Type — Both (outsourced/in-house) .156  (.115) .114  (.118) -035 (.135)
Region — Western . .084 (.081) -.044 (.083) .166 (.095)
Region — Atlantic - 062 (.090) .185*  (.093) .094 (.106)
Union — Yes -228*% (.098) ~-.118 (.100) -.081 (.115)
Customer Service © =049 (.102) -029 (.105) 043 (.120)
Sales 173 (.077) -.004  (.080) .121  (.091)
Technical Help Desk -049 (.080) -079 (.082) .003 (.094)
Industry ' ‘
Energy : -264  (151) -159 (.156) .136 (.178)
Financial Services 075 (094) 151 (.097) 121  (11D)
Government 092 (113) 017 (.116) -443** (.133)
Health 720 ((154) 082 (.159) .050  (.181)
Manufacturing 026  (.140) .033  (.144) .044 (169
Retail . .049  (118) .196 (.122) 200 (.139)
Telecommunications _ -147  (.088) .028 (.091) .024 (104)
Tourism ‘ 071 (142) 012 (.146) .157  (.166)
Transportation © 033  (.158) -016 (.163) -.041 (.186)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 331** (.062)  .317** (.064) .385** (.073)
Model Summary:
R? (Controls) 187 127 169
AR? (HRM) .075 .071 075
© R? (Total Model after Step 2) 262 .198 246
F _(Total Model after Step 2) 4.000%* 2.777** 3.644**

Note:. Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.

*p <05 *p<.01
Listwise » = 307



Table 5: Results of the RegresSz’on Analyses for HRM and Clan.

Model 1a

" Model 2a Model 3a
Employee Operations Financial
» Performance Performance  Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 . '
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 331%* (L062)  .317** (.064)  .385** (.073)
Step 3
Constant 1.936** (.281) 2.300** (.311) 1.432**(.353)
Controls '
Size (Natural Logarithm) - -.056* (.024) -032 (.026) .025 (.030)
Age (Natural Logarithm) .080 (.042) .094* (.046) .088 (.053)
Location - Rural -150 (.094) 051 (.103) -006 (.119)
Ownership — U.S. .010. (.082) .088 (.089) -.028 (.102)
Ownership — Other - 138  (.162) .195 (.1177) .009 (204
Application — Outbound 001  (.143) 174 (.157) 090  (.180)
Application - Combination .059  (.071) 117 (.078) .153 . (.090)
Type — Outsourced - -055 (.086) .031 (.094) -064 (.108)
Type —Both (outsourced/in-house) .126  (.108) .103  (.118) -.032  (.135)
Region — Western .046  (.076) -.058 (.083) .170° (.095)
Region — Atlantic -016 (.085) .155 (.093) .102 (.107)
Union - Yes -163  (.092) -.093 (.100) -.087 (.115)
Customer Service -062  (.095) -.034 (.104) .044 (.120)
Sales 177 (073) -002 (.079) .121  (.091)
Technical Help Desk -017  (.075) -054 (.082) -.004 (.095)
Industry .
Energy -259  (.141) -157 (155) 135  (.178)
Financial Services .104  (.088) .162 (.097) ..118 (.111)
Government 071  (106) .009 (.116) -441** (.133)
Health ' .035 (.146) .030 (.160) .064  (.184)
Manufacturing 049  ((131) .042  (.143) .042 (.164)
Retail ) .038  (111) 192  (.121) 202 (.139)
Telecommunications - =114 (.083) .041 (.091) .020 - (.104)
Tourism 067 (.133) .010 (145 157 (167)
Transportation 1060 (\149) - 012 (.162) -.049 (.187)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 239** (.060)  282** (L065) .394** (.075)
Clan ’ J198** (,031) . .075%  (.034) -.021 (.039)
R? (Controls) . .187 127 .169
AR? (HRM) 075 071 075
AR? (Clan) .094 014 .001
"~ R? (Total Model) : 356 212 245
F__ (Total Model) 5.952%* 2.896** 3.505%*
Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard erro

*p<.05 **p<.01
Listwise n =307

rs are reported.



Table 6: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Adhocracy.

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b
Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 .
HRM (HR Bundle 3) ' 331%* ((062)  .317** (064) - .385** (.073)
Step 3 , »
Constant ' 2.005** ((311) 2.189** (321)  .781* (351)
Controls .
Size (Natural Logarithm) -071** (.025) -.037 (.026) .031 (.028)
Age (Natural Logarithm) - 098* (.044) .104* (.046) .101* (.050)
Location - Rural -096 (.100) .078  (.103) .023 (.113)
Ownership — U.S. -012 (.087) .086 (.089) .005 (.098)
Ownership — Other =113 (172) 209  (178)  .029  (.194)
Application — Outbound -003  (153) 194 (157) 190 (172)
Application - Combination 039  (076) .16 (.078) .187* (.085)
Type — Outsourced : - =050 (.091) .036 (.094) -051 (.103)
Type — Both (outsourced/in-house) .143 - (.114) ~ .101  (.118) -.073 (.129)
Region — Western ~.078  (080) -050 (083) .150 (.091)
Region — Atlantic 081  (.090) .205* (.092) .151 - (.101)
Union — Yes ~ -227* (097) -.117 (.100) -.080 (.109)
Customer Service -049 (.101) -~029 (.104) .043 (.114)
Sales 2145 (078) -.032 (080) .040 (.088)
Technical Help Desk -063  (.079) -.106 (.093) -.035 (.090)
Industry . »
Energy -268  (150) -163 (.155) .124  (.169)
Financial Services 071 (094), .147 (097) . .110  (.106)
Government 29 ((114) 055 (117) -335** (\128)
Health JA87  ((153)  .097  (158) .092  (.173)
Manufacturing 018 (139) .024 (143) .020 (.156)
Retail : 057 (117) 204  (121) 221  (.132) .
Telecommunications -138  (.088) .038 (.091) .052 (.099)
Tourism 081  (141) .022 (145 .186 (.159)
Transportation - .040 (157) -.008 (.162) -.019 (.177)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) J332%% (1061) .318** (L063) .387** (.069)
Adhocracy : . .095*  (.045) .097* (.047) .275** (.051)
R? (Controls) 187 - 127 .169
AR?(HRM) 075 071 .075
AR? (Adhocracy) 011 .012 .072
R? (Total Model) 274 210 316
F__(Total Model) 4.063** 2.869** 4.984**

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.

*p<.05 **p<.01
Listwise n =307



Table 7: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Market.

‘Model Ic Model2¢ - Model 3¢
Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables : B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 : '
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 331%* (L062)  .317** (.064)  .385%* (.073)
Step 3 o :
Constant 2.958** (300) 2.892%* (.323) - 1.492**(377)
Controls o :
Size (Natural Logarithm) -049* (.024) -.023 (.026) .030 (.030)
Age (Natural Logarithm) - .092%  (.042) .099*% (.045) .087 (.053)
Location - Rural -130  (094) 052 (.101) -013 (.118)
Ownership — U.S. ‘ .034  (.082) .113 (.088) -.018 (.103)
Ownership — Other -082 (162) 227 (174 .012 (.204)
Application — Outbound 058 (.144) 222 (.155) .106 (.181)
Application - Combination 035 (071) 110 (077) 157  (.090)
Type — Outsourced -031 (086) .047 (.092) -.062 (.108)
Type — Both (outsourced/in-house) .150  (.108) .110 (.116) -.036 (.135)
Region — Western 074  (076) -.050 (.081) .165 (.095)
Region — Atlantic .038 (084) .169 (.090) .091 - (.106)
Union — Yes -205* (091) -.103 (.098) -.078 (.115)
Customer Service -082 (.095) -.050 (.102) .039 (.120)
Sales JA59*% (073) -.013 - (.078) .120 ~ (.091)
Technical Help Desk -020 (.075) -.060 (.080) .007 .(.094)
Industry : ‘
Energy -278*% (142) -.168 (.152) .134 (.178)
Financial Services - 143 (.089) .196* (.095) .130 (.112)
Government -020  (107) -.056 (.115) -457** (.135)
Health . .095  (.145) .032 (.156) .040 (.182)
Manufacturing 073 (131) .064 (.141) .050 (.165)
Retail 034 (111) 187  (.119) .199  (.139)
Telecommunications -092 (.083) .065 (.089) .031 (.105)
Tourism 052 (.133) .000 (.142) 155 (.167)
Transportation . .046  (.148) -.007 - (.159) -.039 (.186)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) . 252%% (.059)  .265%* (.064) .375*%* (.074)
Market -202** (.032) -.133** (034) -.025 (.040)
R? (Controls) 187 127 - 169
AR? (HRM) » .075 .071 075
AR? (Market) : 093 041 001
R? (Total Model) : 355 239 245
F__(Total Model) 5.941** 3.384** 3.511**

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errérs_ are reported.
*» <05 **p<.01
Listwise n =307



Table 8: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Hierarchy.

Model 2d .

*p<.05 **p<.01
Listwise »= 307

Model 1d Model 3d
Employee ~ Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 '
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 331%* (.062)  317** (.064)  .385** (.073)
Step 3 :
- Constant 2.452*%*% (.314) 2.408** (326) 1.829**(.365)-
Controls o
Size (Natural Logarithm) -.074%* (.025) -.038 .(.026) .024 (.029)
Age (Natural Logarithm) .092% - (.044) - .099* (.046) .085 . (.052)
Location - Rural -106  (.100) .067 (.104) -.007 (.116) .
Ownership — U.S. ; -.023 (.086) .076 (.090) -.026 (.100)
Ownership — Other -.138  (.172) 201  (.179) -.025 (2000
Application — Outbound -030 (.152) .160 (.158) .105 (.177) .
Application - Combination 049  (.076) .105 (.079) .194* (.089)
Type — Outsourced -061 (.091) .031 (.095) -.076 (.106)
Type — Both (outsourced/in-house) .133  (.115) .114  (.119) -076 (.133)
Region — Western ‘ 066 (.081) -044 (.084) . .134 (.099)
Region — Atlantic 056 (089) .185% (.093) = .083 (.104)
Union — Yes -209* (.097) -118 (.101) -.046 (.113)
Customer Service -040 (.101) -029 (105 .059 (.118)
Sales ' JA55*%  (.077) -004 (.080) .088 (.090)
Technical Help Desk -.045 (079 -079 (.082) .012 (.092)
Industry
Energy -259 (.150) -159 (.156) .145  (.174)
Financial Services 055 (094) 151 (.098) .084 (.109)
Government ‘ 166 (.118) 017 (.122) -308* (.137)
Health . .159  (153)  .082  (.159) .024 (.178)
Manufacturing .008 (.139) 033 (.144) 011 (16D
Retail : 057  (117) 196  (1122) 215 (.136)°
Telecommunications -.147  (.088) .028  (.091) .023  (.102)
Tourism ' 087 (.141) 012" (.146) .185 (.169)
Transportation _ 066 (.158) -016 (.164) .021 (.184)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 326%* (L061)  317** (L064)  .374*%* (.071)
Hierarchy = -.088* (.041) .000 (.043) -.161** (.048)
R? (Controls) 187 127 .169
AR?(HRM) - .075 071 .075
AR? (Hierarchy) .012 .000 .029
R? (Total Model) 274 .198 273
F_(Total Model) 4.067** 2.661** 4.063**
Note:.  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
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Testing Vertz.'cal Alignment with Business Strategy.

Hypothesis 4 addréssed whether the ‘differentiation business strategy had a
positive association with firm performé.nce, as well as whether it partiaily mgdiated the
relationship between HRM and firm performance. These analyses were run separately for
each of the three firm perfonnanée outcomes as the dependent variable (see Table 9).
HRM remained significant at Step 3 for all three models, employee (p <.01), operational

| (p<.01) é.nd financial (p <.01) performance. |

The differentiation business strategy was not found to be signiﬁcaﬁtly associated
with either erhployee performance (Model 1¢) or operational performance (Model_Ze).
Howevér in Model 3e, the differentiation business strategy explaine.d an additional 4.8%
‘of the variance (AR’ =.048, AF =28.078, p < .01) and was significantly and positively
associated with financial performénce (B =269, t=(4.37)). The full model explained
29.2% of the variability in financial performance (R?=.292, F = 4.464, p < .01).

The four-step test for establishiﬁg mediation was conducted. The result for the
first step remains the same as from the previous test (HRM and firm performance). Step
two found a significant relationship with the differentiation business strategy as the
dependent variable (B = .538, = (7.90), p <.01). Step 3 was signiﬁéant (see Table 9) and
the Sobel test was significant for ﬁﬁancial performance (p <.01). |

In summary, partial support was found for Hypothesis 4. The differentiaﬁon
business strategy had a positive association with all three ﬁrm‘ ﬁerformance rﬁeasmes aﬁd

was found to partially mediate the relationship between HRM and financial performance.



Table 9: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Differentiation.

Model 1e Model 2e Model 3e
Employee Operations Financial.

; : Performance Performance Performance
Variables - B SE "B SE B SE
Step 2.

HRM (HR Bundle 3) 331%*% (1062)  317** ((064)  .385*%* (.073)
Step 3 :
Constant 2.019*%* (314) 2.280** (325) .859* (.359)
Controls o ,
Size (Natural Logarithm) _ -.070%* (.025) -.037 (026) .034 (.029)
Age (Natural Logarithm) -.093*  (.044) .100* (046) .089 (.051)
Location - Rural -.084 (.101) .08 (.104) .054 (.116)
Ownership — U.S. -021  (.087) .077 (.090) -.020 (.099)
Ownership — Other -112 (173) 207  (179) .030 (.198)
Application — Outbound -022  (152) 170 (158) .133 (.174)
Application - Combination 036 (076) .110 (079) .177* (.087)
Type — Outsourced ©-.049 (091) 035 (.095) -.050 (.105)
Type — Both (outsourced/in-house) .138  (.115) .103 = (.119) -.082 (.131)
Region — Western 108" (.082) -.029 (.084) .232*%* (.093)
Region — Atlantic 073 (.090) .192* (.093) .123  (.103)
Union — Yes : -225%  (.097) -116 (.100) -073 (.111)
Customer Service -.047 (.101) -.028 (.105)- .048 (.116)
Sales A59%  (077) -.013  (080) .084  (.089)
Technical Help Desk © -.059 (.080) -.086 (.082) -023 (.091)
Industry ‘ ;
Energy -278 (.151) -.168 (.156) .098  (.172)
Financial Services 074 (094) 150 097y .117  (.107)
Government 144 (116) .050 (.120) -303* (.133)
Health Jd62  ((154). 076  (159) .021  (.176)
Manufacturing 010 ((139)  .023 (144 .001 (159
Retail 039 (118) 190  (122) .173  (.135)
Telecommunications -168  (089) .015  (092) -032 (.101)
- Tourism © 039 (142) -008 (.147) 071 @ (.162)
Transportation 031 (158) -.017 (.163) -.045 (.180)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) o 278%% (068)  .283** (.070) .240** (.078)
Differentiation 099  (054) .063 (.056) .269** (.062).
R? (Controls) 187 127 169
AR? (HRM) .075 071 075
AR? (Differentiation) .009 .004 .048
R? (Total Model) . 271 202 292
F (Total Model) 4.009** 2.723%+* 4.464**

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.

*p<.05 **p <01
Listwise n= 307
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Although I did not hypothesize about the cost business strategy, regression
analyses were conducted to further examine the relationship of cost with firm
performance. In past studies,l some evidence has been found to suggeét that the cost
rstrategy has a negative association with some firm performance outcomes and a positive
 association with others (Guthrie et al., 2002; Hoque, 1999; Michie & Sheehan, 2005).
Supplemental anaiyses examining the cost business strategy wi‘;h the three firm
performance outcomes are presented in Appendix J. At Step 3 of all thre¢ fnodelé; HRM
remained significant at p < .01. For Model 1f, cost explained an additional 1.6% of the
variance (AR?=.016, F= 6.036, p < .05) and was significant and negatively associated
with employee performance (B = -.096, t= (-2.46)). However, the cost business strategy
was not found to be significantly associated with eitﬁer operational or ﬁnanciai
performance. Overall, the cost business strategy was found to have a negative association
with employee performance and a positive association with both operational and financial
performance. However,v cost was only significantly related to employee performance.

| Examining Intermediate Linkages.

Intermediate linkages were examined (Hypothesis 5) using hierarchical linear
regressfon. Financial performance was entered into the model as the dependent variable
and employee and operational performance were entered as two additional independent
variables. At Step 1 of the model, the control variables were entered and at Step 2 the
HRM variable was added. At Step 3, the modél was run separately with the addition of
each of the four culture types and the differentiaﬁon business strategy type. The firm
perfonhance outcomes were next entered into the regression rﬁodels, with employee |

performance at Step 4 and operational performance at Step 5.
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'The summary R? and AR? results are provided for each step in the models in Table

10. At Sfep 2 of all models, HRM explained 7.5% of the variance (AR?=.075, AF"=

28.078, p < .01) and was significant. HRM remained significant (p < .01) for all steps of
each model, with the exception of Step 5 for the model with the differentiation business_
strategy. At Step 3 of all models, only ’ehe adhocracy culture (AR?=.072, AF' =29.305, p
<.01), hierarchy culture (AR? =.029, AF =11.223, p <.01) and differentiation business
strategy (AR?=.048, AF = 19.101,p <.01) were s,igniﬁcant. Employee performance
when entered at Step 4 was sig’niﬁcént (p <.01) in all models. The same three variables
from Step 3 femained significant (p < .01‘) at Steps 4 and 5. At Step 5, operational
performance when entered was significant (p <.01) in all models. For the adhocracy
culture, hierarchy culture and the differentiation business strategy models at step 5,
employee performanee was not significant. However, the clan culture (p <.01) and

market culture (p <.05) at Step 5 reached significance along with employee perfoi'mance

(p <.01).
~ Table 10: Intermediate Linkages with Financial Performance
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Total Model
Variables Controls HRM Model Emp P Ops P R?
i R? AR? AR? AR? AR?

Model . R '
a)Clan 169%%  075%%(+) 001 () .070%* (+) .111*¥*(+) 409
b) Adhocracy  .169%  (075%*% (+) .072%* () 042%* (+) .099%* (+) 457
¢) Market 169%*%  075%* (+) 001 () .058** (+) .117¥+(+) 421
d) Hierarchy 169%*%  075%* (+) .020%* (:) .047%% () .116%* (+) 436

¢) Differentiation .169** 075%* (+) .048*%* (+) .046** (4) .107** (+) 445

Note: Significance reported for the variable at that Step of the model.
(+) or (-) is the direction of the association of the variable at that step of the model.
*p<.05. *¥p<.01
Listwise n =307

Partial support was found for Hypothesis 5 for intermediate linkages affecting

firm performance. Of the organizational culture and business strategy independent



-73-

variables tested, only three were significant. These findings suggest that the culture types
of adhocracy and hierarchy have a direct association with firm performance and that the
. clan and market culture types have an indirect association with financial performance by

the association each has with employee performance and operational performance.

Discussion

In Study 1, there were five hypotheses tested and full support was found for one
and partial support for four. Consistent with past research (i.e. Huselid, 1995; Michie &
Sheehan, 2005), HRM was found to be significantly and positively associated with all
three firm performance outcomes (Hypothesis 1). In addition, a series of regression
models were run to also examine hypotheses relating to vertical alignment (see Table 11).
These models included vertical ali gnmént with the four culture types as well as the
differentiation business strategy type: |

~ Table 11: Summary of Regression Models.

Employee Performance Operational Performance Financial Performance
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
At Step Total At Step Total At Step Total
Model Model Model
AR® AF R F  AR* AF R F AR* AF R? F
Step 1* 87 270 187 270 127 1.72 127 172 169 240 .169 240
Step 2 075 2875 262 400 .071 2481 .198 278 .075 28.08 .245 3.64
Step 3
Clan(a) .094 40.66 356 595 .014 489 212 290 .001 28 245 3.1
Adhocracy (b) .011  4.43 274 406 .012 433 210 2.87 .072 2931 316 498
Market (c) .093 40.45 1355 594 .041 1508 239 338 .00l 38 245 351 .

Hierarchy (d) .012 4.50 274 4.05 .000 0.00 .198 266 .029 1122 273 4.06
Differentiation (¢) .009 3.38 271 4.01 .004 123 202 272 .048 28.08 .292 446
Cost(f) .016 6.04 278 4.15 .002 .86 201 270 .001 29 246 ' 3.51

Note: * Step 1 reports R? and F.

Two hypotheses tested all of the culture types for either positive or negative

associations with firm performance and for partially mediating the relationship between
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HRM and firm performance. A test of Hypothesis 2 found support for a positive
association of the clan and adhocracy cultures with all three firm performance outcomes.
However, only the clan culture was found to partially mediat’e the relationship Between
HRM and employee ﬁerfdnnance aﬁd HRM and operational performance. No support
was found for partial mediation with ﬁnanéial performance. However, overall partial
support was found for Hypothesis 2. The results from this study were consisfént with
other studies that found posifive associations with clan and adhocracy culture types in
relation to employee performance (Goodman et al., 2001; Sheridan, 1992) and
operational performance (Boggs, 2004; Prajogo & McDeﬁnott, 2005). Although
previous studies have not considered the association with either of these culture types-
with financial performance, this study shows a positive association between the two as
well. Partial mediation was found with clan culture and two of the firm performance
outcomes (employee pérfbrrnance and operational performance) but not with the
adhocracy culfure type. This finding may be a result of the type of environment exarhined
in this study. For éxémple, call céntres are more sysﬁematic in design and approéch to
work (Holman, 2003a) and therefore may have lower scores on the adhocracy culture
type. Similarly, a test of Hypothesis 3 found supbpko_'rt fbr a negative association with
market and hierarchy cultures but only market culture partially mediated the relationship
between HRM and employee performance, and HRM and operational performance.
Again, market culture was nof found to either 'fully or partially mediate fhe »relationship
between HRM and financial p¢rformance. Overall, partial suppoﬁ was also found for

. Hypothésis 3.
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Cbnsistent with past research (Héque, 1999; Michie & Sheehan, 2005), thé
differentiation business strategy was found to have a positive association with all three
ﬁrm performanée outcomes. However, partial meditation was found only between HRM
and ﬁnancial performance. Thus, only partial support was fqund for Hypothesis 4. This
finding may be partially explained by the outcomes from testing Hypothesis 5. In
Hypothésfs 5, an examination of the relatioﬁship of intermediate linkages was conducted
using separaté models, entering the culture types and the differentiation business strategy
type at Step 3. A test of the intermediate linkages showed partial support fof Hypothesis-
5. At Step 3 of the models, adhocracy (positive association) and hierarchy (negative
association) éulturés were both significantly associated with financial performance
suggesting that each directly influence financial performance. Howeve;, clan (negative
association) and market (negative association) cultures were nbt sigpiﬁcéntly related to
financial performance at Step 3, which suggests an indirect inﬂuencé on financial
pérformance by the association each has with employee and operational performance.
Overall, partial support was found for Hypothesis 5. These findings suggest that two
culture types (clan and market)l, which partially mediate employée performance and
operational performance, are indirectly related to ﬁnanciél performance, whereas the
other two culture types (adhocracy and hierarchy), which did not partially mediate the |
' relatibnship, are more directly related to financial performance.

Study 1 provided a broad ViewA of the relatibnshipé among HRM, or;ganizational
culture and firm performance with manager level respondents from different call centrés
across Canada.vHoweV'er, SHRM reséarch has beer} criticized for usirig manager level

respondents in most research désigns (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Thus, this study provides
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insights at an organizational level about the SHRM relationships from a manager’s
perspective. Study 2 will address the limitations in Study 1 through an examination of
tWo call centre sites, capturing both manager and employee responses, to determine if the

findings from Study 1 are consistent with the findings in a field settings.
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CHAPTER 5: STUDY 2 - FIELD STUDIES OF CALL CENTRE
BUSINESS UNITS

Introduction

Study 2 was conducted to provide 2.1. deéper analysis of call centres by examining two call
centre business units in Canada. Thé purpose 6f the study was twofold. First, the field
studies focused on the central questions of this research about the relationships among
HRM, organizational culture, business strategy and ﬁrm performaﬁce and were
conducted to examine whether the findings at a single site lével were consistent with the
findings from the National Call Centre Study. Second, past research in SHRM has
focused predominantly on manager respondents. The two field studies captured
individual-level responses from both managers and employees within each of the

business units to provide for an examination in differences between the two.

Method

" Sampling Approach and Data Collection

A convenience sampling approach was used to select participants for the field
studies for Stﬁdy 2 'Inclusion ‘of the field study organization participants was limited to
Atlantic Canada due to funding. However, Atlantic Cénada hosts a large arréy of
Canadian and U.S. call centre operations. In fact, accofding to Statistics Canada about
25 % of the call centre industry jobs in Canada are located in the Atlantic reg.ion (Perkins,,. .
2005). Thus, the region has a rich call centre envirohment to draw on for research.

An electronic survey was administered to the two participating call centre sites.

Customer service representative (CSR) employees were given time off line to compiete
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the sur\}ey_ if they so desired. They were also provided the option to complete the survey
remotely by accessing it through a uniform resource locator (URL) address. Manageriai
employees were sent the survey electronically to their work email address and Wcre able
- to complete the survey at their workstation or remotely by accessing the URL as well.

The two organizations participating jn the field study were outsourcers, one of
which was U.S owned (referred to as Company 1 or Co 1) and the other Canadian
(referred to as Company 2 or Co 2). Due to the commitment to provide confidentiality, I
am unable to disclose the names of the organizations involved in the study. Company 1
had 450 émployees (botﬁ managers and CSRs) employed during the time the survey was
administered. The response rate for the call centre was 68% overall and 62% for the
business unit reported in this s;cudy. Company 2 had 356 employees employed during the
time the survey was administered. The response rate for this call centre was 61% overall
and 63% for the business unit reported in the study.

Measures

The measures in the two call centre site studies for human resource management,
firm performance, business strategy and organizational culture were the same as used in
the National Call Centre Survey (see Appendix K and Appeﬁdix L.

Dependent Variables.

Firm Performance. The dependent variable in this study was firm performance.
Internal consistency was acceptable for Company 1 for employee performance (o= .89),
operational performance (o= .83) and financial perfonﬁance (o=.78), and for Company 2
for employee performance (a=.88), operatidrial i)erfonnance (o= .84) and financial

p'crformancc (o= .85).
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Independent Variables.

Human Resburée Management. For each of thev six Human Resource Management
Practices (HRM) areas, internal coﬁsistency was aéceptable for Company 1 for all scales,
which included selection (o = :92), retention (o0 = .92), training (o = .95), job design (a0 =
.91), employee voice (a0 =.95) and rewards and coiﬁpensation (o =.83), and for |
- Company 2, including éelection (0=.89), retention (o= .86), training (o= .94), job design
(o= .86), erﬁployee voice (o= .94) and réwards and compensation (o= .80). |

Organizational Culture.‘ Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) OrganiZational Cultural
Assessment Instrument (OCAI) was used by participants to measure orgaﬁizaﬁonal culture. -
The Cronbach’s alphas for the four culture scales were acceptable for Company 1 for clan
- (a=.72), adhocracy (o= .70) anci market'(oc= .82), with the exception of hierarchy (o=
40). Interﬁal consistency was also accebtable for Company 2 for cla,n.(oc'= a0,
édhocracy (oc= .71), market (a=.77) and hierarchy (d= ;73). |

 Business Strategy. For Business Strategy, respondents were to indicate the degree
of importénce to the orgarﬁzation; The Cronbach’s alphas were acceptable fof :
differentiation for Company 1(o= .88) and Company 2 (o= .81), and for cost for
Company 1 (a=.75) and Company 2 (o= .79).

Control Variables.

In my analyéis, I controlled for a number of individual-level variables which is
consistent with past call centre research (BaFt, 2002; Batt et al., 2002). These control
variables included the age of the participant (categorieé were 16 to 24, 25 t0 29, 30 or

older), years of service (1 year or less, 1 to 2 years, and 2 years or greater), sex (1=male,
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O=female), occupation (1=manager, 0= CSR), work status (1=part-time; 0=full-time), and

previous call centre experience (1 =no; 0 = yes).

Results

Descriptive Statistics - Company 1

Descriptive statistics, internal consistency values and intercorrelations for all
Company 1 variables are provided in Table 12. Company lisaU.S. outsoﬁrcer and the
business unit involved is located in Atlantic Canada. The nature of the service fhis
| Business unit providés is techﬁical help desk support with customer service.

The sample was comprised of 79% CSRs and 21% managers. Employees with
full time employment status made ﬁp 85% of the respondents. Although reseafch shows
" that call _centre_work is predominantly held by females (Statistics-Canada, 2005), the '
sample in this study was comprised of 70% males and 30% females. This distribution of
éex is most likely due to the nature of work in this business unit that is heavily skewed
towards technical support with an undérlying customer service component. Over 65% of
the managers were 25 years of age or older whereas just a little over 70% of the CSRs
Were 29 or younger. Of the CSRs in the business unit, 33% had previous cail centre
experience compared to 17% of the managers.
Descriptive Statistics - Company 2

Descﬁptive statistics, internal consistency values and ihtercofrelations fof
Company 2 variables are provided in Table 13. Company 2 is a Canadian outsourcer call
centre bperation with sites locéted across Canada. The business unit involved in this |
study is located in Atlantic Canada and provides customer service for a U.S. blient with

both U.S. and Canadian customers.
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Eighty pércent of the respondents were CSRs and 20% were managers. Company
2 had a high percentage .of full time workers (87.5%). Overall, 63% of respondents were
female and 37% male. Forty-five percent of responden'fs were between the age of i6 and
24 years, }27% between 25 and 29 and 28% were over 30 years of age. Fifty-fbur percent’
of the employees had less than one year of service, 32% had between one and two years
and 14% had greater than two years. Managers had longer tenure with the company with
close to 50% having service between.3 and 10 years. Over 50% of the CSRs had 6
months or less of service, with 33% hav_ing service Between 1 and 2 years.
.Sixty-twb percent of the employees working in this call centre Business unit had previous
call centre experience.
Testing HRM Hypotheses

Horizont&l Alignment of HRM.

. | As with Study 1, Study 2 was designed to examine the same first five hypotheses
using hierarchical linear regréséion (HLR). The horizontal alignment of the HR bundle
of practices was first examined for Company 1 and 2. The difference among the three
approaches to the HR bundle for both business units revealed r‘ninimal variability.
However, for both business unitsrthe regression analyses revealed that the individual

practices accounted for less of the variability in firm performance outcomes.



Table 12: Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 — Co 1.

- Cronbach’s Alphas, Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for Variables \ :

Variables o

1. Employee Perf (.89)
2. Operations Perf (.83)
3. Financial Perf (.78)

4. Age (25 to 29) --
5. Age (30 plus) v

6. Service (1to 2 yrs) -
7. Service (2 yrs plus)

8. Sex (Male) --
9. Emp Status (PT) --
10. Previous Exp. (No) -
11. Emp Type (Mgr) -

12. HRM 97)
13. Cost - (.75)
14. Differentiation (.88)
15. Clan . (72)
16. Adhocracy (.70)
17. Market (.82)
18. Hierarchy . (.40)

Note:  *p<.05. **p<01.
Listwise n = 165

M
2.84
3.57
3.43

28

25

21

.28

.70

A5

.70

21
3.49

326

3.90
2.51
1.83
3.12
2.49

SD
.90
.76
.64
45
43
41
A5
46
35
46
41
57
.90
74
.93
72

1.35
.70

1 -

--.02
-.08
-.02
=22%*
-.07
.06
.07
.14*
59
19**
A6+
ST
A43**
_‘50**
-.15*

2

.16*
-.05
-.03
-10

.02
-.04
-.03

25%*

33

A7

38**
29%*
J18**
_ 4%
-11

3.

.10
-.00
-.04

.04

.04

.01

.01

26%*

25%*

13*

32%*

23%

21%#*
- 19**
-.16*

Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for Variables

Variables - 13
14. Differentiation A2**
15. Clan 12
16. Adhocracy .18*
17. Market -.18*

18. Hierarchy .01

14

A2%*
38%*

~47**
-.03

15

2T¥*

-75%*

-17*

16

-62%%
-.19*

17

-30%*

4 -

-36%*
.01
33%*
A5

- 18%*

-.00
23#*

- .02
.05
.08

-.07
.06
.00
.03

-5

.05
.11
.01
-.20%*
S 21*#
-.09
-.00
-.07
.01
.02
-.10
.02
.04

6

-32%*
01
-.04
-.03
-01
12
-.09
-18%+
.04
-.04
07
-.04

7

.18+
-.14%
-.04
21
-.04
- 18+
-.02
28
-.19*
29%*
.01

8

-.07
-.24
.02
-.13*
-12
BOYLL:
-.14%

21

22%%*
-.01

9

.04
-.00
.05
.06
.05

CL13F

.02
-11
.02

10

14%
02
.03
.05
.07
.08

-06

-07

11

A2
.08

14

.04

.05.

.03
-17*

12

3]
T1E*
S50%+*
36**
- 46%*
-13*



‘Table 13: Descriptive Statistics for Study 2 — Co 2.

Cronbach’s Alphas, Means, Standard Deviations and Correlations for Variables

83

Variables o M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1. Employee Perf (.88) 3.17 .83

2. Operations Perf’ (84) 3.88 .66

3. Financial Perf (.85) 3.63 .69

4. Age (2510 29) - 27 44 - 13* -.10 .04

5. Age (30 plus) 28 45 -26%% - 19%*% - 10**  .38%*

6. Service (1 to 2 yrs) -- 320 47 -22% -16% -21%* 01 .08
7. Service (2yrs plus) A4 350 -23% 30+ - 16 .01 29%*
8. Sex (Male) - - 38 49 .08 -.06 -.09 .06 -.02
9. Emp Status (PT) -- A3 33 -03 -04 -06 .01 -12%
10. Previous Exp. (No) -~ 38 47 -01 .01 -11 -24%* 03
11. Emp Type (Mgr) - 20 47 -03  -09 .02 .09 20%*
12. HRM (.93) 348 .79 .60**  54**  50** -8 -.13*
13. Cost (79) 350 .90 .10  -.00 12 -03 -.02
14. Differentiation (.81) - 3.88 59 27 3% A6** - 14* .16*
15. Clan (.71) 265 .86 48** 34%* 37 01 -12%
16. Adhocracy (71) 193 - .73 .13* .06 13 -01 .00
17. Market “(T7) 2,65 1.03  -45%*  -31** -25%* (04 23%*
18. Hierarchy (.73) 276 96 -04 -.01 -.16* .06 - 13*
Note:  *p<.05. **p<0l]

Listwise n =176

Means. Standard Deviations and Correlations for Variables

Variables 13 14 15 16 17
14, Differentiation 22%*

15. Clan -.02 29%*

16. Adhocracy - .03 .07 28**

17. Market -.06 -.18* -6TF* - 39%*

18. Hierarchy .06 -11 =39%*  .60%F - 18*

-28%*
-.01
- 19%*
-.07
-.01
-11
-.06
.03
-.05
-.08
5%
- 17*%

02
.09
20%+
Ag*x
- 18+
-.03
-.06
-16*
-.09
204+
-.02

.03
.05
.03
-.04
15%
-11
-.07
-.14*
.02
15%

.16*
-.15%
-11

.00
-24%%
-05
- 13*%

.02

3%

10

.08
-.02
-.06

-11

-11

-.04
234+

11

.02
-.10
.04
.09
.07
-.02
-11

12

19%+
A46%*
A46%*
15%
-44rr
-.05
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For Company 1, the HR bundle of practices accounted for 31% of the variability
for employee performance compéred to the wide range among the individual practicés
(see Appendix M). For example, recfuitment accounted for 20% of the variability in
~ employee performance, whereas employee involverment accounted for 30%. Similarly,
| the HR bundle accounted for more of the variance for operational and financial

performance, with the exception of employee involvement (ARz% .061) for financial
performance (comparcd to the’HR’bundle (AR?*= .045)).

The HR bundle also explained more of the variation for Company 2 (see
Appendix N). The three HR bundlel approaches revealed (25%'for employee
i)erforfnance, 20% fbr operations performance and 14% for financial performance) that
the HR bundle accounted fof more of thé variance than the individual practices alone.
For Company 2, none of the individual HR pracﬁces explained more of the variance on

. any of the three firm performance outcomes than the HR bundle.

Overall, the HR bundle ac;counted for more of the variance in all three firm
performance outcomes than the variance of the individual practices alone in both field
studies, although HRM accounted for less of tfle variability in Company 2 (R*= .226) than

| in‘Company 1 (R*=.299). As with Study 1, this study used the HR factor bundle (referred
to as HRM) to test all subsequent hypotheses.

Testing the Relatiénship between HRM and Firm Perform‘anc.e.

A relationship between HRM and firm performance wés tested for Hypothesis 1.
For both of the field studies, the regression analyses were run with each of the firm
performance outcomes. The following describes Step 1 and 2 regression results for the

employee, operational and financial performance models for each of the field studies.-
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These two steps remain the same for all three models for the testing of subsequent
hypotheses in the study. As with Study 1, employee performance is represented in Model
1, bperational performance - Model 2 and financial performance - Model 3. The control
variables are shown in the tébles for each of the models, for each of the steps. Overall,
four of the six control variables were significant in the regression analyses at varying
times, including employee age, years. of service, sex and employee type.

Hypothesis 1 was first investigated with Company 1 (see Table 14). With
employee performance (Model 1) at Step 2, HRM explained an additional 30.8% of the
{/ariance (AR?= 308, F = 80.928, p < .01) and was significantly and positively associated
with employee performance (B = .584, = (8.99)). The model after Stép 2 accounted for |
46.9% of the Variaf)ility (R?=.409, F =1 1.945, p < .01). With operational performance
(Model 2) at Step 2, HRM accounted for 7.8% of the Variability (AR?=.078, AF =
15.277, p < .01) and was significant and positive (B = 246, t= (3.91). The total model
accounted for 21% (R?= 210, F = 4.'587, p <.01). Next, I exanﬁned financial
performance (Model 3), and at Step 2 HRM accounted for an additional 4.6% of the
variance (AR? = .046, AF = 8.141, p <.01) and was significantly and positively associated
with financial performance (B =.160, # = (1.72)). After Step 2, the total model accounted

for 12.4% (R?=.124, F = 2.528, p < .01).
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Table 14: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM, Co 1.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 1
Constant 2.949** ((198) 3.578** (.163) 3.303** (.142)
Controls ,
Age (25 t0 29 yrs) -078  (190) .330* (.156) .137 (.136)
Age (30 plus) -005  (190) .111 (.156) .107 (.136)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) -264  (.183) -230 (150) -.104 (.131)
Service (2 yrs plus) -618** ((184) -463** ((150) -.113  (.132)
Sex (Male) -043  (152) .041 (125) .054 (.110)
Employee Status (Part Time) 032 (207) -.062 (.170) .054 (.148)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) 043 ((156) -113  (.128) -.024 (.112)
Employee Type (Manager) A419*%  ((176)  517** ((145)  407** (.127)
Step 2
Constant .832** (285) 2.688** (276) 2.723** (.246)
Controls
Age (25 to 29 yrs) =015 (155) .291* (150) .111  (.134)
Age (30 plus) -093 (155) .074 (.150) .083 (.134)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) -066 (.150) -.146 (.146) -.050 (.130)
Service (2 yrs plus) -480** ((150) -.405** ((146) -.075 (.130)
Sex (Male) 093 (125) 098 (.121) 091  (.108)
Employee Status (Part Time) -.037  (.168) -.092 (.163) .035 (.145)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) 042 (126) -114  (.122) -.024  (.109)
Employee Type (Manager) 245 ((145)  443*%* ((140)  359*%* (.125)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) S84** (L065) .246** (L063) .160** (.056)
Model Summary:
R? (Controls) 101 132 078
AR? (HRM) 308 .078 .046
R?* (Total Model after Step 2) 409 210 124
F__(Total Model after Step 2) 11.945%*# 4.587*** 2.528%*

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=165

Hypothesis 1 was next investigated with Company 2 (see Table 15). For
employee performance (Model 1) at Step 2, HRM accounted for an additional 22.2% of
the variability (AR? = .222, AF' =70.065, p < .01) and was significantly and positively
associated with employee performance (B = .532, = (8.37)). The model after Step 2
accounted for 47.3% of the variance (R*= .473, F'=16.571, p <.01). For operational

performance (Model 2) at Step 2, HRM accounted for an additional 17.6% of the
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| 'Variability' (AR?=.176, AF = 46.742, p <.01) and was significant and positive (B = .377,
" = (6.84)), with the full mbdel éccounting_ for 37.7% of the variability in operational

- performance (R*=.377,F = 11.132,p < .61). Finally, ﬁhancial performance (Model 3)
for Compahy 2 was investigated. At Step 2, HRM accounted for an additional 17.7% of |

-the variability (AR?=.177, AF=42.772, p <.01) and Was significantly and positively

" associated with financial performance (B = .390, = (6.54)). The model after Step 2
accounted fof 31.3%, (R*= 313, F=8.400,p < .01).

Table 15: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM, Co 2.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables ' B SE . B SE B SE
Step 1 :
Constant 3.638** ((117) 4.204** (.097) . 3.898** (.104)
Controls
Age (25 t0 29 yrs) o -506%* (.145) -234* (.120) .020 (.128)
Age (30 plus) -565%*% ((147) -226 (.121) -.040 (.130)
Service . (1 to 2 yrs) -521** (.128)  -377** (.106) - -.443** (.113)
Service (2 yrs plus) . CT28%F (207) 0 -765*%*F ((170)  -.599** (.183)
Sex (Male) _ ' 156  (.116) -068 (.095) -126 (.102)
Employee Status (Part Time) -164  (178) -104 (.147) -110 (.157)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -045 (124) 064 (102) -079 (.110)
Employee Type (Manager) A11* (167) 234 (137)  .297* (.148)
Step 2 :
Constant - 1.620** (261) 2.775** (226) 2.417** (.245)
Controls
" Age (251029 yrs) -365** (.123) -.134 (.107) 124 (.116)
Age (30.plus) -427*%* (.124) -128 (.108) .061 (.117)
Service (1 to2 yrs) -346** ((110) -253** (.095) -.315** (.103)
Service (2 yrs plus) -416* (.178) -.544** (1154) -370* (.167)
Sex (Male) 79 0 (097) -.052  (.084) -110 (.091)
Employee Status (Part Time) -013  (151) .003 (.131) .001 (.142)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -048 (104) .062 (.090) -.081 (.098)
Employee Type (Manager) © 230 ((142) 106 (123) 164 (134
HRM (HR Bundle 3) S532%* (.064)  .377** (.055).  .390** (.060)
Model Summary: _
R? (Controls) . 251 .201 136
AR? (HRM) 222 176 177
- R? (Total Model) 473 377 313
F_ (Total Model) 16.571** 11.132%* - 8.400**

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwise n= 176
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- In summary, Company 1 and 2 both showed support for Hypothesis 1. HRM was
significantly and pos_itively associated with all three firm performance oﬁtcome measures
for both Company 1 and 2 at Step 2 of the models. These findings are consistent with the
findings from Study 1.

Testing Vertical Alignment

Hypotheses 2, 3 and 4 addressed vertical alignment of culture types and business
strategy with firm performance in Study 2. The numbering conven;ibn for the ﬁodelé for
eéch company is the same as for Study 1. For the testing of these hypotheses, only Step 3 |
is reported in each of the tables with Step 2 for the HRM variable noted at the top of each
taBle for ease of féference. \

Testing Vertical Alignment with Organiéational Culture.

| As with Study 1, iﬁ Study 2 I tested for vertical alignment of organizational

culture with firm performance and whether culture mediates the relationship between
HRM and firm performance. qu Hypothesis 2, I examined clan and adhocracy culture
types for a positive association with all three performance outcomes and then tested
whether clan and adhocracy mediated the relationship between HRM aﬁd firm
performance. |

Company 1 was first investigated with clan culture (see Table 16). At Step 3 for
employee performance (Modél 1a), clan accounted for an additional 3.7% of the
Variability in the model (AR’ =.037, AF=10.345,p < '0'1) and was significant (B = .230,
= (3.22)). However, clan culture was not found to be significantly associated with either

~ operational perforrhance (Model 2a) or financial performance (Modelv3a) for Company 1.
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Table 16: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Clan - Co 1.

Model 1a Model 2a Model 3a
- Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables ' B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 . :
HRM (HR Bundle 3) .584** (065) .246** (.063) .160** (.056)
Step 3 »
Constant .640* (283) 2.588** (.281) 2.632 (.250)
Controls
Age (25 t0 29 yrs) -061 (151) 267 (.149) .090 (.133)
Age (30 plus) - - -158  (152) .041 (.150) .053  (.134)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) -017  (147) -121 ((146) -.027 (.130)
Service (2 yrs plus) -324*%  ((154) -325* (152) -.002 (.136)
Sex (Male) . 109 (121) 106 ((120)  .099 (.107)
Employee Status (Part Time) =095 (164) -121 (.163) .008 (.149)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -011  (.123) -130  (1122) -039 (.109)
" Employee Type (Manager) 227 ((141)  .434%* ((139)  .351** ((124)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) A72%*% (072) - .188** (L071) .107  (.064)
Clan. .230%* (.072) .119 (071) .109 (.063)
R? (Controls) 101 132 .078
AR? (HRM) ‘ 308 .078 : .046
AR? (Clan) .037 _ .014 .017
R* (Total Model) ) 446 224 141
F_- (Total Model) 12.433** 4.460** 2.528**

Note: Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
*»<.05 *p<.01 Listwise n=165

| Clan was next tested with Compari'y 2 (see Table 17). For employee performance
(Model 1a) at Step 3, clan accounted for an additional 3.9% oﬂf the variability (AR’ =.039,
AF = 13.028, p <.01) and was signiﬁcant (B=222,= (3.615). Although clan culture
was not found to have a significant éssociation with operational performance for
- Company 2 (Model 2a), it was fQund to be signiﬁc‘antly and positively aésociated with
financial performance. At Step 3 of the model for financial performance (Model 3a), clan
accounted for an additional 1.5% of the Variability (AR’ =.015, AF= 3;773, p<.01)and

was significant (B = .115, = (1.94)).
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Table 17: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Clan - Co 2.

Model 1a Model 2a Model 3a
~ Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance - Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 . ’ ' v _ '
HRM (HR Bundle 3) ' S532** (L064) 377 (L055)  .390** (.060)
Step 3 : '
Constant , 1.346** (263) 2.694** (.236) 2.275** (.254)
Controls
Age (25 to 29 yrs) -346** (.119) -.128 (.107) .134 (.115)
Age (30 plus) -394** ([121) -.118 (.108) .079 (.116)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) -330%*% (.106) -.249%* (.095) -.307* (.103)
Service (2 yrs plus) -332  (.173)  -.520*%* (.155) -.327* (.167)
Sex (Male) J199*%  (.094) -.046  (.084) -.099  (.091)
Employee Status (Part Time) -034.  (146) -.003 (.131) -010 (.141)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -009 (.101) .074 (.091) -061 (.095)
- Employee Type (Manager) 138 (1400 078  ((125) 116 (.135)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) A32*%*.(L067)  .347** (.060)  .339** (.065)
Clan - 222%* (L061) .066 (.055) .115** (.059)
R? (Controls) 251 : 201 136
AR? (HRM) 222 176 177
AR? (Clan) - .039 .005 .015
R*_ (Total Model) S12 382 .328
F__(Total Model) 17.297** 10.187** 8.064**

Note: Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.

*p<.05 *p<.01 Listwisen=176

Barron and Kenny’s (1986; 2008) four-step tests of mediation were conducted
with clan. The resul;c for the first step remains the same as from the previous test of HRM
and firm performance. The second step was found to be significant for all firm
performance outco’mes for Company 1 (B=.483,¢(6.84), p <.01) and Company 2 (B =
451, = (5.82),p < .01)’. The Sobel test for 1')artial or full meditation was 'conducted and
the resulfs were significant at p < .01 for employee performance for both Company 1 and
2. Clan was found to partially meditate the relationship between HRM and efnpléyee

performance in both field studies.
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The adhocracy culture was next examined and Company 1 was ﬁfst tested with
adhocracy culture (see Table 18). At Step 3 of the employeé performanqe (Model 1b),
adhocracy accounted for an additional 3.8% of the.variability in the model (AR?=.038,
AF =10.644, p <.01) and was significant (B = 275, 1= (3.26)). Adhocracy culture was
not found to be signiﬁcantly related to either operational performance (Modei 2b) or
financial performance (Model 3b).

Table 18: Results of the Regfession Analyses for HRM and Adhocracy - Co 1

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b

Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 i
HRM (HR Bundle 3) .584*%* (L065) .246** (.063) .160** (.056)
" Step 3 ' _
Constant 527 ((292)  2.648%* (1292) 2.573** (.258)
Controls g v
Age (25 to 29 yrs) -077 (151) 283 (.151) .081 (.134)
. Age (30 plus) -089 (.150) .075 (.150) .085 (.133)
Service (1to2 yrs) -030 (.146) -.142 (.146) -032 (.129)
Service (2 yrs plus) -381** (.149) -392** (.149) -.027 (.132)
Sex (Male) A58 ((123)  .106  (.123)  .123  (.109)
" Employee Status (Part Time) -026  (.163) -090 (.163) .041 (149
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -020 (.123) <116  (.123)  -035 (.109)
Employee Type (Manager) 236 (.141)  442** ((141)  355** (.124)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) , S13** (067)  .236** (.067) .126* (.059)
Adhocracy 275%* (084) .036 (.084) .135 (074
R? (Controls) : .101 132 .078
AR? (HRM) .308 .078 .046
" AR? (Adhocracy) .038 ..001 .018
R? (Total Model) 447 211 142
F__ (Total Model) 12.484** 4.125%* ~ 2.562%*

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=165

Company 2 was next investigated for associations with the adhocracy cuiture type
(see Table 19). Adhocracy was found to be positively associated with employee
performance and financial performance but negatively associated with operational

performance. However, none of the relationships were found to be significant.
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Table 19: Results of the Regression Analyses for Adhocracy - Co 2.

Model 15 Model 2b Model 3b

Employee Operations  Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables ' B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 :
HRM (HR Bundle 3) ; .532** ((064)  .377** (.055) .390** (.060)
Step 3
Constant : 1.522%* (.282) 2.821** (.245) 2.359** (.266)
Controls ' . _

Age (25 to 29 yrs) -363** ((123) -.135 (.107) -125  (.116)
Age (30 plus) -427%* ((125) -.128  (.108) 062 (.117)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) -350*%* ((110) -251** (.096) -317** (.104)
Service (2 yrs plus) , -405*  ((178) -.549** ([155) -364* (.168)
Sex (Male) 190 (.098) -.057 (085) -103 (.092)
Employee Status (Part Time) -004  (.151) -.001 (.131) .006 (.142)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -041 (105 .059  (.091) -.077 (.099) .
Employee Type (Manager) 218 (143) 111 (124) 157 (134)

HRM (HR Bundle 3) 525%*% (.064) .380** (.056) .386** (.060)

Adhocracy , 060 (067) -.028 (.058) .035 (.063)

R? (Controls) 251 201 136

AR? (HRM) 222 _ 176 177

AR? (Adhocracy) . .003 . .001 001

R? (Total Model) 476 378 “314

" F_ (Total Model) 14.978** 9,995** 7.561%*

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported
p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=176

Barron and Kenny’s (1986; 2008) four—s’eeo fests of mediation were conducted.
The result for the first step remains the same as from the previous4 test of HRM and firm
performance. The second step was found to be significant for all firm performance
outcomes for Corhpany 1 (B=.483,1(6.84), p <.01) and Company 2 (B = 451, 1=
(5.82), p <.01). The Sobel test for partial or full meditation was conducted and the
results were significant at p <.01 for employee performance for both Company 1 ond 2.
Clan was found to partially_r{leditate the relationship between HRM and employee

performance in both field studies.
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In summary, Hypothesis 2 \Aras partially supportedl A clan culture type was found
' to have .pos‘itive associations With ‘all firm performance outcomes. Adhocracy was also
found to have positive relationships with all firm performance outcomes, with the
exception of operational performance for Company 2. However, only the clan culture was
found to partially mediate the relationship between HRM and employee performarrce for
both Company 1 and Company 2. The overall results from the two field studies were
consistent with the results from Study 1 for a clan culture type partially mediating the
relationship between HRM and employee performancez. In addition, Study 1 also found
support for the clan culture type partially mediating the relationship between HRM and
operational performance. This relationship was not fourld in Study 2.

For Hypothesis 3, I tested market and hierarchy culture fypes for a negative
association with firm performance, as well as for mediating the relationship between
HRM and firm performance. |

Company 1 was first examrned with market culture type (see Table 20). At Step 3
for employee performance (Model 1¢), naarket accounted for an additional 4.6% of the
variability (AR? = .046, AF = 12971, p <.01) and was significant (B =-.177, = (-3.60)).
However, market culture was not found ;co be significantly related to either operational

performance (Model Zc) or financial performance (Model 3c) for Company 1.
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Table 20: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Market - Co 1.

Model 1c Model 2¢ . Model 3¢
Employee Operations Financial
: Performance Performance Performance
Yariables _ : B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 ' . ' : ,
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 584** (L065) - .246** (.063) .160** (.056)
Step 3 ' -
. Constant - 1.743** (.373) 2.952** (.375) 3.042** (.334)
Controls ,
Age (25 to 29 yrs) -121 (152) 260  (.153) .074  (.136)
Age (30 plus) -163  (.150) .054 (.151) .059 (.134)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) 013 ((147) -123  (\147) -.022  (.13D)
Service (2 yrs plus) : -292%* (154) -351* (.155) -010 (.138)
Sex (Male) ' : A57 0 (122) 116 . (L122) 114 (.109)
Employee Status (Part Time) -.094 (.163) -.108 - (.164) .015 (.146)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -012  (122) -122  (.123) -.035 (.109)
Employee Type (Manager) C275*%  (L140) .452** ((140) - .370** (.125)
HRM (HR Bundle 3). CA471** ((070) ..213** (L070) 120 (.062)
Market - 177** (.049) -051 - (.049) -062 (.044)
R? (Controls) .101 132 .078
AR? (HRM) ' 308 078 - .046
AR? (Market) _ 046 005 011
R* (Total Model) ’ 455 215 . 135
F__ (Total Model) 12.878** 4.238** 2417**

Note: Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=165

Company 2 was next tested with market culture (see Table 21). For employee
performance (Model 1c) at Step 3, market culture aéCounted for an additional 1.7% of the
variability (AR?= 017, AF = 5.646, p < .01) and was significant (B = -.127, = (-2.38)).

‘Market cultme was not found to héve a significant relationship with either opérational
performance (Model 2¢) or financial performance (Model 3c) for Company 2.

* The four-step Barron and Kenny (1986) tests. of mediation were conducted. The
second step examined market as the mediator variable and it was found to be significant
for all firm performance outcomes for Company 1 (B = -.636, = (-6.23), p <.01) and

| Company 2 (B=-475, = (-5.12),p < ;01). Step three was conducted and the Sobel test

results were significant at p <.01 for employee performance for both Company 1 and 2.
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Thus, market was found to partially meditate the relationship between HRM and
employee performance, which is consistent with Study 1. However, Study 2 did not find

market to partially mediate the relationship between HRM and operational performance

- as was found in Study 1.

Table 21: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Market — Co 2.

Model Ic Model 2¢ Model 3¢
Employee Operations Financial
Performance - Performance Performance
Variables - B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 ' ; S
HRM (HR Bundle 3) .532%* (L064) - 377** (055) .390*%* (.060)
Step 3 ' » '
Constant . 2.150** ((340) 2.787** (.300) 2.344%* (.325)
Controls ' R
Age (25 to 29 yrs) -376%* (1122) -.134 (107) .125 (.116)
Age (30 plus) -.395** ((123) -.128 (.109) 057  (.118)
Service (1to2yrs) - ' -299%* ((110) -.252%* (.097) -321** (.105)
Service (2 yrs plus) ~312°  (181) -.542%* (.159) -384* (.173)
Sex (Male) 182 (096) -.052 (.085) -110 (.092)
Employee Status (Part Time) -017  (.149) -003 (.131) .001 (.142)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -.073  (.103) ..061 (.091) -078 (.099)
Employee Type (Manager) 175 ((142) 105 (125) 171 (.136)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) A72%* (L068)  .375** (.060) .399*%* (.065)
Market -127*  (.053) -.003 (047) 017 (.051)-
R?  (Controls) 251 201 ‘ 136
AR? (HRM) 222 .176 177
AR? (Market) .017 - .000 .000
R? (Total Model) 490 3717 313
F__(Total Model) 15.896** 9.959** 7.532**

Note: Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.

*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=176

Hierarchy culture type was next investigated for Hypothesis 3. First, Company 1
was tested with all three firm performance outcomes and hierarchy culture (see Table 22).
Hierarchy culture was not found to be significantly related to any of the three firm

performance outcomes.
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Table 22: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Hierarchy - Co 1.

Model 1d Model 2d Model 3d
Employee - Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B ___SE B SE B SE
Step 2 '
HRM (HR Bundle 3) - .584** (,065) .246** (.063) .160** (.056)
Step 3 '
Constant : 1.040** (371) 2.823** (.360) 2.994** (.319)
Control ,
Age (25 t0 29 yrs) -002 (155) .299* (.151) .128 (134
Age (30 plus) -084 (.155) .080 (.150) .095 (.134)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) -073  (151) -151 (.146) -060 (.130)
Service (2 yrs plus) , -482** ((150) -.407** (.146) -078 (.130)
Sex (Male) 089  (125) .095 (121)  .086  (.108) -
Employee Status (Part Time) -029 (.169) -.086  (.163) - .046 (.145)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) 039 (127) -116 (.123) -.028 (.109)
Employee Type (Manager) 225 (1147)  430*%* ((142)  .334** (.126)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) ' S576%* (065)  241** (.063) .150** (.056)
- Hierarchy -072 (.082) -.047 (079) -094 (.070)
R? (Controls) . .101 ' 132 .078
AR? (HRM) . 308 .078 . .046
AR? (Hierarchy) .003 .002 010
R? (Total Model) - 412 212 2134
F_ (Total Model) ) 10.812** 4.146** 2.391**

Note: Unstandardized beta coefficients.and standard errors are reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=165

Company 2 was next examined (see Table 23). Hierarchy culture was not
significantly related to eml;loyee perfo_rmance (Mociel 1d) or operatiohal performance
(Model 2d). However, hierarchy with ﬁnanciél performance (Model 3d) at Step 3
accounted for an additional 2.4% of the variability(AR’ =.024, AF = 5.882, p <.05) and

was significantly related to financial performance (B = -.119, 1= (-2.43)).
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Table 23: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Hierarchy - Co 2.

Model 1d Model 2d Model 3d
Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
" Step 2
HRM (HR Bundle 3) » 532%* (L064)  377** (L055) .390** (.060)
Step 3. ' , -
Constant 1.827** (.303) 2.851** (264) 2.769** (.282)
Controls _ ' :
"~ Age (25 t0 29 yrs) -350** (.124) -.129 (.108) .148  (.115)
Age (30 plus) -434** ((124) -131 (.108) .050 (.115)
Service (1to 2 yrs) =372%* ((111) -263** (.097) -.359** (.103)
Service (2 yrs plus) -435*% (.178) -.551** ((155) -.402* (.165)
Sex (Male). .196*  (.098) -.046 (.085) -.079 (.091)
Employee Status (Part Time) -007 (.151) .005 (131) .011 (140
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -013°  (.107) .075 (.093) -.022 (.100)
Employee Type (Manager) 217 (142) 101 (124) 142 (:132)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) ‘ 525%* (L064) 374** (L055) .380** (.059)
Hierarchy -070  (.053) -.025 (.046) -.119* (.049)
R?. (Controls) 251 201 136
AR?(HRM) ' 222 ‘ 176 177
AR? (Hierarchy) .006 .001 024
R? (Total Model) 479 378 337
F_ (Total Model) : 15.158** 10.007** 8.371*+*

Note: Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=176

At step. 2 of the Barron and Kenny (1986) fohr-step test of mediation, the
relationship between HRM and the mediatiﬁg variable hierarchy was not significant fér
either Company 1 (B =-.102, = (-1.61), p > .10) or Company 2 (B = -.092, ¢ (-0.99), p > |
.10). Therefore, no inediation of hierarchy with HRM and firm performance was found.

In summary, Hypothesis 3 was partially supported. Both market and hierarchy
had negative relationships with all firm perférrriance outcomes, with the exception of
financial pérformance for Company 1. Tests for mediation showed that market culture
partially mediated the relationship between HRM and employee performance for both

companies. However, mediation was not found with operational or financial performance.
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Testing Vertical Alignme;it with Business Strategy.

The differentiation business strategy was tested to see if there was a positive
irelationship with the three firm performance outcomes for Hypothesis 4. At Step 3 of all
models fsr Company 1 and Company 2, the HRM va.r‘iaible was significantly and
positively associaied with all three firm performance measures. .

Thé differentiation business strategy was first investigated for Company 1 (see
- Table 24). The differentiation business strategy was positively associated with employee
performance (Model 1e) but was not significant. For operational performaixée (Model
2e), .differentiation accounted for an additional 3.6% of the variability (AR2.= 036, AF =
7.359, p <.01) and was positive and significantly aiid associated with 'operational
performancei (B=.293, =(2.71)). With reference to financial performance, at Step 3
tModel 3e) the differentiation business strétegy accounted for an additidnai 4.1% of the
variability (AR?=.041, AF = 7.470, p < .01) and was positive and significantly associated
with financial performance (B =.263, = (2.73), p < .01).
| The differentiation business strategy was next tested for Company 2 (see Table
25). Employee performance (Model 1e) and operational performa'ncei(Model 2e) ét Step
3 of the models were not significant. When considering financial performance (Model
3e), the differentiation business strategy accounted for an additional 8.6% of the
variability in the model (AR?=.086, AF = 23.479, p <.01) and was significantly
associated with financial performance (B = .407, ¢ (4.85)).

The differentiation business strategy was then iested to see if it partially mediated
-the relationship between HRM and firm performance. The Barron and Kenny (1986)

- four-step tests of mediation were conducted. The first step found HRM was significantly



-99.

(p < .01) related to all three firm performance outcomes for both companies. The ;econd
sfép found that HRM was significantly associated with differentiation for Company 1 (B
=.541, = (11.80), p <.01) and Company 2 (B =.350, = (6.77), p <.01). Atstep 3,
differentiation was significantly related to operational (p < .01) and financial (p < .01)
performance for Company .1 a.nci only to financial performance for Company 2. The
Sobel test showed partial meditatioh for differentiation between HRM and financial
performance for both Company 1 and Company 2.

Table 24: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Differentiation - Co 1.

Model le Model 2e Model 3e

Employee - Operations Financial -
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 ‘ ’
HRM (HR Bundle 3) : J584%* (L065)  .246** (.063) . .160** (.056)
Step 3 , o
Constant 602 (360) 2.122%* (1342) 2.214** (.305)
Controls _ ' '
Age (25 to 29 yrs) -043  (157) .223* (.149) 051  (.133) -
Age (30 plus) -114  (156) .024 (.148) .038 (.132)
Service (1to2 yrs) -040  (.152) -082 (.145) .008  (.129).
Service (2 yrs plus) -467%* ((151)  -373** (.143) -.047 (.128)
Sex (Male) A19  (127) 168 ((121)  .149  (.108)
Employee Status (Part Time) -048  (.168) -.117  (.160) .012  (.143)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) 035 (127) -131 (L1200 -.039  (.107)
Employee Type (Manager) 236 (.145)  421** (\138) .339** (.123)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) ' 519%% (.089) .087** (.085) .018** (.076)
- Differentiation d19 (114)  293*  (L108)  .263** (.096)
R? (Controls) .101 132 078
-AR? (HRM) 308 .078 .046
AR? (Differentiation) 004 .036 .041
R* (Total Model) - 413 246 .165
. F_ (Total Model) ~ 10.866** 5.034** 3.042%*

Note: Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=165
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Table 25: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Differentiation— Co 2. .

Model 1e Model 2e Model 3e
Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 )
HRM (HR Bundle 3) S532%* (L064)  .377** (L055)  .390** (.060)
Step 3 :
Constant 1.359** (362) 2.402** (312) 1.345** (319)
Controls
Age (25 t0 29 yrs) -365** (123) -.135 (.106) .120 (.109)
Age (30 plus) C-A454%% ((127) -.166  (.109) -.046  (.112)
Service (1to2yrs) - -350*% ((110) -260** (.095) -.333** (.097)
Service (2 yrs plus) - -415%  ((178) -.544** (.153) -368* (.157)
Sex (Male) 189 (.098) -.037 (.084) -.066 (.086)
Employee Status (Part Time) 016  ((154)  .044  (1132) 120 (135)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -057 (105) .049 (.090) -.119. (.092)
Employee Type (Manager) 236  ((142) 114 (123) 187  (.125)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) A9T** (072)  327%* (L062) .248** (.063)
Differentiation 099  (095) " .142  (.082) .407** (.084)
R? (Controls) " 251 201 136
AR? (HRM) ‘ 222 .176 177
AR? (Differentiation) _ .003 011 ..086
R* (Total Model) - 476 .388 .399.
F (Total Model) . 15.030** 10.438** 10.932**
Note: *p<.05 **p<.01

Listwise n= 176

In summary, pa;tial support was found for Hypothesis 4. For both Company I |
and 2, the,differentiation business strategy had a positive association with all three firm
performance oﬁthmes. .The relationship with financial performance was significant (p <
.01) for both companies and the reiationship with ope;rational performance was \
significant (p <.05) for Company 1 only. Further, the differentiation business strategy
was foupd to partially mediate the relationship between HRM and ﬁnanéial performance
6nly. These findings are consistent with Study 1. -

As with Study 1, I did not hypothesize about the cost business strategy but ran

supplementary analyses which are presented in Appendix O for Compahy 1 and

Appendix P for Company 2.
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In sum, the cost business strategy was not significant with either Company 1 or
Company 2 fér any of the firm performance outcomes. Both companies had a negative
association of cost business strategy with employee performance and a positive
association of cost with financial performanée. |
Examiniﬁg Intermediate Linkages

Hypothesis 5 was tested to examine intermediate linkages with both field studies.
As with Study 1, hiefarchical linear regreséio'n models were run with financial

| performance as the dependent variablé and employee (Step 4) and financial (Step 5)
performance as two addi_tional‘independent Variablés. In all models, the control variables
Were entered at Step 1 and HRM was entered at Step 2. Fbr each of the companies, AR? is
presented in a sMary table. |

For Corﬁpany 1 (see Table 26), HRM was significant and had a positive
association with financial performance for all models at Step 2.(AR2= 046, AF= 8.141,?p
<.01). However, in the subsg:quent steps in the model significance and direction of the j
associationsbv.aried. With the culture types and businesé strategy types entered ét Step 3,
only the différenﬁation business strategy variable was significant (AR?= .041, AF= 7.470,
p < .01). At Step 4, employee performance was significant (p <.01) and remained
significant (p <.01) at Step 5. Finally, at Step 5 operational performance was significant

p< .bl) for all models. The differentiation business strategy remained significant for

Step 4 only.
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Table 26: Intermediate Linkages with Financial Performance — Co 1.

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Total Model
Variables Controls HRM Model Emp P Ops P R?
R? AR? AR? AR? AR?

Model . )

a) Clan .078 046** (+) 017 (+)  .230** () .112%*(+) 442

b) Adhocracy .078 046**% (+) 018 (+) .229%*(+) .114** (+) 485

¢) Market .078 046** (+) 011 () .237*¥*(+) .111*¥*(+) 483

d) Hierarchy .078 046** (+) 010 (-) .241**(+) .111** (1) 486

¢) Differentiation .078 046%* () .041*¥(+)  .232** (+) .096** (+) .493

Note: R? and AR? reported that the variable at that step of the regression model only.
(+) or () is the direction of the association of the variable at that step of the model.
*p < .05 **p<.0] Listwise n=165 :

For Company 2 (see Table 27), HRM was significant and positively asspciated
with financial pe‘rformance at Step 2 for éll models (AR*=.177, AF=42.772, p <.01).
However, signiﬁéance varied in subsequence steps in the models. The differentiation
business strategy was significant at Stép 3 (AR*= .08‘6, AF=23.479, p <.01), along with
the hiérarchy culture type (AR?*= .024, AF=5.882, p <.05). At Step 4, employee
performance was signiﬁcant’for all models and remained significant at Step 5.
Operational performance was also significant (p <.01) for all fnodéls when entered at
Step 5. Consistent with the findings in Study 1 and Company 1, the_ differentiation
business strategy was significant (p <.01) and had a positive association with financial '
performance at Step 3 of the modgl. In additioh, hierarchy was significant (p <.05) and
had a negative association at Step 3. |

Table 27: Intermediate Linkages with Financial Performance — Co 2.

Stepl  Step2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Total Model
Variables Controls HRM Model Emp P Ops P R?
R? AR? AR? AR? AR?

Model ' :

a) Clan A36  177TFE(H) 015 (H)  .068** (+) .099** (+) 495

b) Adhocracy 136 A77**(+) 018 (+) .080**(+) .100** (+) 485

¢) Market 136 177F*(+) 001 (+) .086** (+) .096** (+) 494

d) Hierarchy 36 177 (1) .024% () .073** (+) .098** (+) 496

e) Differentiation .136 d77**% (1) 086**(+) _ .069** (+) .082** (+) .549

Note: R? and AR? reported that the variable at that step of the regression model only.
(+) or (-) is the direction of the association of the variable at that step of the model.
*p<.05 **p<.01 Listwisen=176

i
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In summary, partial support was found for Hypbthésis 5'for direct and indirect
linkages affecting ﬁrm performance. Of the culture types and Business strategy type
independent variables tested, only one was significant in both field studies and another in
Company 2 only. Differentiation was found to betsigniﬁcant as an intermediate linkage
Ifor both Study 1. and 2. Further, there was some evidence in Study 2 that hierarchy has a
direct association with financial performance. These findings suggest that the culture
types of clan and market indirectly afféct ﬁnancfal performance by improving employee
and operational pefformance, whereas hierarchy may have a more direct association with
the financial performance outqome'measure. Consistent with Study 1, Study 2 found
support for the differentiation business strategy to have a direct association with financial
performance outcomes. |
Difference between Manager and CSR Perceptions

Hypothesis 6 tested for differences in perceptions between manager and CSR
employees about HRM, business strategy, organizatiohal culture and firm performance.
For Company 1, managers and CSRS both had higher average mean scores for cost as fhe
- predominant business strategy (see Table 28). However, the gap between average mean
scores for cost and differentiation business strategy was slightly larger for CSRs (0.15)
than it was for managers (0.03). In both the areas of HRM and firm performance,
manager average mean Scores wére higher than CSRs with differences in mean scores
ranging from 0.30 to 0.47. Although there was a gap in the average mean scores between
managers and CSRs for firm performance, both managers and CSRs perc;:ived

operational performance as the highest and employee performance as the lowest.
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When considering organizational culture types, both managers and CSRs placed
the highest emphasis on market culture and the lowesf emphasis on adhocracy culture
(seé Figure 1). Howevér, while managers’ average mean score was secoﬁd highgst-for a
clan culture‘ type, CSRs average mean score placed it third with hierarchy culture second.
The manager average mean scores for more negative culture fypes were lower than CSRs
and the more bosiﬁve types were higher than CSRs. The most notable difference in
éverage mean scores was with hierarchy, where the average mean scores for‘managers on
the five point scale was 2.27 and fof CSRs it was 2.55. The other th_ree organizational

culture types had a variation in average mean scores between 0.08 and 0.10.

Clan Adhocracy
3.00 Mean Managers CSRs
Scores ' _
= Mer Clan - 2.59 2.49
== CSRs Adhocracy  1.89 - 1.81
Market 3.25 3.15
Hierarchy 2.27 2.55

Hierarchy

Market

Figure 1. Organizational Culture — Co 1. A radar diagram with the average mean scores
for each organizational culture type for Company 1.

Independent-samples r-tests were conducted to compare the differences in average
mean scores between manager and CSR employees. There were no significant differences
in scores for Company 1 for three types of culture (Clan, adhocracy and market), HRM
and émployee performance. However, there were three .signiﬁcant differences. First, there
was a difference in hierarchy culture for CSRs (M= 2.55, SD=.74) and managers (M=
2.26, SD=.53). The magnitude of the difference in the means was small (n?=.03).

Second, there was a difference in operational performance scores for CSRs (M= 3.47,
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SD=.74) and fnanagers (M=3.94, SD= .73) and the rhagnitude of the difference in the

means was moderate (n?=.07). Finally, there was a difference inl financial performance
-for CSRS (M= 3.34, SD=.60) and managers (M= 3.74, SD= .69). The magnitude of the
difference was moderate (n*= .07). |

Table 28: Manager and Employee Perceptions, Co 1.

Means, Standard Deviations and ¢-test scores for Independent and Dependent Variables

. ALL ‘ Mers CSRs
Variable' ‘ M SD M SD M- SD t
Employee Performance 2.84 .90 3.07 18 2.77 74 -1.80
Operations Performance 3.57 .76, 3.94 73 347 .60 -3.36%*
Financial Performance 343 .64 3.75 .69 3.35 .89 -3.41%*
" HRM (HR Bundle 3) ' 349 87 3.70 .87 343 .89 -1.60
Clan 2.51 .93 2.59 81 249 97 -0.54
Adhocracy 1.83 72 1.89 .61 1.81 75 -0.61 .
Market 312 135 325 1.03 315 143 - -0.39
Hierarchy : 249 70 2.27 .53 2.55 74 2.13*
Differentiation 377 .73 39 . .77 372 71 -1.78

Note: *p<.05 **p<.01 Listwise n= 165 (Managers n = 35) (CSRs n = 130)
For Company .2, manager perceptions tended to be slightly higher in terms of
HRM and positive organizational cultureltypes than CSR perceptions (see Table 29). 'The‘
differences in average mean scores-for Company 1 were less than Company 2. For
. example, perceptions of the importance of HRM varied by only 0.04 in difference ‘in
average mean scores between the twe groupe, while firm performance means differed
from between 0.04 to 0.12. Both ﬁmagers and CSRs perceived differentiationvbusiness
sfrategy to be higher thén cost.
Perceptiohs of organizational ‘cultﬁre varied for Company 2 when considering
- average mean scores (see Figure 2). The perception of hierarchy eulture by CSRs was
higher than managers and the perception of clan culture by CSRs were lower than
managers. Both CSRs and managers perceived market culture as the highest and

adhocracy as the lowest. Although the order changed from clan and hierarchy for
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managers to hierarchy and clan for CSRs, the difference in average mean scores between

the two for CSRs was only 0.04.

Clan Adhocracy
3.00
280 ‘ Mean Managers CSRs
' oo |—=— Mgr Scores
e - g CSRs Clan  2.81 2.61
0,00 . Adhocracy  -2.02 1.90
‘ Market 2.61 2.67
Hierarchy. = 2.56 2.81
Hierarchy Market

Figure 2. Organizational Culture — Co 2. A radar diagram with the average mean scores
for each organizational culture type for Company 2. :

Independent-samples t-tests were conducted for Company 2 as well to compare
differences in average mean scores between CSR and manager perceptions and no
significant differences were found.

Table 29: Manager and Employee Perceptions, Co 2.

Means, Standard Deviations and z-test scores for Independent and Dependent Variables

‘ ALL Mgrs CSR

Variable M SD M __SD M SD t

Employee Performance 3.17 .83 3.12 74 3.18 .86 . 041
Operations Performance 3.88 .66 3.76 65 390 .66 1.22
Financial Performance 3.63 .69 3.66 2 3.62 .68 -0.30
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 3.48 79 3.51 .62 3.47 .83 -0.24
Clan 2.65 .86 2.81 - 98 2.61 .82 -1.20
Adhocracy 1.93 73 2.02 .62 1.90 .76 -0.91
Market ' 265 1.03 - 261 96 2.67 1.05 0.32
Hierarchy 276 .96 2.56 .89 2.81 .97 1.43
Differentiation 3.89 .59 3.94 .58 3.88 .59 -0.55

Note: *p<.05 **p<.01 Listwise n= 176 (Manager »n=35) (CSR n = 141)
In summary, support was not found for Hypothesis 7. Perceptions between
managers and CSRs did vary, however, in most areas there was alignment with respect to

order of importance and organizational focus. Manager perceptions tended to be slightly
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higher in terms of the orgé.nizational culture types With more positive associations and
slightly lower in terms of the organizational culture types with more negative
associations. Only with Compény 1 were significant differences in vpercept’ions found;
one organizational culture type (hierarchy) and two firm performance outcomes
(operational and financial). Although Compa}ly 2 CSRs had an average mean score lower
for hierarchy culture than managers, the difference was not found to be significant. The
ﬁndings did not support the hypothesis that managers perceptions tend to be higher for

. positive aspects and lower for negative aspects. Overall the pérceptions in most areas,

with the exception of the three in Company 2, were not significantly different.

Discussion

In Sfudy 2, six hypotheses were tested. The field studies supported that the system
of HR practices explained more of the variance in firm performance outcomes than |
individual practices alone. The findings for Hypothesis 1 weré consistent with Study 1,
revealing that HRM was signiﬁcantly related to all three firm performance outcomes.

Study 2 also examined vertical alignment of culture types and the differentiation
business strategy. With respect to culture, the findings from Study 2 were again
consistent with Study 1 for bositive and negative associations with different culture types.
However, although Study 1 found support fdr-both a clan and market culture paftially
mediating the relationship between HRM and employee pérforrhance, and HRM and
opérational performance, Study 2 only found support for both culture types mediating the
'relationship between HRM and cmployee. pérformance. This partial support for
lHYpotheses 2 and 3 may Be explained by the inclusion of employee level respondents and

their perceptions about HRM, organizational culture and firm performance..
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As with Study 1, Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. A differentiation business
strategy was found to be positively associated with all three firm performance outcornes
but only to pzirtially mediate the relationship between HRM and financial performance,
which is consistent with Siudy 1. Study 2 also examined intermediate linkages with
financial performance. Only the differentiation business strategy model was found to
have a significant relationship with financial performance at Step 3. The results from
regression analyses support an indirect relationship of two culture types (‘clan and market)
with financial performance. Therefore, partial support was found for Hypothesis 5.

Finally, Study 2 examined the difference in CSR and manager perceptions of
HRM, firm performance, culture and business strategy. Support was not found for
Hypothesis 6. Although the average means scores for manager perceptions were more
positive than CSR perceptions of HR nnd firm performance, the overall differences
. between the two were not significant. For example, manager average mean scores were
higher for culture types with positive associations than CSR perceptions anci conversely
less for culture types with negative associations. However, the diffenences between CSR
and manager perceptions were not significant, with the exception of Company 2 for

hierarchy culture, operational performance and financial performance. -
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpdse of this study was to examine the relatiohships among organizational culture,
HRM, business strategy and firm pefforrnance using business-unit level data in call
centres in Canada. The study findings were consistent with con{fentional aspects of the
SHRM model relating to HRM horizontal alignment, the relationship between HRM and
firm performance, and the vertical alignment of business strategy with HRM and firm

" performance. Cameron and Quinn’s (2OQ6) competing values framework (CVF) was used
to test the impact of four organizational cultﬁre types on firm performance, as well as
relationships among business strategy, HRM and firm performance. The studies’ results
provided support for past arguments that organizational culture is an important vertical
alignment that must be considered in future research (Dyer & Ericksen, 2005; Roberts &
Hirsch, 2005). The results of this study also showed evidence that efforts to imprc)ve
organizational functioning, such as organizational culture, may actually ass'istqin

improving overall firm performance.

Summary of Study Findihgs
Study 1 — National Call Centre Study
Study 1 (National Call Centre Study) and Study-2 (Field Study of Call Centre
Business Units) investigated the relationship of organizational culture in SHRM research.
Study 1 included a wide variety of call centres across Canada in a sample of over 300 call
centre business unifs. The findings from this study showed evidence of horizontal
alignment of the HR system, a relationship betwéen HRM and ﬁrm performance, Qertical

alignment with business strategy and vertical alignment with organizational culture. The
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findings showed that the system of HR practices explained more of the variance for firm
‘performance outcomes than the individual practices alone. Further, there was a positive
association between‘the perceived importance of HRM and increased firm perfommce.
A summary of the Qverail findings for Study 1 are presented in Table 30. It waé

found that all organizational culture types were significantly associated with employee
berformance, three with opeljational performance and two with financial performance.
The clan and adhocracy culture types had a positive association with all threevﬁrm
pefformance putcome measures and niarket and hierarchy had a negative association. The
relationship between HRM and firm perfonnance Was not as strong when \the clan and
market culture types were included in the eétimations. Moreover, clan and market
organizational culture types also were foﬁnd to partially mediate the relationship between
HRM and employee performance, and HRM and operational perfonnancé. Although |
financial performance was significantly and positively associated with adhocracy and
signiﬁcantly and negatively associated with hierarchy, partial mediation waé not found.
However, there was evidence that financial performance was inﬂuenééd indirectly by the
association of clan and market culture types with employee performance.

Table 30: Summary of Findings from Study 1 — National Call Centres.

Employee Operations Financial
Model Performance (1)  Performance (2)  Performance (3)
a) Clan ' +++ PM ++ PM -
b) Adhocracy : ++ ++ ++
¢) Market - PM --PM -
d) Hierarchy -- -+ -
e) Differentiation o+ + +++ PM

Note:  Posijtive relationships +++ =p < .01, ++=p <.05,+=p > .10
Negative relationships --- =p < .01, -- = p < .05, -=p > .10
P M partial mediation (Culture or Busmess Strategy types between HRM and firm performance)
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Study 2 ‘(F ield Study of Call Centre Bus;'ness Units)

Study 2 included two field studies of call centres located in Atlantic Canada. Both
of the call centres were outsourcers with oné being U.S.-owned and the other Canadian.
" The business units for both field studies were relatively equal ‘in size and response rates
were similar. Study 2 was consistent with the results from Study 1 with respect to
horizontal alignment of HRM, the relationship between HRM and firm perfonnance, and
vvertical alignment between HRM ahd firm performance.

A summary of overall findings for associations and vertical alignment:tested in
Study 2 are presented in Table 31. The findings in Study 2 were cc;nsistent wif[h Study 1
for vertical alignment of organizational culture with employee performance. The clan
and adhocracy culture types were positi\}ely associated with all three firm performance
outcome measures and the hierarchy and market cultures were negatively assdciated with
~ all three. In addition, both the clan and market cultures were found to partially mediate
the relationship between HRM and erﬁployee performance. However, mediatipn of these
| two culture types of the relationship between HRM and operational performance was not
found in Study 2 as was found in Study 1. Although Study 1 did not show that the
adhocracy culture parﬁally mediated HRM and firm performance, there was support
found for adhocracy partially mediating the relationship between HRM and employee
ﬁerformance when c¢onsidering Company 1 in Study 2. Consistent with Study 1, the
differentiation business strafegy was signiﬁcantly and positively associated with financial
performanée and was also found to partially mediate the relationship between HRM and

financial performance.
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Table 31: Summary of Findings from Study 2 — F ield Studies of Call Centres.

Employee Operations Financial
Model " Performance (1) Performance (2) ‘Performance (3)
Col Co2 Col Co2 Col Co2
a) Clan +++ PM +++ PM + + + ++
b) Adhocracy +++ PM + + - + +
¢) Market - PM - - PM - - - +
d) Hierarchy - ' - - - - -
e) Differentiation + + ++ + +++ PM +++PM

Note:  Positive relationships +++=p < .01, ++=p <.05,+=p > .10
Negative relationships ---=p <.01l, --=p<.05,-=p> .10
PM partial mediation (Culture or Business Strategy types between HRM and firm performance)

Study 2 also provided an opportunity to examine manager versﬁs employee
perceptions with respect to HRM, organizational culture, business strategy and firm
performance. The results partially support research (MacIntosh & Doherty, 2005) that
manager and employee percéptiqns» about organizational culture may differ. In both field
studies, managers’ perceptions of the clan and adhocracy culture.types were slightly
higher than employees, and lower than employe\es’ perceptions of the market and ‘
hierarchy culture types. These differences were most evident in the difference between
manager and employee perceptions of the hierarchy culture type. quever, overall the
differences between manager and CSR perceptibns were not found to be significant, with
the exception of hierarchy cultﬁre for Company 1. Although manager avérage mean
scores were slightly higher, it is intéresting to note that there were no significant
differences found for Company 2 and only three for Company 1 (hierarchy, operational
performance and financial performance). Perceptions were similar with regard to highef
average mean scores for which business strategy was more prevalent and the order of

highest ratings for each element of firm performance (for example, in each business unit
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bdth managers and employees rated operational performance highest,‘ followed by

financial performance, and then by employee performance).

Research Implications

The contingency hypotheses that the effectiveness of HRM is dependent upon
vertical alignment with different organizational culture types were partially supported in
my research. In particular, the results from both studies supported that clan and market
~ culture types partially mediate the relationship between HRM and employee
performance. In addition, both of these culture types explained a slightly higher portion
of the effects on employee performance than HRM alone. There was also support found
in the national study for a vertical alignment of both of these organizational culture types
with operational performance. However, these results were not found in the field studies.
One possible explanettion for this may be related to the outsourcer orientation of each of
the business units in the field studies. Nonetheless, the research makes an important |
contribution by providing evidence that organizational culture is a contingency to
consider in the SHRM relationship model and that introducing HRM in the absence of
understanding organizational culture may not affect firm performance in the ways in
which researchers and nractitioners have traditionally thought.

Support was also found in both studies for the contingency hypothesis about
vertical alignment of the differentiation business strategy with firm performance. As with
previous work (Hoque, 1999; Michie & Sheehan, 2005), the results from the research
showed that the differentiation strategy had a pOsitive association with all three
components of firm performance but was only significantly associated with financial

performance. Earlier studies, such as Huselid (1995), found no evidence of vertical
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alignment with business strategy, whereas some subsequent studieé have found support
(Guthrie et al., 2002; Ho’que,- 1999; Michie & Sheehan, 2005). It has bbeenAsugg‘ested that
perhaps the reason that suppdrt wasn’t found in earlier work was because the studies were
multi-industry rather than single-industry.(Hoque, 1999). However, Becker and Huselid
(2006) have recently argued that empirical studies such as Collin aﬁd' Srhi_th’s (2006)
study of Information Technology (IT) firms are more context specific and provide for a
better examination of SHRM issues due to the focus on strategic business processes
within contexts with simiiar firm performance éutcomes. The studies in my reséar_ch
follow this direction by examining call centres which are context specific and provide a
focus on a strategic business process with simiylar‘performance outcomes. Using this -
research conte;(t, the results from both of my studies support past research that have
found that the differentiation business strategy has a positive association with financial
: perfonnance. o

It has been argued that perceptions of HRM may differ between managers and
employees and that past reseérch has almost exclusively relied on manager level
respondents (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Study 2 provided an opportunity to address this
issue by examining horizontal alignmént of perceptions ﬁsing both customer service
representative and managerial employee respondents. Although manager average mean
scores were slightly higher than employees fof the HR syStem of practices, the difference
between the two' groups was not found to Be significant for either of the field studies.
This finding provides SHRM researchers with useful information to address objections

about the difference in perceptions between manager and employee about HRM.
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In the past, studies have been conducted to examine various intermediate
outcomes, such as turnoyer, and the findings have supported linkages with financial
performance. The studies in my reseafch contribute to intermediate linkage literature in
- two ways. First, most studies conducted have examined one firm perfqrmance outcome,
such as employee performanqe, with financial performance. For exémple, earlier studies
have found evidénce that operaﬁonal perform‘anceb outcomes affect financial performarice
outcomes .(Huse'lid et al., 1997) and employee performance outcomes, such as turnover
(Shaw et al., 2065); employee performance outcomes, such as organizationél citizenship
behaifior, affect operational performance (Sun et al., 2007); and employee performance
outcomes, such as orgénizational climate, affect ﬁnanqial performance outcomes (Collins
& Smith, 2006). The studies in fny research are unique in that they examined both
employee and operational performance outéomes as intermediate linkages with financial
performance. Second, my research also makes a contribution to intermediate linkages by
ﬁndiﬁg that organizational culture has associations with financial performance both
directly and indirectly. In a model of intermediate linkages, which includéd employee
performance and operational performance as independent variables, both adhocracy and
hierarchy‘cu_lture type were found to have a ‘signif;lc‘ant assocfatio’n with financial
performance. However, clan and market were not significantly associated with financial
performance. As a result, these two culture types do not have a direct association with
financial 'performance but rather an indirect association. In other words, as employee
performance and operational performance outcomes are increased with the association -
with the clan culture, financial performance is subsequently positively affected. -

Conversely, as employee and operational performance are négatively impacted by market
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culture, financial performance is as well. These findings contribute to the SHRM
literature concerning the role of intermediate linkages in developing our understanding of
“how HRM affects firm performance. | |

The two studies in my research also show that organizational culture can be
measured quantitatively and provide useful insights about the effect organizational
culture has on firm performance. The Cornpeting Values Framework OCAI wes tested in
three separate studies, with a large sample of over 300 national call centre business units
and two specific call centre business units. The results of the three studies showed that
the properties of the OCAI were psychometrically sound, with the exception of hierarchy
culture for one business unit in Study 2. However, in the two o'rher studies the internal
reliability of the scale was acceptable as were the other three organizational culture types |
for all three‘studies. Given the results, it can be concluded that the OCAI provides
researchers with 'an acceptable means to eValuateorganizational culture. More
specifically, the OCAlisa useful framework- for researchers to use to examine macro-
level SHRM relationships.

Finally, the findings from my studies also have implications for both academics
and practitioners who are interested in examining SHRM in call centres. Call centres
have become an increasing integral part of many ousinesses and firms continue to adopt
call centres operations to improve financial performance. Although there hes been more
of a concentration by researchers on the micro-level HR practices in call centres, such as

~ electronic performance monitoring (Aiello & Kolb, 1995; Holman, 2002a; Moorman &
Wells, 2003; Stanton & Bames—Ferre-ll, 1996), fewer studies have examined call centres

from a SHRM perspective (Batt, 1999; Wood et al., 2006). From an academic
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perspective, my research supports the focus on call centre jobsbas strategic given the
effect they have on firm performance, and specifically, ﬁnan;:ial performance, and the
focus on context spéciﬁc studies. The results from the studies further demonstrate that it
is useful to examine call céntres at a macro and micro-level perspective to provide
insights about HR from both an HR systems and HR practice perspective.

From a practitioner perspective, a macro-levél analysis of SHRM provides a
useful diagnostic and assessment tool for organizations to improvev firm performance.
Many organizations survey employees about job satisfaction or employee engagement.
However, organizatiohs have less often asked erﬁpldyees about the effectiveness of HR or
their perceptions of organizational culture. Using the OCAI provides a framework that
makes examining organizational cultufe accessible by organizations. By doing so,
ofganizations can assess HR and culture in order to target areas that may help to increase
ﬁrni performance. For exémple, given the negative associatibn of the hierarchy culture
type on both employee and ﬁnancial.per‘formance, organizations can develop an
understanding of émployee perceptions and make changes to shift these perceptibns by
designing and implementing practices and policies more aligned with éulture types.
Involving employees in assessing culture and HRM provides a better alignment with
perceptions of the current environment and a deeper undersfanding of HR and culture
perceptions from which to develop changes for the future.

My research reveals other practical implications for use within organizational
contexts as well. For example, 'organizatiéns can use an approach similar to the one taken
with the survey designed for both studies to assess overall strategic human resource

management alignment. Through an exercise such as the one conducted in this research,
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ofganizations can examine employee and manager perceptions of the effe-ctiveness of the
implementation of human resource management practices in conjunction with perceptions
of organizational culture, business strategy and firm performance. This diagnostic
exercise can be used to assess the current strategic human feéource pianning baseline and
then develop changes for alignment in various areas. This approach can assist operating
and HR managers to develob a macro-HRM alignment assessment tool to ground
.directions on SHRM and HR plénning withiﬁ the organization (Belcdurt, Bohlander;&
‘Snell, 2008; Belcourt & McBey, 2007; Schwind, Das, & Wagar, 2007). The results from
such an approach would provide senior human resource managers with b.c_)th an input for
adjusting and planning HRM.within the organization and open up discussions with other
senior leaders with the goal of developing closer ties for strategic alignment.

Insights from examining SHRM alignment may be used for creating new or
changi‘ng existing miCro-HR interventions. HR managers can work with Vafious
drganizational leaders to develop a gap analysis between the current state and desired
future state to assess SHRM alighment. Through identifying the gaps, HR managers can
assist operational areas to develop .and introduce human resource managerhent practices_
as interventions to shift strategic alignment to -the’des‘ired end state. For eiample, by
conducting the strategic HRM diagnostic exercise, areas of alignment and misalignment
with o&erall firm performance may be identified. HR managers can then target different
areas of HR practicé and :fllrther examine alignment issues. An arialysis at this level may
assist in developing HR interventions to move towards desired outcomes.

Finally, organizations may also use such a diagnostic for the purposes of

organizational change strategies. Conducting the strategic organizational HRM alignment
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assessment can provide t.he organization with an understanding of SHRM alignment at all
levels of the organization as well as within different businesé ﬁnits. The diagnosﬁc results
may be used to analyze the current state and determine the shift required, or perhaps an
unfreezing of exisﬁng culture and alignment, to achieve the new organizational directioh.
Similarly, organizatiens seeking to set up new divisions may also use the diagnostic to
identify the preferred cultural characteristics to align HRM with firm performance
outcomes. For example, organizations that determine innevation is required to address
new threats from the external environment may use the organizational culture assessment
instrument to identify the current and preferred culture of the business unit. Subsequently,
HR philosophies and practices can be developed to support the desired organizational
culture.

As it relates to contact centres, this research offers numerous insights for
praetitioners.within these envirenments. Again, conducting the strategic HRM alignment

exercise is a good starting point for do'ing a diagnostic of the call centre business unit.

~ This information may be used to identify possible strategic HR interventions to assist

with improving firm perfo'rmance. For example, the leadership team from one of the field
kstudy business units in this research project used the strategic HRM alignmeht diagnostic
in their business planning for the upcoming year. The leadership\team engaged with the
HR representatives to host focus groups and gather other information to help understand
some of the findings from the study. Through this exercise a number of HR interventions
were identified that addressed isSues relating to employee participation and invelvement
along with several other items. The organization developed and introduced the

interventions and within a year the organization improved employee satisfaction ratings
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and reduced employee turnover. Although it ie difficult to determine eausality, the focus
on SHRM alignment within the organization changed the process of operational planning
to one that focused and integrated HR planning as a major component. Given the nature
of call centre enviremnents, such an approach to strategie HR alignment may better guide
the business ﬁnit toward improved results rather than a best practice approach.

Finally, the_results from this research provide some interesting insights about the
type of organizational cultu.fe that is more positively and negatively associated with firm
performance. For example, both studies showed that a clan culture type was more
positively associated with employee performance and that a market culture type was
more negatively assc.)ciated‘“fith employee performance. The examination of intermediate
linkages revealed that financial performance was indirectly associated by employee
perfoﬁnance. By understanding dorrﬁnant culture types an orgénizatiori may be abie to

capitalize on strategies that will increase firm performance.

Limitations and Future Research

There are a number of strengths and limitations to this research that must be taken
into consideration when interpreting the results of the studies‘. In Study 1, cross-sectional
data from a single source within each call centre business unit was used. The use of
single versus multi-respondents has been debated in SHRM research over the past 10 .
years (Gerhart et al., 2000; Wright, Garelner et al., 2001). Becker and Huselid (2006)
have argued Athat the few studies examining single versus multi-respondent samples have
showed little difference in responses and that researchers should focus on getting larger -
samples rather than multiple fespondents. A r'eview of the literature reveals that most

studies examining SHRM have sample sizes with less than 150 respondents, with the
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' exceptién of a handful of large studies having 300 or more participants (Batt, 2002;
Delaney & Huselid, 1996; Huselid, 1995; Michie & Sheehan, 2005; Rogg et al., 2001). A
strength of my research lies in the size of the national study which had a sample size of
more than 300 respondents, about double the usual sample size of many SHRM studiés.

Both Stu'dy 1 and 2 collected data about HR, organizational culture, business
strategy and firm performance using a cross-sectional design and at a single point in time.
| Alth()ugh this approach is consistent withmuch of the SHRM research conducted, these
designs are susceptible to biases related to common method variance. Podsakoff and
Organ (1986) have argued that vinformatioAn known by respondents to be accurate or data
that are either factﬁal or verifiable present less of an issue. Iﬁ this study, information
about the dependent variables (employee perfdrniance, operétior}al performance and

| financial performance) is more factual in nature. The other areas of the survey are less
factual in nature (business strategy, cuiture and HR)..However, similar to Guthrie, Spell
and Nyamori’s (2002) study, the consistency of the survey, along with the multi-levels of |
analysis, assists to lessen this concern. To address issues related to gathering data at a
single point iny,'time, future studies should consider longitudinal studies to provide for an
assessment of the relationshipé across multiple points in time to make it possible to
examine the direction of causaiity of the relationships.

In both of my studies, all areas of the SHRM model were measured using
subjective perceptual measures. There has been much debate about the use of subjective
versus objective measures in the SHRM literature (Becker & Gerhart, 1996; Gerhart et
al., 2000). However, it has been found that there is a relationship between the two to

support reliance on subjective measures (Wall et al., 2004). The research of my design



-122 -

included an examination of both manager and employee perceptions of HRM practices.
It has been argued that managers may have perceptions of a higher level of effectiveness
. of the implementation of HRM practices within an organization than employees (Huselid
& Becker, 2000). Although this stﬁdy did find that managers had slightly more positive
perceptions of HRM, the study also showed that employee perceptions of the same
practices were relatively consistent with those of maﬁagers. The inclusion of manager
and non-manager respondents within an organization provided for an examination of
consistency of perceptions, which also assisted with validating subjective measures.
Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) Competing Values Framework was selected for this
study because it js the most Widely used in the literature and has been tested in numeroué
studies reporting the soundness of the psyphometric properties (Cameron & Quinn, 2006;
| .Igo & Skitmore, 2006; Kwan & Walker, 2004). Although the Organizational Culture
Assessment Insfrument (OCAI) has been empirically validated in numerous field studies
(Cameron & Quinn, 2006; Igo & Skitmore, 2006), it does use an ipsative rating s.calel
which is structured in such a way as to cause respondents to force choice among several
| items. To address this issue, some researchers use a likert scale as an alternate to the
ipsative rating scale. However, several advantages and disadvantages are associated with
either approach. For example, the use of a likert scale addresses issues of forcing choices
by respondents but it may not provide for differentiation among the four organizational
culture types. In contrast, the primary advantage of using the ipsative rating scale is that it
does provide for differentiation among the four organizational culture types as
respondents must identify tradeoffs among the four culture types. It has been found that*

when using likert scales that respondents assess all quadrants either high or low
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(Cameron & Quinn, 2006). This finding was supported in a study conducted with health
care workers where jt was found th;lt employees, in particular, did nét differentiate
among the culture types (Helfrich, Li, Mohr, Meterko; & Sales, 2007). Another other

" challenge with ipsative ratings scales are that they do not produce independent response
such as likert scales produce. Howevcr, studies examining the use of the OCAI using
both ipsative and likert scales suggest thaf either may be appropriate depending on the
research questions. In this reséarch, differentiating among the organizational culture types
was central to understanding the relationships among the variables examined. Therefore,
using the ipsative méasures of organizational culture provided the basis to differentiate
among the four types of cultures in Cameron and Quinn’s (2006) Competing Values
Framework.

A number of associations have been found in these studies, many of which
support organizational culture as an important consideration in SHRM research. The
results of this study must be interpreted with caution when considering relationships and
causality. Although this' study focused on the relationship of HRM and firm performance
as mediated by organizational culture, these relationships may be examined by means of
causal modeling. Further, future studies using longitudinal designs would benefit SHRM

" research By continuing to develop our understanding of the role of organizational culture
in the SHRM relationship model over multiple points in time to assist with predictions of
causality. In addition, context-specific studies using call centres-could extend this
research by examining organizational culture oufside the Canadian context and further

exploring differences between internalized and externalized employment models.
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Conclusions

In conclusion, my studies provide evidence that certain organizational culture
types are associéted with firm performance and partially mediate the relationship between
HRM and firm performance. More specifically, I found that the clan and adhocracy
culture types had a positive association With employee performance oﬁtcomes and that
the market and hierarchy culture type had a negative association with employee
. performance. Moreover, I fouﬁd that only clan and market cultures partially mediated the
relationship with employee perfofmance across both studies. These findings suggest that
HR and opefational leaders within call centre environments should consider diagnosing
the social context, specifically organizational culture, in order to better align HR practices
 for successful implementation and to achieve desired firm performance outcomes. In
addition, these ﬁndingé support past arguments that organizational culture is an important
contingency in SHRM reseafch and [ am hépeful that future research will build on this
foundation by eXaminihg the interaction effects among HR, business strategy and culture
to further our understénding of the ways in which improving employee performance

outcomes will increase operational and financial performance.
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Appendix A:‘ HR Approaches

HR Approaches.

HR Practice Approach

Schuler and Jackson, 1987

HR Principle Approach

kaeffer and Veiga, 1998

. Planning choices

i.e., Short term vs long term
Staffing choicés

i.e.; Narrow vs broad paths

. Appraising choices -

ie., Individualv Vs group criteria
. Compensating choices

i.e., Few vs many perks

. Training and development

i.e., Low vs high participation’

. Employment security
. Selective hiring

. Self-managed teams and

decentralized decision-making

. Comparatively high compensation

contingent on organizational

performance

. Extensive training

. Reduced status distinctions and

barriers (i.e., dress, language, office

arrangements)

. Extensive sharing of financial and

performance information

throughout the organization
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Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey

This survey may be accessed on the web at the following URL:
http://athena.smu.ca/survey/wrcarroll/mainsurvey.htm

Introduction

Learning more about HR in Call Centres

Wendy R. Carroll, F.C. Manning School of Business, Acadia University, Wolfville, N.S.
Phone: (902) 585-1864, wendy.carroll@acadiau.ca

T am a graduate student in the Department of Management at Saint Mary’s University in Halifax, Nova
Scotia as well as a faculty member at Acadia University in Wolfville, Nova Scotia. Aspart of my doctoral
studies, I am conducting a research project working under the direction of Dr. Terry Wagar.

The purpose of this study is to learn more about human resources in contact centre work environments. The
survey asks you questions about your experience and perceptions about your work environment and
organization. Leading industry experts like you have been posing many questions about the relationship
between human resource management and organizational performance. These questions have led to further
research to explore other factors which are thought to influence this relationship. Specifically, this survey
takes a closer look at the influence of organizational culture and strategy to help us understand better how
HRM practices affect organizational performance.

For each section of this survey you will find some instructions to guide you through. We anticipate that the
survey should take you approximately 12 minutes to complete. You can leave the browser window open
while you are in process of completing the survey and come back to it later in the session. As long as you
don’t close the browser your data will be kept and you can continue at a later time.

For your participation in our survey, we are able offer you an entry into a draw for a 2GB Apple iPod
Nano. Simply key in your email address at the end of the survey and you will be eligible to win an ipod
which will be drawn for upon completion of the project.

This research has been approved by the research ethics boards at Saint Mary’s University (REB 07-028)
and Acadia University (REB 07-12). '

This survey is being conducted across Canada with senior leaders like you in contact centre operations.
Your participation in this survey is confidential. Results will- be aggregated and you will receive a full
report of the study ﬁndings upon completion of the project. :

By clicking on "CONTINUE", you are indicating that you fully understand the above information and
agree to participate in this study


http://athena.smu.ca/survev/wrcarroll/mainsurvey.htm
mailto:wendy.carroll@acadiau.ca
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Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continued
Business Strategy Questions
' About your organization

In completing this section of the survey, you are identifying the features that best describe
. your organization's business strategies. Your organization is represented by the one which

you work for directly and not the one which you may deliver services to on behalf of your
organization. . :

So based on your thoughts and experiences within your organization, indicate how
important you think each item is using the scale below

1 = Not at all important

2 = Of little importance

3 = Moderately important

4 = Important

5 = Very important

Q. Questlonl

How important do you think the following items are in determmmg your
orgamzatlon s ap,proach to business strategy?

Reducing or contammg costs

Providing products and services at a price below those of compeutors
Providing products and services at a low cost

Ensuring a low service response time

Improving the quality of products or services

Improving the range of products and services

Customizing products and services

Developing innovative products and services

Switching quickly between production of different products and services requirements
10. Producing products and services for higher-priced segments of the market
11. Developing new techniques and methods to market products and services
12. Penetrating and/or developing new markets

VXA AW
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Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continued
HR Practices Quéstions
About your organization's HR Practices

In this section, please think about the human resource practices in your organization and
the extent to which you think your organization places importance on each item.

Please indicate the degree of importance using the following scale.
1 =Not at all important

2 = Of little importance

3 = Moderately important

4 = Important

5 = Very important

Q. Question2
When it comes to hiring, recruiting and retaining employees, how 1mportant isitto
your organization to:

make an extensive effort when selecting new employees.-

spend a great deal of money on selection.

hire people with general versus specific knowledge.

make great effort to select the right person.

have high selection criteria to become a new employee.

place great importance on the selection process.

focus on an employee's potential over the long term.

make an effort to use selection methods such as personality or aptltude testlng

have a formal system for communicating the values and systems in the organization to new
employees.

10. give consideration to internal over external candldates for job openmgs and promotions.
11. provide employees with a clear career path within the organization.

12. have a formal system to communicate career aspirations with supervisors.

13. provide a variety of potential positions to be promoted to w1th1n the organization.

14. have a commitment to long term employment.

15. make it difficult to dismiss an employee.

WP A WD =



- 145 -

Appendix D: National Contact Cenire Survey Continued
HR Practices Questions Continued
About your organization's HR Practices

" Q. Question3
When it comes to trammg and job design, how 1mportant is it to your organization
to:

1. make a significant investment in initial training when hired
2. make a significant investment in training after hired.
3. provide opportunities for training to front line employees.
4. provide a variety of different kinds of training.
- 5. have a systematic training process and formal training programs.
6. place a high priority on training.
7. provide extensive training for general skills.
8. provide formal training to increase skills for promotability.
9. have clearly defined jobs and duties.
10. have up-to-date job descriptions.
11. have complete job descriptions that contain all the duties of the job.
12. have job duties defined by the employees rather than by the job descrlptlon
13. have mostly simple and repetitive job designs.
14. have broadly designed jobs requiring a variety of skills.

Q. Question4
When it comes to employee participation and involvement, how important is it to
your organization to:

1. provide opportunities for employees to use personal initiative.

2. permit enough discretion in doing work.

3. provide for participation in a wide range of issues.

4. have employees at times be invited to participate in problem solving and decision making.

5. encourage employees to make suggestions for improvements within the workplace.

6. provide open communication with all employees to supervisors.

7. have a system of regular, planned team briefings involving senior managenient.

8. inform all staff about the market position and the competitive pressures faced by the company.
9. create a very cooperative and trustful climate.

10. conduct regular attitude surveys to obtain views of employees.

R Q. Question5

When it comes to performance feedback, compensation and rewards, how
important is it to your organization to:

1. have reward practices based on seniority.

2. have a wide range in pay within the same job grade.

3. have a close tie of pay to individual and group performance.

4. conduct formal appraisals on a regular basis. )

5. base performance appraisals primarily (>50%) on objective, quantifiable measures. -
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Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continued
Culture Questions
About your organization's culture

In completing this section of the questionnaire, you are providing an organizational
picture of the ways in which your organization operates and the values that best
characterize it. There is no right or wrong answer to these questions so please just try to
be as accurate as you can.

This section is a little different from the others. In each set of statements below, you will
have 10 points to distribute among the four statements provided. Assign the most
points to the statement you think sounds most like your company and the least to the one
that sounds the least like your company. :

You can also assign half points to statements (ie: 2.5) or 0 as long as the total equals 10
for the entire set of statements. There is a calculator at the end of each set of statements
to help you keep track.

On this page, you can move to the next field in each sectlon by either moving the curser
with your mouse or be using the tab key.

For each set of statements below please think about your organization and
distribute the 10 points based on the statements' likeness to your organization.

Q. CultureQuestion! [Dominant Characteristic]

1) Your organization is a very:

a. personal place. It is like an extended family. People seem to share a lot of themselves.

b. dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are willing to stick their necks out and take risks. o
c. results orientated place. A major concern is getting on with getting the job done.

d. controlled and structured place. Formal procedures generally govern what people do.

Must add up to 10

'Q. CultureQuestion2 [Organizational leadership]

2) The leadership in your organization is generally considered to exemplify:
a. mentoring, facilitating or nurturing, '

b. entrepreneurship, innovation and risk taking.

¢. a no-honsense, aggressive, results-orientated focus.

d. coordinating, organizing, or smooth-running efficiency.

Must add up to 10
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Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continued
Culture Questions Continued

Q. CultureQuestion3 [Management Style]

3) The management style in your organization is characterized by:

a. teamwork, consensus and participation.

b. individual risk taking, innovation, freedom and umqueness

¢. hard-driving competitiveness, high demands and achievement. _ -

d. security of employment, conformity, predictability and stability in relationships.

Must add up to 10

Q. CultureQuestion4 [Organizational Glue]

4) The glue that holds your organization together is:

a. loyalty and mutual trust. Commitment to this organization runs high.

b. commitment to innovation and development. There is an emphasis on bemg on the cuttmg edge.
c. the emphasis on achievement and goal‘accomplishments.

d. formal rules and policies. Malntalmng a smooth-running organization is important.

“Must add up to 10

Q. CultureQuestion5 [SBU Emphasis]

-5) Your organization emphasizes:
a. human development. High trust, openness and participation persist. :
b. acquiring new resources and creating new challenges. Trying new things and prospects for opportunities
are valued.
c. competltlve actions and achievement. Hitting stretch targets and winning in the marketplace are
dominant.
d. permanence and stability. Efﬂclency, control and smooth operations are important.

Must add up to 10

Q. CultureQuestion6 [Critical Success].

6) Your organization defines success on the basis of:

a. the development of human resources, teamwork, employee commitment and concern for people.
- b. having the most unique or newest products. It is a product leader or innovator. ___

¢. winning in the marketplace and outpacing competition. Competitive market leadership is key.

d. efficiency. Dependable delivery, smooth schedulmg, and low cost production are critical. =~

Must add up to 10
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Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continued
Firm Performance Questions

In this final section, we would like you to consider the present state of your organization.
Then indicate for each of the items listed below whether you think they are at a low or
high level usmg the following scale.

1 =very low 2 =low 3 = moderate 4 =high 5 = very high

Q. Question12 :
When it comes to performance outcomes, how would you rate the following items:

1. Employee commitment to the organization
2. Employee Stress

3. Rate of employee complaints

4. Rate of employee absenteeism

5. Employee morale

6. Employee satisfaction

7. Employee quality of life

8. Incidents of workplace violence

9. Incidents of workplace acc1dents

10. Employee turnover

Q. Quest10n13
When it comes to operatlonal performance, how would you rate the followmg items:

1. Service quality

2. Operating efficiency

3. Customer service quality
4. Meeting target times

Q. Question14 : .
When it comes to financial outcomes, how would you rate the followmg items:

1. Sales growth

2. Product and service innovation
. 3. Profitability

4. Market share

5. Organizational reputation
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Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continued

Firm Performance — What is your work site's:

Percentage of contact centre agents by:
Female (%) Male (%)

~ Percentage of contact centre agents by status
(please enter a number, including 0, in each field):
Full time (%) Part time (%) . Contract (%)

Average contact centre agént hourly rate:
In Canadian Dollars

Average contact centre agent tenure

(please enter a number, including O in each field):
Years Months

Average percentage of employees who voluntarily quit annually

(excluding voluntary retirements / employee buyouts)
In percent

Average percentage of employees dismissed annually

(exclude layoffs, retirements or voluntary quits)
In percent

Average percentage of daily absence

(for reasons other than vacation and holidays):
In percent

Average number of days for 1n1t1al contact centre agent training:
In days ‘

Average number of days for contact centre agents to become competent on. position

initially trained for.
In days

Average number of training days per year (excludmg initial training):
In days ,

Average number of calls per contact centre agent per day:
In whole numbers

Average number of electronically monitored calls per week:
In whole numbers

Average call length:

In seconds



Appendix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continited
The last step before the ballot entry form

Age of contact centre v
(please enter a number, including 0, in each field):
Years Months

Number of employees:
In whole numbers

Number of Seats:
In whole numbers

Type of contact centre:
" In-house

Outsourced

Both

Nature of contact centre work (you may select more than one):
Customer service

Email/ Chat

Internal support

Sales

Technical help .

Other (please specify)

Nature of contact centre application:
Inbound v ' '
Outbound

Both

© Unionization:
Yes

No

Combination

Geographic location:
Not Applicable

Alberta

British Columbia
Manitoba

New Brunswick
Newfoundland
Northwest Territories - -
Nova Scotia

* Nunavut

Ontario

Prince Edward Island
Quebec

Saskatchewan -

Yukon
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Appehdix D: National Contact Centre Survey Continued

Your work site location:
Urban - :
Rural

Ownership:
Canada

uUs

India

Mexico
Britain

Other

Industry Type (you may select more than one):
Energy
Financial Services
* Government

Health
Manufacturing
Retail
Telecommunications
Tourism - :
Transportation
Outsourcer
Other (please specify)

Your Position:
Executive
. Human Resource Advisor
Senior Operations Manager
Senior Human Resource Manager
Supervisor
Support Manager
Trainer
Other (please specify)

Organizational Information:
Company Name
Location (city)

Bonus Draw for ipod:
First Name
Last Name

" Contact Information

=151 -



- 152 -

Appendix E: Firm Performance Measures

Items used to measure manager perceptions of Firm Performance.

1 - very low | 2 =low - 3 =moderate 4 = high 5 =very high

Firm Pérformance — Scale Items

Employee Performance
1. Employee commitment to the organization
2. Employee morale
3. Employee satisfaction
4. Employee guality of life

Operational Performance
1. Service quality
2. Operating efficiency
3. Customer service quality
4. Meeting target times

Financial Performance.
1. Sales growth »
2. Product and service innovation
3. Profitability
4. Market share
5

Organizational reputation




Appendix F: Human Resource Management Measures

Items used to measure manager perceptions of HRM.

1 =Not at all important; 2 = Of little importance; 3 = Moderately important;
4 = Important; 5 = Very important

-153 -

HRM Questions — Scale Items

Recruitment _ :
make an extensive effort when selecting new employees.
spend a great deal of money on selection.

hire people with general versus specific knowledge.
make great effort to select the right person.

have high selection criteria to become a new employee.
place great importance on the selection process.

focus on an employee's potential over the long term.

PNANELD

Selection

make an effort to use selection methods such as personality or aptitude testing.

1. have a formal system for communicating the values and systems in the organization to new

employees.

provide employees with a clear career path within the organization.
have a formal system to communicate career aspirations with supervisors.

Sk L

have a commitment to long term employment.

provide a variety of potential positions to be promoted to within the organization.

give consideration to internal over external candidates for job openings and promotions.

" Training . . .
' make a significant investment in initial training when hired

make a significant investment in training after hired.

provide opportunities for training to front line employees.

provide a variety of different kinds of training.

have a systematic training process and formal training programs.

place a high priority on training. . '

provide extensive training for general skills.

provide formal training to increase skills for promotability.

Job Desi
have clearly defined jobs and duties.
have up-to-date job descriptions.
have complete job descriptions that contain all the duties of the job.
have job duties defined by the employees rather than by the job description.
~_have broadly designed jobs requiring a variety of skills.

.U-.#P’Nr‘” PN R W~

Employee Involvement

provide opportunities for employees to use personal initiative.
permit enough discretion in doing work.

provide for participation in a wide range of issues.

provide open communication with all employees to supervisors.

PN ARWD

company.
9. create a very cooperative and trustful climate.
10. conduct regular attitude surveys to obtain views of employees.

have a system of regular, planned team briefings involving senior management
inform all staff about the market position and the competitive pressures faced by the

have employees at times be invited to participate in problem solving and decision making.
encourage employees to make suggestions for improvements within the workplace.
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Compensatlon and Performance Appraisal

have reward practices based on seniority.

have a wide range in pay within the same job grade.

have a close tie of pay to individual and group performance.

conduct formal appraisals on a regular basis.

base performance appraisals primarily (>50%) on objective, quantifiable measures.

RPN
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Appendix G: Organizational Culture Measures

Items used to measure managers and employee perceptions of Organizational Culture.

In each set of statements below, you will have 10 points to distribute among the four
statements provided. Assign the most points to the statement you think sounds most like
your company and the least to the one that sounds the least like your company. You can
also assign half points to statements (ie: 2.5) or 0 as long as the total equals 10 for the
entire set of statements. There is a calculator at the end of each set of statements to help
you keep track. '

Organizational Culture — Scale Items

Clan

personal place. It is like an extended family. People seem to share a lot of themselves.
mentoring, facilitating or nurturing.

tearnwork, consensus and participation.

loyalty and mutual trust. Commitment to this organization runs high.

human development. High trust, openness and participation persist.

the development of human resources, teamwork, employee commitment and concern for people.

dhocracy :
dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are willing to stick their necks out and take rxsks
entrepreneurship, innovation and risk taking
individual risk taking, innovation, freedom and uniqueness.
commitment to innovation and development. There is an emphasis on being on the cutting edge.
. acquiring new resources and creating new challenges. Trying new things and prospects for
opportunities are valued.
-having the most unique or newest products. It is a product leader or innovator.

el a2 IR i

arket
results orientated place. A major concern is gettmg on with getting the job done.
a no-nonsense, aggressive, results-orientated focus.
hard-driving competitiveness, high demands and achievement.
the emphasis on achievement and goal accomplishments.
competitive actions and achievement. Hitting stretch targets and winning in the marketplace are
dominant.
winning in the marketplace and outpacing competition. Competitive market leadership is key.

w B Wzl

ierarchy
controlled and structured place. Formal procedures generally govern what people do.
coordmatmg, organizing, or smooth—runnmg efficiency.
security of employment, conformity, predictability and stability in relatlonshlps
formal rules and policies. Maintaining a smooth-running organization is important.
permanence and stability. Efficiency, control and smooth operations are important.
efficiency. Dependable delivery, smooth scheduling, and low cost production are critical.

AN bl s ani=e] L)
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Appendix H: Business Strategy Measures

Items used to measure manager perceptions of Business Strategy.

In completing this section of the survey, you are identifying the features that best describe
your organization's business strategies. Your organization is represented by the one which
you work for directly and not the one which you may deliver services to on behalf of your
organization. o '

So based on your thoughts and experiences within your organization, indicate how
important you think each item is using the scale below.

1 =Not at all important

2 = Of little importance

3 = Moderately important

4 = Important ’ '
5 = Very important ‘

How important do you think the following items are in determining your
organization’s approach to business strategy?

‘Business Strategy — Scale Items

Cost

1.
2,

Providing products and services at a price below those of competitors
Providing products and services at a low cost

Differentiation

NN AR =

Improving the quality of products or services

Improving the range of products and services

Customizing products and services

Developing innovative products and services

Switching quickly between production of different products and services requirements
Producing products and services for higher-priced segments of the market
Developing new techniques and methods to market products and services

Penetrating and/or developing new markets
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Apvendix I: Individual Practices and HR Bundles

-Results of Regression Ahalyses for Individual Practices and HR Bundles.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Employee Operations -Financial
HR Measures Performance Performance Performance
" : Stepl Step2 Stepl Step2 Step1  Step 2
‘ R? AR? R AR? R? AR?
HR Bundle (Factor) .187 .075 127 071 .169 .075
HR Bundle (6 practices) .187 .076 27071 169 . 076
" HR Bundle (41 items) .187 .076 127 072 .169 .074
HR Practice Measures: v
Recruitment .187 .062 127 075 .169 .063
Retention .187 .051 127 031 .169 .042
Training .187 .050 127 .042 .169 .046
Job Design .187 .047 127 .057 .169 .036
Emp Involvement 187 .065 127 .053 .169 .058
Rewards 187 .025 - 127 .033 .169 .053

Note: R? control variables; AR 2 HRM or individual HR practices.
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Appendix J: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Cost

Model If " Model 2f Model 3f
Employee Operations Financial
Performance  Performance _ Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 ‘
HRM (HR Bundle 3) . 331** (062) 317 (.064)  .385** (.073)
Step 3
- Constant 2.458**% ((309) 2.314** (321) 1.340** (.367)
Controls
Size (Natural Logarithm) -071%* (,025) -.039 (026) .027 (.030)
Age (Natural Logarithm) ~.095% (.044) .099* (.046) .087 (.053)
Location - Rural -.093 (1000 .061 (.104) -014 (.119)
Ownership — U.S. -.040 (.086) .083 (.090) -020 (.103) .
Ownership — Other -135  (172) 207 (.1179) -.011 (.209)
Application — Outbound ©-065  (152) 172 (.158) .101  (.180)
Application - Combination 011 (.076) .112  (079) .161  (.090)
Type — Outsourced -.041  (.091) .026 (.095) -.068 (.108)
Type — Both (outsourced/in-house) .196 ~ (.115) .098  (.120) -.046 (.137)
Region — Western - .074 (.080) -.040 (.083) .169 (.095)
Region — Atlantic 073  (.089) .180* (.093) .091 (.106)
Union - Yes -234* (.097) -115 (101) -079 (.115)
Customer Service .-.058 (101) -025 (105 .045 (.120)
Sales J158*  (.077) 002  (.080) .125 (.091)
Technical Help Desk -065 (.079) -.073 (.082) .007 (099
Industry v
Energy ‘ -.248  (.150) -.165 (.156) .131 (.178)
Financial Services J01 (094) 141 (.098) 115 (.112)
Government 056 (113) 031  (.117) -434* (139
Health J12 0 (155) 106 (.161) 065  (.184)
Manufacturing 027 (138) 033  (144) .044 (.164)
Retail 065 (117) 190 (122) 197 (.139)
Telecommunications : -.124  (.088) .019 (.092) .018 (.105)
Tourism 064 (.140) .015 (146) 159 (.167)
Transportation 018 (.157) -.010 (.163) -037 (.186)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) ' 352%% ((062)  .309%* (.064) .379** (.073)
Cost ' -.096* (.039) .037 (.040) .025 (.046)
R? (Controls) .187 127 .169
AR? (HRM) .075 .071 .075
AR? (Cost) .016 .002 .001
R? (Total Model) 278 200 245
“F_ (Total Model) : 4.147** 2.702** 3.444**

Note:  Unstandardized beta coefficients and standard errors are reported.

*p<.05 *p<.0l
Listwise n =307
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A_ppeﬁdix K: Company 1 Survey

This survey may be accessed on the web at the following URL:
http://athena.smu.ca/survey/companyl/survey.htm

Introduction

Learning more about HR in Call Centres
- Wendy R. Carroll, F.C. Manning School of Business, Acadia University, Wolfville, N.S.
Phone: (902) 585-1864, wendy.carroll@acadiau.ca

I am a graduate student in the Depai‘tment of Management at Saint Mary’s University in Halifax, Nova
Scotia as-well as a faculty member at Acadia University in Wolfville, Nova Scotia. As part of my doctoral
.studies, I am conducting a research project working under the direction of Dr. Terry Wagar.

The purpose of this study is to learn more about human resources in call centre work environments. The
survey asks you questions about your experience and perceptions about your work environment and
organization.

For each section of this survey you will find some instructions to guide you through. We anticipate that the
survey should take you approximately 10 minutes to complete.

For your participation in our survey, we are able offer you an entry into a draw for a 2GB iPod Nano.
Simply key in your email address at the end of the survey and you will be eligible to win an ipod which will
be drawn for upon completion of the project.

This research has been approved by the research ethics boards at Saint Mary’s University (REB 07-028)
and Acadia University (REB 07-12). This survey is being conducted within your organization and in
accordance with existing workplace policies. Although your organization has agreed to take part in the
study, you are unhder no obligation to participate. You can complete this survey at any location by accessing
the following URL: http://athena.smu.ca/survey/company1/survey.htm

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. All information obtained in this study will be
kept strictly confidential.

By clicking on "CONTINUE", you are indicating that you fully understand the above information and
agree to participate in this study.

The followihg sections of this survey are the same as the National Contact Centre Survey
(see Appendix D). Please refer to the following sections of that survey for the questions
asked:

Business Strategy

HR Practices

Culture

Firm Performarnce (subjéctive measures only)


http://athena.smu.ca/survey/companvl/siirvev.htm
mailto:wendy.carroll@acadiau.ca
http://athena.smu.ca/survey/companyl/survey.htm
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 Appendix K: Single Establishment Survey (Company 1) Continued

Age:

16 to 19
20 to 24
- 25t0 29
30to 39
40 to 49
50 plus

Sex:
Female Male

Position:
CSR v
Supervisor
Support Mgr
Sr Mgr
Other

Service with the organization:
Less than 6 mos

6 mos to 11 mos

1to2 yrs

3to5yrs

6to 10yrs

Greater than 10 yrs

Time you expect to stay with the organization:
Less than 6 mos

6 mos to 11 mos

1to2yrs

3to5 yrs

6to 10 yrs

Greater than 10 yrs

Employee Status:
Full time Parttime Contract Other

Previous call centre experience:
Yes No ‘

Current Campaign:
Microsoft

Oberon Media

Bell

XM US

XM Canada

Other

" Site Location:
Moncton India Kanata

Bonus Draw for ipod:
First Name Last Name
Contact Information



- 161 -

Appendix L: Companv 2 Survey

This survey may be accessed on the web at the following URL:
http://athena.smu.ca/survey/company2/survey.htm

Introduction

Learning more about HR in Call Centres
Wendy R. Carroll, F.C. Manning School of Business, Acadia University, Wolfville, N.S.
Phone: (902) 585-1864, wendy.carroll@acadiau.ca |

I am a graduate student in the Department of Management at Saint Mary’s University in Halifax, Nova
Scotia as well as a faculty member at Acadia University in Wolfville, Nova Scotia. As part of my doctoral
studies, I am conducting a research project working under the direction of Dr. Terry Wagar.’

The purpose of this study is to learn more about human resources in call centre work environments. The
survey asks you questions about your experience and perceptions about your work environment and
organization.

For each section of this survey you will find some instructions to guide you through. We anticipate that the
survey should take you approximately 10 minutes to complete.

For your participation in our survey, we are able offer you an entry into a draw for a 2GB iPod Nano.
Simply key in your email address at the end of the survey and you will be eligible to win an 1p0d which will
be drawn for upon completlon of the project.

Th_i_s research has been approved by the research ethics boards at Saint Mary’s University (REB 07-028)
and Acadia University (REB 07-12). This survey is being conducted within your organization and in
accordance with existing workplace policies. Although your organization has agreed to take part in the
study, you are under no obligation to participate. You can complete this survey at any location by accessing
the following URL: http:/athena.smu.ca/survey/company1/survey.htm

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. All mformatlon obtalned in this study will be
kept strictly confidential.

By clicking on "CONTINUE", you are mdlcatmg that you fully understand the above information and
agree to part1c1pate in this study

The following sections of this surviey are the same as the National Contact Centre Survey
(see Appendix D). Please refer to the following sections of that survey for the questions
asked:

Business Strategy .

HR Practices

Culture

Firm Performance (subjective measures only)


http://athena.smu.ca/survey/company2/sixrvey.htm
mailto:wendy.carroll@acadiau.ca
http://athena.smu.ca/survey/companyl/survey.htm

Appehdz‘x L: Company 2 Continued

Age:

16 to 19
20to 24
251029
301039
40 to 49
50 plus

Sex:
Female Male

Position:
Coach/Supervisor

CSR

Project Manager/Coordinator
Sr Mgr .

Support Mgr

Service with the organization:
Less than 6 mos '

6 mos to 11 mos

1to2yrs

3toSyrs

6 to 10 yrs

Greater than 10 yrs

Time you expect to stay with the organization:

Less than 6 mos »
6 mos to 11 mos

1to2yrs

3toSyrs

6 to 10 yrs

Greater than 10 yrs

Employee Status:
Full time Parttime Seasonal Other

Previous call centre experience:
Yes No :

Current Campaign:
Inbound Outbound

Site Location:
Halifax Saint John Vancouver -

Bonus Draw for ipod:

First Name Last Name Contact Information
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Appendix M: Results of Regression Analyses with HR, Col

Results of Regression Analyses with HR, Co 1.

Model 1 Model 2 - Model 3
Employee Operations Financial
HR Measures ' Performance _ Performance Performance -
Step 1. Step?2 Stepl Step2 Stepl Step2
. R? AR? R? AR? R? AR?
HR Bundle (Factor) 101 .308 132 .078 .078 .046
HR Bundle (6 practices) .101 309 132 .079 .078 .046
HR Bundle (41 items) 101 309 132 .076 078 .046
HR Practice Measures:
Recruitment : .101 204 132 .056 .078 .011
Retention _ .101 228 132 .062 .078 032
Training ‘ .101 275 132 .069 .078 .046
Job Design .101 223 132 .057 .078 .047
Emp Involvement .101 304 132 .059 .078 .061

Rewards .101 259 132 079 078 032
Note: R? control variables; AR 2 HRM or individual HR practices. :
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Employee Operations Financial
HR Measures Performance Performance Performance
Stepl Step2 Stepl Step2 Step1l Step2
R? AR? R? AR? R? AR?
HR Bundle (Factor) 251 222 201 .176 136 177
HR Bundle (6 practices) 251 225 .201 176 136 179
HR Bundle (41 items) 251 226 201 .176 136 180
HR Practice Measures:
Recruitment 251 .187 .201 130 136 174
Retention 251 175 .201 .160 136 .169
Training - 251 .161 201 162 .136 153
Job Design 251 134 201 121 136 .093
Emp Involvement - .251 187 .201 127 136 124
Rewards 251 162 .201 .089 136 .101

Note: R’ control variables; AR > HRM or individual HR practices.



- 165 -

* Appendix O: Results bf the Regression Analyses for HRM and Cost _Col

Model If Model 2f Model 3f
Employee Operations Financial .
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2 '
HRM (HR Bundle 3) S584** (.065)  .246%* (.063) .160** (.056)
Step 3 :
Constant 996%* (1363) 2.649** (352) 2.616** (314)
Controls »
Age (25 t0 29 yrs) -006 (.156) 287 (152) .102 (.135)
Age (30 plus) -089 (.155) .073 (150) .080 (134
Service (1 to2 yrs) -082 (.152) -.143 (.148) -040 (.131)
Service (2 yrs plus) -507** ((155) -.399** (.150) -.058 (.134)
Sex (Male) 087 (125) .099  (.122) .095 (.108)
Employee Status (Part Time) -033  (169) -.093 (163) .032 (.146)
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) 043 (127) -114  (.123) -.025 (.110)
Employee Type (Manager) 252 ((145)  441** ((141) .355%* (.126)
.HRM (HR Bundle 3) S597** ((068)  .242** (066) .I1S1** (.058)
Cost -053 (.072) 013 (.070) .034 (.062)
R? (Controls) .101 132 - .078
AR? (HRM) -.308 078 .046
"AR?(Cost) 002 .000 .002
R? (Total Model) 411 210 126
F_(Total Model) 10.773** 4.106** 2.203%*

Note: *p<.05 **p<.01

Listwise n =165
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Appendix P: Results of the Regression Analyses for HRM and Cost — C& 2

Model If Model 2f Model 3f
Employee Operations Financial
Performance Performance Performance
Variables B SE B SE B SE
Step 2
HRM (HR Bundle 3) 532%* (L064)  .377** (.055) .390** (.060)
Step 3
Constant 1.707** (298) 2.978** (.256) 2.340** (.280)
Controls | , ’
Age (25 to 29 yrs) -366** ((124) -.137 (.106). .125 (.116)
Age (30 plus) - -426*%* (\125) -126 (.107) .061 (.117)
Service (1 to 2 yrs) -347**% (.110) -256* (.095) -.314** (.103)
~ Service (2 yrs plus) -408  (179) -527*%* (154) -376* (.168)
‘Sex'(Male) 188  (.099) -029 (.085) -118 (.093)
Employee Status (Part Time) -013  (.151) .003  (.130) .001  (.142)"
Previous Call Centre Exp (No) -053 (.105) .051 (.090) -.077 (.098)
Employee Type (Manager) 219 (.144) 080 (1249 174  (.135)
HRM (HR Bundle 3) “540** (.065) .396** (.056) .383** (.061)
Cost -033 - (054 -077 (.047) .029 (.051)
R? (Controls) 251 201 136
AR? (HRM) 222 176 177
AR? (Cost) - .001 .010 .001
R* (Total Model) 474 T 387 314
_ F__(Total Model) 14.895** 10.392**

Note: **p<.05 **p<.01
Listwise n=176

7.562%*



