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Abstract

:

The aim of this article is to contribute to understanding the importance of considering the effect of employees’ perceptions of Socially Responsible Human Resource Management (SR-HRM) on employee commitment. Results, applied to different levels of the organization (HR managers, line managers and employees) show, on one hand, that there is a relationship between a SR-HRM and employee commitment, and on the other hand, that employees’ perceptions have an influence on the extent to which these relationships are developed. HR managers and line managers perceived SR-HRM in a similar way and line managers and non-managerial employees generally did too. The frequency with which line managers disagree with employees’ perceptions about socially responsible practices was low. Suggestions for HRM practice and future research are provided.
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1. Introduction


For some time now, the number of companies which design and carry out a battery of Corporate Social Responsibility initiatives, strategies and practices has been increasing [1]. Companies are encouraged to show Socially Responsible (SR) behavior by pursuing their economic goals by controlling their impacts on societies. Their position in the market and their organizational success rely, to a great extent, on the way they respond to the institutional pressures typical for their environment and the degree of compliance with these requirements [2].



As far as Human Resource Management (HRM) is concerned, it has not remained away, adapting its HRM system to this new reality [3]. In this sense, over the past few years, a debate has emerged about the link between CSR and HRM, in particular, around three main lines of research:




	(1)

	
The effect of an HRM based on a SR orientation on organizational performance (e.g., References [4,5,6,7]). How developing an HRM, labelled as appropriate and desirable for the institutional environment, can help organizations to respond to the expectations of society and, as a result, to survive in the current competitive environment.




	(2)

	
The impact of a “Socially Responsible” HRM (SR-HRM) on employee behavior (e.g., References [8,9,10,11,12,13]). HRM that addresses CSR initiatives allow the organization to extract the potential benefits derived from its human capital, since this approach to HRM has an impact on such variables as the degree of creativity among the employees, rotation, motivation, and levels of commitment.




	(3)

	
In addition, more recently, what pattern of SR human resources practices combine to allow the most effective building of a SR-HRM system (e.g., References [14,15,16]).









This article focuses on the second one, specifically trying to explain how SR-HRM activities are related to employees’ behavior. Under the assumption that HR policies are transmitted through management (often line management) practices and those practices are experienced or perceived by employees [17]. How employees understand the policies and practices implemented by the company, i.e., employee perception is a variable that determines how those policies and practices affect employees’ behavior. In this sense, the objective of this paper is to study the importance that employee perception has for the relationship between SR-HRM and employee behavior, specifically, for employee commitment. The paper makes two contributions to progressing and updating of the lines of research described above. First, clarifying how SR-HRM-employees’ behavior works, an aspect that contributes to ensuring the business success and the organizational competitiveness in the long-term; and, second, contributing to the existing literature testing the configuration of SR-HRM, more recently, developed by academic researchers and not yet treated by the SR-HRM literature to analyze the effect on employee behavior.



In order to address the objective, we will first examine how SR-HRM might facilitate employees’ behavior. Specifically, we will underline the contribution of SR-HRM to the degree of commitment of employees to the organization. Subsequently, employee perception will be introduced as a variable that will illustrate how this process occurs.




2. Literature Review and Hypotheses


Over a long period of time, organizations, in carrying out their activities, have assumed an important role in the economy, contributing actively in the distribution of goods and services, and to the creation of wealth and jobs. However, in recent decades, the interest groups affected by decisions and organizational results—stakeholders—require companies to take greater responsibility for their actions [18].



Due to these requirements and relying on institutional theory, which argues that companies must legitimize their performance if they want to survive in the market, organizations adapt their behavior to the demands of society [19]. Thus, companies have complemented their economic role with another of a more social nature, focused on achieving an improvement in the quality of life and well-being of the people and groups involved in their operations [20]. They adapt their strategies, policies and practices to meet the socially responsible criteria demanded by society.



The Human Resource Management (HRM) area has not remained unaffected by this concern. The relationship between Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and HRM has captured the interest of many researchers in recent years (i.e., References [21,22,23]), which has resulted in what is known in the literature as Socially Responsible HRM (SR-HRM). This concept encompasses those policies and practices that contribute to improving the work and quality of life of employees, in accordance with the principles of CSR. These principles include, among others, objectivity, fairness, transparency, non-discrimination, and empowerment [24].



According to Reference [25], most of the empirical studies on SR-HRM have focused on demonstrating the strategic value of SR-HRM through the improvement of organizational performance and employee behavior. However, there is also a specific research line that tries to determine what specific policies and practices define SR-HRM [22].



The literature on this last topic highlights a wide variety of policies, for example, staffing, training, performance evaluation, remuneration, work-family balance, and the promotion of diversity and health and safety at work [26]. More specifically, SR-HRM involves: (i) The development of transparent and impartial processes of recruitment and selection, expatriation and dismissal [24]; (ii) objective, transparent and non-discriminatory training practices aimed at developing skills in the workforce [27]; (iii) a systematic evaluation of employee performance and professional careers management that follows the principles of objectivity, transparency and non-discrimination [28]; (iv) a transparent and non-discriminatory reward system according to employee performance, in which employees have a certain degree of participation [27]; (v) an adequate balance between work and the personal lives of employees [22]; and, (vi) a set of activities that establish adequate levels of physical and psychological well-being of workers, beyond the legal requirements [15]. In other words, SR-HR policies are a set of activities that create value for employees, increasing their level of commitment to the organization and, consequently, contributing to the achievement of competitive advantages [29]. In this sense, developing SR-HRM is key not only to meeting the personal and professional expectations of employees, but also to long-term organizational success.



2.1. SR-HRM and Employee Commitment


It has been widely established that HRM contributes to firm performance, specifically by shaping employee behaviors and attitudes, such as employee commitment [30,31]. These studies have indicated that HRM increases organizational effectiveness by creating conditions where employees become highly involved in the organization and work hard to accomplish the organization’s goals. A human resource system based on commitment creates a kind of psychological contract between the organization and the employee, by allowing employees to act autonomously to fulfil the organization’s objectives [30]. Companies with a human resource system based on commitment had higher performance and lower turnover than those companies with a human resource system based on control [30].



A similar relationship can be seen between CSR, HRM and employee commitment. The evidence shows that a social orientation on HRM, in general, is positively associated with employee commitment. For example, considering the components of organizational commitment [32]; the positive feeling about ethical treatment [33]; the employee-oriented CSR practices [34]; the role of the psychological contract [35]; and the creation of organizational health [36]. These studies are of great significance because they show that achieving a competitive advantage depends on the ability of the company to respond in a balanced manner to different stakeholders, prioritizing those that are more relevant to employees due to the important role that they play in the proper functioning of the company [22,37]. In this sense, it is demonstrated that the SR-HRM has benefits at the individual level since it improves the welfare of employees, as is indicated by the definition of SR-HRM [24].



The focus of this study lies in this same line, but with the adoption of those advances that have been made in the definition of SR-HR policies and practices. The objective is to explore whether an SR-HRM improves employee commitment, taking into consideration the set of SR-HR policies defined by Reference [15]: SR-Job analysis, SR-Egalitarian, SR-Collaborative, SR-Developmental, SR-Work-Family Balance, and SR-Occupational Health and Safety.




2.2. SR-Job Analysis Policy on Employee Commitment


Job analysis is a policy that has been central in HRM literature because it encompasses many aspects that need to be carefully specified—information about the job and worker data—to create workplaces that are both highly productive and which offer employees high levels of satisfaction [38,39]. Worker’s skills, flexibility, task identity or autonomy are some of the common themes in this policy. Relying on these elements, authors like those in Reference [15] and Reference [40] have shown agreement about how to design more appropriate workplaces by considering managerial styles based on more decentralization, variety of skills, feedback and more equitable, non-discriminating organizational structures—including flexible working tasks are important practices to be considered in an HRM with a socially responsible orientation.



With the general notion that the greater the autonomy enjoyed by the employee in performing his/her duties, the greater the variety of skills, feedback or participation in decision-making, the more responsible will that particular employee feel about his/her own results and, consequently, an increased complicity will be established with the organizational objectives, we predict a significant relationship between the SR-Job analysis policy and employee commitment so that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1).

SR-Job analysis policy defined by practices based in autonomy at work, participation in the decision-making process and the variety of tasks performed is significantly correlated with employee commitment.








2.3. SR-Egalitarian and SR-Collaborative Policies on Employee Commitment


Similarly, SR-HRM literature shows that establishing HR policies and practices with a sense of social responsibility requires a form of egalitarianism [27,41,42]. Ensuring that selection, promotion and treatment of individuals is on the bases of merit and ability; developing a set of actions oriented to increasing awareness of heterogeneity or promoting the skills of minority groups are considered vital policies and practices of HRM for a company committed to social responsibility [14,15,40,43]. The same is true of HRM policies and practices which promote co-operation, communication and encouraging shared objectives, and those could be described as SR-Collaborative policy [30,43]. Tackling in an equitable way all the discriminatory measures, regardless of whether these relate to race, sex, age or social origins, and improving internal communication channels or maintaining a healthy work climate, are some of the initiatives that will encourage feelings of identity, ties, belonging and commitment to the organization.

Hypothesis 2 (H2).

SR-Egalitarian policy defined by practices that value the idea of providing a fair treatment to the workers is significantly correlated with employee commitment.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

SR-Collaborative policy defined by practices that promote cooperation and interdependence among the workers is significantly correlated with employee commitment.








2.4. SR-Developmental Policy on Employee Commitment


As References [44,45,46] pointed out, undertaking supportive training programmes, within a certain threshold, can reduce rotation and labor absenteeism to a certain extent, as well as generate internal labor markets that offer greater employment security, opportunities for promotion and employee involvement. Similarly, References [15,22,47] and Reference [26] established that SR-Developmental policy is another of the policies that must be implemented for those companies that realize a SR-HRM (beyond what the law requires), underlining that it is fundamental to create a work environment that encourages continuous learning for employees.



Linking the arguments of traditional research on HRM with the SR-HRM literature, we expected that improving labor conditions, beyond the limits established by law, both at individual and collective levels, by means of training initiatives of different types (including software support) can contribute to his/her increased commitment.

Hypothesis 4 (H4).

SR-Developmental policy defined by practices which work on their employees’ attitudes and behaviors through policies of careers development and training is significantly correlated with employee commitment.








2.5. SR-Work-Family Balance on Employee Commitment


Work family-balance plays a vital role in the development of a SR orientation in new HRM challenges [7,15,27]. Research reflects that preparing flexible timetables, facilitating a limited working day, offering leave of absence for the care of dependent people deliver a better performance [48,49]. But why? Finding a way to balance both work and family life could create a feeling of contentment that helps reciprocity, and this is translated into the professional life. In this sense:

Hypothesis 5 (H5).

SR-Work-family balance policy defined by practices that consider the balance between work and family time in the decisions of HR is significantly correlated with employee commitment.








2.6. SR-Occupational Health and Safety Policy on Employee Commitment


Finally, the literature notes that promoting occupational health and safety is a key goal of the CSR. A material issue for the reputation of companies [15,27,43,50]. It is likely that organizing activities with a view of foreseeing the existence of labor risks for the employees’ integrity and health, not only from a material perspective (providing a suitable working atmosphere of fair conditions where people can work comfortably), but also considering psychological aspects, like seminars about domestic violence, flu vaccines and medical exams; has become essential to achieve employees’ trust and commitment.

Hypothesis 6 (H6).

SR-Occupational health and safety policy defined by practices that assess the importance of developing health and safety initiatives is significantly correlated with employee commitment.







In summary, a company whose employees are treated with trust and respect, where the objectives are announced in a transparent way, where direct supervisors are made aware of the need to help their subordinates to identify the abilities they need to develop in order to go further in their careers and that, among other aspects, attempt to understand their employees’ interests in the same way that they worry about their customers’ concerns, will generate a solid individual commitment.



However, the question now turns to examine employees’ commitment to the organization could derive from their perceptions of the employers’ commitment to support them through the development of a SR-HRM.




2.7. Employee Perception of SR-HRM Practices


In the field of HRM, some scholars have suggested that the effective consequences of an HRM system with regard to employee involvement will depend, to a large extent, on the influence of aspects, such as a higher or lower alignment between the company and the workers, the prejudices of the employees as regards the organization, and the attribution theory (e.g., References [51,52,53]). Multiple factors influence the relationship between HRM and performance making it difficult to establish the way in which they are linked. However, the way that employees perceive organizational decisions has been underlined as one of the main variables that could influence this relationship [54]. If employees see that the company is concerned for their wellbeing and that the company recognizes their effort working in the organization—reciprocity that defines social exchange theory [55,56]—, they feel obligated to respond in the same way. In addition, according to this theory, this positive perception may have an influence on the levels of satisfaction, involvement, or commitment of the employees that is, on their attitude and behaviors, thus affecting significantly their results [57,58,59]. It is necessary for employees to notice and experience these policies through a set of behaviors that make them more effective [60]. Given this global concern, employee perception can influence the effect that an SR-HRM could have on employee commitment.



SR-HR policies and practices exist objectively; but these must be perceived and interpreted by the employees. As an example, we may consider a company that develops HRM policies and practices consistent with equal opportunities. We refer to a firm which intervenes in order to avoid inequalities in HRM, which monitors situations subject to becoming discriminatory in order to eradicate them, and which incorporates anti-discrimination clauses in agreements so as to make this equality policy effective. Following these arguments, these initiatives will influence significantly and positively employee involvement and they will convey a message that contributes to creating a good image of the organization as an institution concerned with social welfare. This effect will only occur if the employees really notice and acknowledge the activities undertaken by the firm—reciprocity defined in social exchange theory. As social exchange theory has shown, employees’ commitment to the organization derives from their perceptions of the manager’s commitment to and support for them. However, the HR manager is not the only person implicated in this process. The immediate manager acquires a fundamental role because they transfer through the practice the SR-HR policies planned by the HR manager. In this sense, SR-HR policies and practices will not produce positive employee reactions unless they are implemented in practice—indeed, policies that are declared but which are not implemented, where the organization does not monitor compliance and where insufficient resources are allocated to carrying out the policy will be likely to generate a cynical, negative, response. Perception is a powerful factor, which will play a significant role in determining whether employee attitudes are aligned with the interests of the organization. Thus, our expectation is that:

Hypothesis 7 (H7).

The influence of SR-HRM on employee commitment will depend on employees’ perception of SR-HR practices.









3. Methods


3.1. Site and Sample


The hypotheses developed above were tested through a quantitative case study in one large firm (with more than 250 employees) from the Spanish naval sector. This firm was selected because this company has shown a particular interest in and degree of social responsibility and will thus provide a good sample to analyze how SR-HRM influences employee behavior. As Reference [61] (p. 10) established, a case study carries the advantage of offering a methodologically rigorous “analysis of evidence on processes, sequences, and conjunctures of events within a case, for the purposes of either developing or testing hypotheses about causal mechanisms that might causally explain the case.” We used one case study in order to be able to explore in greater depth, and give more exhaustive explanations about, the process of wanting to achieve social adjustment and being able to do so. Besides that, this approach allows us to incorporate a wide range of variables into the study.



Three kinds of questionnaires were used with the purpose of identifying the policies, practices and perceptions of employees concerning SR-HRM. The first questionnaire was addressed to the HR manager, and he was asked about the set of social policies developed by the organization. The second questionnaire was directed to the direct supervisors of employees, where we also asked them about the socially responsible HR policies of the company but also SR-HR practices. We recognized that HRM policies determined by corporate decision makers are rarely perfectly implemented through HRM practices: Supervisors are the people who help us to understand this [62,63]. The last questionnaire was sent to employees of the organization asking them about their organization’s set of SR-HRM policies and practices.



We conducted a total of 61 interviews. At the beginning, we aimed to select a higher number of responses that would have allowed us to predict and characterize the relationship between the variables. However, the organization which was analyzed unexpectedly prevented us from obtaining further samples. Therefore, the HR manager, 30 line managers and 30 employees were encouraged to complete a questionnaire during working time. At the same time, all the comments of each respondent were noted by the interviewers. Nevertheless, the lower number of samples was not of great concern to us, because the company was chosen in order to explore the behavior rather than predict it.



The interviews lasted between one and two hours and were conducted by two researchers. Thus, we had quantitative data supported by all those particularities that the interviewees were revealing to the researchers. Employees are those who perform different functions related with the daily activity of company (for example, welders, electricians, programmers) and line managers those who, on the one hand, have the main function of ensuring that the employees do the work adequately and achieve the objectives established by the company, and on the other, are the nexus of communication with the top management. Considering that the objective of the study was to explore the proposed framework, and the company had the ideal characteristics for analyzing it, (because despite having a great interest in the development of SR actions, it does not have complete freedom of action) we continued with the study. In addition, analyzing different levels would allow us to understand in greater depth how these two factors are related and to separate the role of all components taking part in the complex, interactive structure of organizations, thus improving our understanding of the workings of the organization and, consequently, the opportunities to modify it more efficiently.




3.2. Variables


SR-HRM. The independent variable used in this study has been constructed based on the measures determined from Reference [15]. Each policy was defined following the set of practices measured through different questions (see Appendix A). The SR-Job analysis policy was created especially from the review of the studies [14,15,50] and [22] taking into account the importance of these practices, as shown in the literature review of the Job Characteristic Models. To measure HR policies, we asked HR managers, line managers and employees to indicate whether the firms develop these polices. To measure HR practices, we asked the participants to what extent the organization they work for implements each, on a Likert scale of 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). The Cronbach’s alpha for these scales indicates that they are reliable and have very good internal consistency (0.558—SR-Job Analysis; 0.758—SR-Egalitarian activities; 0.842—SR-Collaborative process; 0.724—SR-Developmental process; 0.600—SR-Work-family balance; and 0.544—SR-Occupational health). Considering that our analysis is exploratory and descriptive and the number of items that define each policy is small (3–5 questions), these results are not considered biased [64].



Employee commitment. By measuring this variable using a three-item scale, which draws on the questions developed by Reference [65], employees were asked to respond on a seven-point Likert scale (“disagree” to “agree”). The reliability of the construct is acceptable (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.814).





4. Results


The average age of the participants was 30–50 years old. Specifically, 53.3% of direct supervisors and 46.6% of employees were 30–40 years old. In relation to gender, the majority of participants, 86.2% of direct supervisors and 68.9% of employees were male. And, regarding training, 86.66% of line managers had university degrees and 50% of employees had finished professional training or university degrees.



In order to test the hypotheses that analyze if it is true that SR-HR policies affect employee commitment, we used Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). This was done for two reasons. Firstly, the small size of the sample is not enough to be able to carry out a regression analysis that would allow us to confirm and understand the nature of the relationship between SR-HR policies and employees’ commitment. There are statistical analysis techniques to make forecasts with low samples, for example, SMART-PLS; but, the use of ANOVA was linked to the second reason, which is that, as previously mentioned, the main purpose of the study was to explore and not to predict. In this sense, ANOVA will allow us to determine whether two variables are related and give us their corresponding test of significance.



Table 1 supports our hypothesis (H1, H3, H4 and H6), showing that SR-Job Analysis, Collaborative, Developmental and Occupational Health and Safety have a significant influence on commitment (p < 0.05). However, SR-Responsible Egalitarian and Work-Family balance policies do not (H2 and H5).



In addition, to examine these results in greater depth, we carried out two more analyses. A first analysis allowed us, through a cross classification table, to determine whether there is a relationship of dependence between carrying out SR-HR actions and the degree of commitment of the employees of the organization in a multidimensional way. For this, a K-Medias cluster was performed for the SR-HR policies that resulted in two groups. One group in which the answers prevail that consider that the company implements SR-HR policies (39% responses) and another where this implementation is considered to be lower (21% responses). The commitment variable was categorized as “0” little commitment to the organization and “1” high commitment to the organization.



Table 2 shows that the groups predicted by the cluster are significantly related (with a very high ratio: 34%) to the degree of commitment. In this sense, it is determined that they are not independent, but that the values of the employee commitment are influenced by the values adopted by the company relative to SR-HRM.



Secondly, to examine these results in greater depth, we carried out an ANOVA analysis to determine whether each practice, which shapes the different policies, influences employee commitment. The results in Table 3 show the detailed analysis.



Specifically, it can be seen that, for the policy that defines SR-Job Analysis, the degree of autonomy to act freely to resolve any problem that arises (JA1) and the opportunity to participate in decision making (JA2) are significantly related to employee commitment (p < 0.05) but there is a practice (the rotation between different jobs, JA3) that does not affect it.



Regarding the practices that define SR-Egalitarian Opportunities policy it can be observed that: A process of egalitarian recruitment for all (EO1), a program that does not tolerate physical and/or psychological harassment of workers (EO4) and a high degree of respect for individuals’ rights (religious belief, culture, etc.) (EO5) are significantly related to employee commitment. However, in this particular case, equality in promotion (EO2), and compensation (EO3) are variables that do not determine the employee commitment.



Concerning the practices that define SR-Collaborative, Developmental and Work-family balance policies, the results are completely contrary. Whereas all practices that define the process of socialization (collaborative) and developmental policies have a significant influence on employee commitment (p < 0.05 or p < 0.1); none of the practices that conceptualize Work-family balance policy have a significant relationship with employee commitment.



Finally, in relation to SR-Occupational health and safety policy, activities that provide medical, training, financial, cafeteria services, etc. (OHS1) and training programs related to the prevention and control of labor risks (OHS2) are significantly associated with employee commitment, but the freedom to enjoy holidays without any restrictions is not (OHS3).



In order to explain the results obtained, we analyzed whether these effects may arise from the existence of a difference between line managers and employees’ perceptions of SR-HR practices (H7). Table 4 presents data on the calculated z-values and the approximately calculated statistical significance of differences between the crossed variables.



We can observe that:




	
Line managers and employees’ perceptions of SR-HR practices that define SR-Job Analysis, Work-family balance and Occupational Health and Safety are similar. There is an agreement between the perception of line managers and employees.



	
Those actions related to equality in the process of recruitment—EO1, promotion—EO2, system of payment—EO3 and non-interference with individual rights—EO5 are perceived in a different way by line managers and employees (p < 0.05 or p < 0.1).



	
All practices that define SR-Collaborative and SR-Developmental policies are perceived differently by line managers and employees.








Table 5 shows a summary of the previous results (H7 is partially supported). It can be observed, mainly, that it is not possible to affirm that the dependency relationship that exists in all the variables is determined by the fact that line managers and employees perceive the practices in a similar way in all cases. The clearest case can be observed for SOC, Training and WFB (these results are discussed in the following section).



As a supplementary analysis, we examined the way in which these differences are manifested. Table 6 shows that for most of the items, the employee mean exceeds the line manager mean. The major difference can be found in the variables: Opportunity to receive 360-degree evaluation—Training2, opportunity to receive information about performance—Training1. On the other hand, when the line manager mean is superior to the employee mean, the difference is greater in the item equality in promotion—EO2 and opportunity to reduce hours of work—WFB3, very close to equality in system of payment—EO3.



It must be underlined, firstly, that the mean is practically equal between line managers and employees in opportunity of participation in decision-making—JA2, opportunity to use: Medical, cafeteria services, etc.—OHS1 and opportunity to receive training in prevention of workplace risks—OHS2. In addition, secondly, that there is no difference in the item that defines the opportunity to work fewer than five days per week—WFB2.



Finally, considering the HR manager’s answers, we analyzed whether what the manager said on the set of policies that his/her firm develop is in line with the perception of line managers and employees (Table 7).



It can be observed HR managers and line managers perceived SR-HRM in a similar way and line managers and non-managerial employees generally did too. All parties believed that the company has the policies analyzed. More specifically, managers highlighted that SR-Job Analysis and SR-Collaborative policies are not formalized in any document. In addition, the results show that there is a significant relationship between all levels for SR-Job Analysis (p < 0.1).




5. Discussion


It is not surprising to find that policies and practices developed on the basis of SR were shown to correspond, mostly, to employees’ commitment. These results validate the arguments of the literature which suggests that SR-HRM activities can have a significant influence on individual performance [32,33,34,35,36].



5.1. Commitment through the Nature of the Job


The results obtained indicate that the way in which a job is organized with a social orientation can influence employee commitment. According to authors like those in References [15,16], we find a significant relationship between jobs with a high level of autonomy and discretion in decision-making and employee commitment. Giving employees high levels of autonomy generates a feeling of personal responsibility for results obtained and, ultimately, towards the firm. This is known in the literature as intrinsic reward. Nevertheless, job rotation, which a priori we might think of as an alternative to eliminate or reduce the excess of routine, cannot be related, in this particular case, to employee commitment. This result could be attributed to two possible factors: Firstly, because in the company analyzed, job rotation is very limited as a consequence of the specialized nature of individual jobs (i.e., welders, assemblers, plumbers, etc.). In addition, secondly, because lines managers and employees do not perceive in a similar way the possibility of implementing job rotation. However, considering the results obtained this second factor is void, since there was no difference in perception between line managers and employees in all practices that define SR-Job analysis policy. These results confirm the objective proposed in this study because the equal perception that line managers and employees have about the practices that define this policy in the end have an effect on employee commitment.




5.2. Collaborative and Developmental: Commitment through Informal Relationships and Feedback


The study also found that the exchange of information that happens in an informal way could be a source of commitment, just as it is in jobs that allow employees to know how well they are performing. As research literature as shown, when individuals know and learn if they have performed well, they develop a psychological state that increases motivation, satisfaction and commitment to the organization [30,43]. Likewise, when firms allow employees to form relationships among themselves, a positive work climate and sense of job satisfaction is fostered, affecting, in the end, the degree of employee commitment.



Analyzing each of the practices (consistent with prior research), it can be observed that all of them have a significant influence on the degree of employee commitment. Training and the opportunity to understand and correct deficiencies in their performance was seen in the literature as an opportunity to obtain personnel who are not only more flexible and qualified, but also motivated. In addition, the fact that managers support these policies and practices makes it even more likely that the actions established have an influence on individual and organizational results [15,22,47]. Nevertheless, we must highlight that both policies (collaborative and developmental) do not support the main objective of this article, because the perception that line managers and employees have about the practices that define both policies does not affect the results obtained concerning employee commitment. In this sense, we could say that the relationship between SR-HR practices concerning the concept of socialization and training and employee commitment is not determined by the existence of “good” communication between line managers and employees. These findings are not congruent with the literature review because as Reference [60] established, when employees notice these actions undertaken by the company, their behavior should be conducive to better communication.



The reason why all the practices have an influence on employee commitment, but line managers and employees do not have the same perception, could be: (1) Regarding Collaborative policy, because line managers only perceive how the policy is developed in every day work from a distance. Employees understand that they can exchange ideas with colleagues without any problem. It is the manner in which they obtain “tacit knowledge” of the tasks that they perform; however, line managers, do not see these actions so clearly, perceiving that employees carry out their work thanks to an “explicit” knowledge. On the other hand, (2) with respect to Developmental practices, the difference in perception between line managers and employees could be explained by the supposition that line managers understand performance measurement as a formal tool, whereas employees understand that their performance can be measured less formally, for example, by the number of units that they produce.




5.3. Occupational Health and Safety: Commitment with Issues of Safety and Health


This study confirms that a socially responsible approach to managing safety and labor health generates benefits that are reflected in employee commitment. Both global policy and all practices that define it, with the exception of the item “Having freedom to enjoy holidays without restrictions” was significantly related to employee commitment. In this way, our findings contribute to the field of SR-HRM that highlights the effort that companies are making to establish a culture of Occupational Health and Safety in their companies [15].



As an aim of this article, we asked if there was a relationship between whether the practices analyzed had an impact on employee commitment or not, and whether the perception that line managers and employees had of the practices was similar. The results obtained lead us to conclude that this is the case. Both members of the organization (line managers and employees) perceive these actions similarly and the practices have an influence on employee commitment. Nevertheless, we must underline that one exception was found. When we talk about the possibility to have freedom to enjoy holidays without restrictions, although line managers and employees have the same perception, the item does not have an influence on employee commitment. This may be explained by the type of firm analyzed, where flexibility regarding the possibility to enjoy holidays is determined by the workload that the firm might have at a specific moment. Employees know that they can enjoy their holidays depending on the season and basically the workload that the company has.




5.4. Egalitarian Opportunities and Work-Family Balance: Commitment through the Organizational Justice, Equality and Programs That Reduce Employees’ Personal and Family Exhaustion


Neither the global policy (Work-family balance) nor the practices that define it have a significant relationship with employee commitment, and this is despite the fact that line managers and employees perceive the practices in a similar way. It would be logical, as the literature has established, that without the development of programmes of work family-life conciliation there will not be a high level of involvement of human capital or retention of talent, an important factor to consider in the present climate.



The development of a Human Resource policy based on equal opportunities did not have a significant impact on employee commitment. Examining the different practices that define this policy we discover that actions that lead to egalitarian promotion and payment do not have a relationship with employee commitment, although line managers and employees see them similarly.



These results are curious, since, certainly, both aspects are the subject of great legal and social debate and because they are not congruent with the conclusions of authors like those in References [48,49], for whom offering conciliation measures improves employees’ sense of belonging and increases their productivity; nor to the conclusions of References [14,50] for whom offering equal opportunities, non-discrimination and respect improves individual behavior and guarantees greater commitment to the organization. Nevertheless, in our particular case, these results can be explained, as remarked previously, by the fact that the staff of the firm is very homogeneous in terms of training, age, gender, nationality, etc. Therefore, egalitarian promotion is a variable that does not result in increased motivation. However, this does not mean that it does not have to be considered and have a positive effect on the behavior of employees.





6. Conclusions


In this research, we have proposed that employee perception of SR-HRM is important in understanding the relationship between SR-HRM and employee commitment. We adapted the traditional models of HRM to test how employees’ understanding of the policies and practices developed by the company is a variable that determines individual employee reactions to those policies and practices and, hence, affects their individual performance. Thus, this manuscript contributes to this gap. It examines the not just the arguments of prior studies about if CSR leads to better employee relationships but also about if perception of SR-HR policies and practices is important to fostering employee attitudes.



Our article makes several important contributions. First, this relationship (SR-HRM on employee behavior) is explained by policy and practice. We found that, there is a significant relationship between SR-Job analysis, Collaborative, Developmental and Occupational health policies and employee commitment. This suggests that, although the study has been realized in one company, the results obtained agree with classic works. We did not find relationships between the variables of analysis Egalitarian Opportunities and Work family-life conciliation and employee commitment. However, we do not think that this contradicts the literature but that we suggest that the reason could be that the firms analyzed are extremely homogeneous in terms of gender diversity. Second, the results obtained show that employees’ perception is important in understanding the influence that practices have on their commitment. Third, we have tested a recent scale of measurement of SR-HRM. Finally, we think that the results obtained represent an important advance for HRM and SR literature, offering an opportunity to continue working and confirm the results of this exploratory work.



This article has implications for research and practice. For HRM researchers, our findings provide a first step of understanding of the relationships between SR-HRM and employee commitment, reinforcing the importance of considering employees’ perceptions. The practical implications of this article emphasize the role of HR Managers and how their decisions about SR inclusion could affect variables related to HRM. Managers must consider that employees are not all equal and these differences can influence their perceptions. They should not forget that the way in which they manage (through communication) could affect employees’ performance. However, our study has limitations. We focused our research on the operation’s core employees. Therefore, considering employees that work in different parts of the firm could lead to other findings. Additionally, another limitation related to this work has been carried out in one company. Over-generalization is not possible here.



Nonetheless, our work has opened new lines of future research. The relationship between SR and the perceptions of employees in any firm is a process which could be studied further, for example, we could analyze the HRM system, and identify the configuration used to improve it. Another question for future research is related to analyzing firm performance. The question is whether the predicted fit between SR-HRM and employees’ perception is associated with better performance. We would measure individual performance in terms of group creativity, satisfaction, work climate, etc. The employment relationship is tightly associated with this type of variable.
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Appendix A




	SR-Job Analysis policy



	Offers the freedom to decide what the job involves.



	Offers the opportunity to participate in important decision processes.



	Offers the opportunity to change workplace frequently.



	Encourages the supervisor to involve subordinates in most decision making.



	SR-Egalitarian policy



	Ensures the implementation of the principles of diversity and equal opportunities in all policies, practices and processes of human resource management of the company, creating equality and diversity plans.



	Detects employees’ training needs in relation to diversity and equal opportunity, through periodic assessments of their knowledge in order to overcome these shortcomings.



	Advances the principles of diversity and equal opportunities as essential criteria for excellence in composition, structure, and management of the workforce.



	Creates diverse teams in order to develop ideas, group opinions, workflows and a higher level of creativity in the workforce.



	SR-Collaborative policies



	Establishes formal and informal communication among employees such as group meetings, personal interviews, newsletters or mailing lists via email.



	Communication with employees is transparent, providing information related to the actions and results of the company in the economic, social and environmental areas.



	Facilitates social dialogue between employees by creating a free media environment in which they can meet, trust each other, share information, and consult regardless of their personal status or professional status in the company.



	Encourages participation and the exchange of ideas among workers both horizontally and vertically using tools such as quality circles, suggestion system, discussions.



	SR-Developmental policy



	Creates a working environment that stimulates learning, autonomy, and a sense of aspiration and continuous improvement through group dynamics and interviews with employees.



	Periodically detects training needs of staff, establishing learning methodologies: Face-to face seminars, courses, etc., and training on the Intranet, distance 20 learning courses, etc., in order to address any deficits.



	Performs regular performance reviews of employees in order to enhance their professional development and enrichment in their jobs.



	Promotes interaction and exchange of knowledge among employees through techniques such as internal rotation, group meetings or brainstorming.



	SR-Work Family Balance policy



	Facilitates the existence of a proper balance between employees’ work and family life.



	Facilitates modifications of working hours and shifts according to the needs of employees and those of the company.



	Provides flexibility in granting paternity and maternity leave, breastfeeding support at work, etc., depending on the needs of employees and the company.



	Facilitates the transfer of employees to other work centers.



	SR-Occupational Health and Safety policy



	Creates training programs and actions aimed at improving the prevention of accidents, occupational health and safety of employees that go beyond the legal requirements.



	Assigns monitoring and control tasks to employees in addition to those legally established on health and safety in order to create a culture concerned with prevention of accidents and physical and emotional wellbeing in the company.



	Certifies an appropriate level of health and safety for employees of the company through standards and certifications such as OSHAS, ISOS.



	Minimizes physical and emotional risks from work for employees and their families such as absenteeism, stress, occupational illnesses and accidents at work.
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Table 1. ANOVA between socially responsible policies and employee commitment.






Table 1. ANOVA between socially responsible policies and employee commitment.





	
Variables

	
Variance Source

	
Sum of Squares

	
Df

	
Mean Square

	
F Value

	
Sig.






	
Workplace Flexibility

(SR-Job Analysis)

	
Between-groups

	
2.072

	
16

	
0.129

	
3.282

	
0.001 **




	
Within-groups

	
1.657

	
42

	
0.039




	
Total

	
3.729

	
58

	




	
Egalitarian

	
Between-groups

	
1.587

	
16

	
0.099

	
0.690

	
0.788




	
Within-groups

	
6.040

	
42

	
0.144




	
Total

	
7.627

	
58

	




	
Collaborative

	
Between-groups

	
5.655

	
16

	
0.353

	
2.472

	
0.010 **




	
Within-groups

	
6.006

	
42

	
0.143




	
Total

	
11.661

	
58

	




	
Training

	
Between-groups

	
5.030

	
16

	
0.314

	
1.991

	
0.038 **




	
Within-groups

	
6.631

	
42

	
0.158




	
Total

	
11.661

	
58

	




	
Work-Family balance

	
Between-groups

	
2.240

	
16

	
0.140

	
0.745

	
0.734




	
Within-groups

	
7.895

	
42

	
0.188




	
Total

	
10.136

	
58

	




	
Occupational health

	
Between-groups

	
2.169

	
16

	
0.136

	
2.365

	
0.013 **




	
Within-groups

	
2.407

	
42

	
0.057




	
Total

	
4.576

	
58

	








** Significant at the level of 0.05
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Table 2. Cross-classification table between socially responsible policies groups and level of employee commitment.
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Cluster SR-HR Policies

	
Employee Commitment

	
Total

	
Fisher Test

	
Sig. (p-Value)




	
Low

	
High






	
Low SR-HRM implementation

	
15

	
5

	
20

	
0.05

	
0.04 **

(0.347)




	
High SR-HRM implementation

	
14

	
25

	
39




	
Total

	
29

	
30

	
59








** Significant at the level of 0.05 
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Table 3. ANOVA between socially responsible practices and employee commitment.






Table 3. ANOVA between socially responsible practices and employee commitment.





	
Variables

	
Variance Source

	
Sum of Squares

	
Df

	
Mean Square

	
F Value

	
Sig.






	
JA1 (autonomy)

	
Between-groups

	
6.030

	
16

	
0.377

	
1.978

	
0.039 **




	
Within-groups

	
8.004

	
42

	
0.191




	
Total

	
14.034

	
58

	




	
JA2 (participation in decision-making)

	
Between-groups

	
4.299

	
16

	
0.269

	
4.312

	
0.000 **




	
Within-groups

	
2.617

	
42

	
0.062




	
Total

	
6.915

	
58

	




	
JA3 (job rotation)

	
Between-groups

	
1.195

	
16

	
0.075

	
0.548

	
0.903




	
Within-groups

	
5.720

	
42

	
0.136




	
Total

	
6.915

	
58

	




	
EO1 (equality in recruitment and selection)

	
Between-groups

	
2.598

	
1

	
2.598

	
2.045

	
0.158 *




	
Within-groups

	
72.404

	
57

	
1.270




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
EO2 (equality in promotion)

	
Between-groups

	
0.415

	
1

	
0.415

	
0.317

	
0.575




	
Within-groups

	
74.587

	
57

	
1.309




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
EO3 (equality in system of payment)

	
Between-groups

	
0.012

	
1

	
0.012

	
0.009

	
0.926




	
Within-groups

	
74.991

	
57

	
1.316




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
EO4 (no form of harassment)

	
Between-groups

	
8.246

	
1

	
8.246

	
7.041

	
0.010 **




	
Within-groups

	
66.756

	
57

	
1.171




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
EO5 (no interferences with individual rights)

	
Between-groups

	
14.938

	
1

	
14.938

	
14.176

	
0.000 **




	
Within-groups

	
60.064

	
57

	
1.054




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
Soc1 (opportunity to exchange ideas informally)

	
Between-groups

	
5.744

	
16

	
0.359

	
2.229

	
0.019 **




	
Within-groups

	
6.764

	
42

	
0.161




	
Total

	
12.508

	
58

	




	
Soc2 (opportunity to develop close friendship)

	
Between-groups

	
5.292

	
16

	
0.331

	
1.752

	
0.074 *




	
Within-groups

	
7.929

	
42

	
0.189




	
Total

	
13.220

	
58

	




	
Soc3 (ability to trust colleagues)

	
Between-groups

	
4.453

	
16

	
0.278

	
1.451

	
0.165 *




	
Within-groups

	
8.056

	
42

	
0.192




	
Total

	
12.508

	
58

	




	
Soc4 (opportunity for co-operative work)

	
Between-groups

	
5.449

	
16

	
0.341

	
1.713

	
0.082 *




	
Within-groups

	
8.348

	
42

	
0.199




	
Total

	
13.797

	
58

	




	
Training1 (information about performance)

	
Between-groups

	
6.885

	
1

	
6.885

	
5.762

	
0.020 **




	
Within-groups

	
68.117

	
57

	
1.195




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
Training2 (360-degree evaluation)

	
Between-groups

	
14.602

	
1

	
14.602

	
13.780

	
0.000 **




	
Within-groups

	
60.400

	
57

	
1.060




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
Training3 (opportunity to receive training)

	
Between-groups

	
3.941

	
1

	
3.941

	
3.161

	
0.081 *




	
Within-groups

	
71.061

	
57

	
1.247




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
Training4 (opportunity to develop professional career)

	
Between-groups

	
3.993

	
1

	
3.993

	
3.206

	
0.079 *




	
Within-groups

	
71.009

	
57

	
1.246




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
WFB1 (flexible working hours)

	
Between-groups

	
0.061

	
1

	
0.061

	
0.046

	
0.830




	
Within-groups

	
74.941

	
57

	
1.315




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
WFB2 (work fewer than five days per week)

	
Between-groups

	
0.835

	
1

	
0.835

	
0.642

	
0.426




	
Within-groups

	
74.167

	
57

	
1.301




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
WFB3 (opportunity to reduce hours of work)

	
Between-groups

	
1.420

	
1

	
1.420

	
1.100

	
0.299




	
Within-groups

	
73.582

	
57

	
1.100




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
WFB4 (opportunity to work from home)

	
Between-groups

	
0.262

	
1

	
0.262

	
0.200

	
0.657




	
Within-groups

	
74.740

	
57

	
1.311




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
WFB5 (programs of support to worker with children)

	
Between-groups

	
0.002

	
1

	
0.002

	
0.001

	
0.970




	
Within-groups

	
75.000

	
57

	
1.316




	
Total

	
75.002

	
58

	




	
OH1 (opportunity to use: medical, cafeteria services…)

	
Between-groups

	
5.922

	
16

	
0.370

	
2.044

	
0.032 **




	
Within-groups

	
7.604

	
42

	
0.181




	
Total

	
13.525

	
58

	




	
OH2 (training in prevention of workplace risks)

	
Between-groups

	
3.376

	
16

	
0.211

	
7.386

	
0.000 **




	
Within-groups

	
1.200

	
42

	
0.029




	
Total

	
4.576

	
58

	




	
OH3 (freedom to enjoy holidays without restrictions)

	
Between-groups

	
0.723

	
16

	
0.045

	
0.492

	
0.937




	
Within-groups

	
3.854

	
42

	
0.092




	
Total

	
4.576

	
58

	








** Significant at the level of 0.05; * significant at the level of 0.10.
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Table 4. Mann-Whitney U Test for Socially Responsible Human Resource Management (SR-HRM) practices.
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Mean Rank

	
Sum of Ranks

	
p-Value

	

	

	
Mean Rank

	
Sum of Ranks

	
p-Value






	
JA1

	
Line managers

	
31.53

	
657.00

	
0.491

	
Training1

	
Line managers

	
20.70

	
621.00

	
0.000 **




	
Employees

	
28.52

	
855.50

	
Employees

	
40.30

	
1209.00




	
U

	
390.500

	
U

	
156.000




	
Z

	
−0.689

	
Z

	
−4.383




	
JA2

	
Line managers

	
30.88

	
926.50

	
0.854

	
Training2

	
Line managers

	
20.03

	
601.00

	
0.000 **




	
Employees

	
30.12

	
903.50

	
Employees

	
40.97

	
1229.00




	
U

	
438.500

	
U

	
136.000




	
Z

	
−0.185

	
Z

	
−4.663




	
JA3

	
Line managers

	
28.33

	
850.00

	
0.304

	
Training3

	
Line managers

	
22.50

	
675.00

	
0.000 **




	
Employees

	
32.67

	
980.00

	
Employees

	
38.50

	
1155.00




	
U

	
385.000

	
U

	
210.000




	
Z

	
−1.028

	
Z

	
−3.637




	
EO1

	
Line managers

	
33.32

	
999.50

	
0.194 *

	
Training4

	
Line managers

	
24.38

	
731.50

	
0.006 **




	
Employees

	
27.68

	
830.50

	
Employees

	
36.62

	
1098.50




	
U

	
365.500

	
U

	
266.500




	
Z

	
−1.299

	
Z

	
−2.752




	
EO2

	
Line managers

	
33.72

	
1011.50

	
0.139 *

	
WFB1

	
Line managers

	
27.90

	
837.00

	
0.242




	
Employees

	
27.28

	
818.50

	
Employees

	
33.10

	
993.00




	
U

	
353.500

	
U

	
372.000




	
Z

	
−1.481

	
Z

	
−1.171




	
EO3

	
Line managers

	
32.67

	
980.00

	
0.174 *

	
WFB2

	
Line managers

	
30.77

	
923.00

	
0.894




	
Employees

	
28.33

	
850.00

	
Employees

	
30.23

	
907.00




	
U

	
385.000

	
U

	
442.000




	
Z

	
−1.002

	
Z

	
−1.33




	
EO4

	
Line managers

	
28.67

	
860.00

	
0.396

	
WFB3

	
Line managers

	
32.29

	
904.00

	
0.217




	
Employees

	
32.33

	
970.00

	
Employees

	
26.90

	
807.00




	
U

	
395.000

	
U

	
342.000




	
Z

	
−0.849

	
Z

	
−1.233




	
EO5

	
Line managers

	
23.92

	
717.50

	
0.003 **

	
WFB4

	
Line managers

	
30.90

	
927.00

	
0.844




	
Employees

	
37.08

	
1112.50

	
Employees

	
30.10

	
903.00




	
U

	
252.500

	
U

	
438.000




	
Z

	
−3.008

	
Z

	
−0.197




	
Soc1

	
Line managers

	
23.20

	
696.00

	
0.001 **

	
WFB5

	
Line managers

	
29.10

	
844.00

	
0.690




	
Employees

	
37.80

	
1134.00

	
Employees

	
30.87

	
926.00




	
U

	
231.000

	
U

	
409.000




	
Z

	
−3.346

	
Z

	
−0.399




	
Soc2

	
Line managers

	
22.73

	
682.00

	
0.000 **

	
OH1

	
Line managers

	
29.84

	
865.50

	
0.945




	
Employees

	
38.27

	
1148.00

	
Employees

	
30.15

	
904.50




	
U

	
217.000

	
U

	
430.500




	
Z

	
−3.509

	
Z

	
−0.070




	
Soc3

	
Line managers

	
22.28

	
668.50

	
0.000 **

	
OH2

	
Line managers

	
30.88

	
926.50

	
0.854




	
Employees

	
38.72

	
1161.50

	
Employees

	
30.12

	
903.50




	
U

	
203.500

	
U

	
438.500




	
Z

	
−3.709

	
Z

	
−0.185




	
Soc4

	
Line managers

	
21.77

	
653.00

	
0.000 **

	
OH3

	
Line managers

	
28.07

	
842.00

	
0.251




	
Employees

	
39.23

	
1177.00

	
Employees

	
32.93

	
988.00




	
U

	
188.000

	
U

	
377.000




	
Z

	
−3.941

	
Z

	
−1.149








** Significant at the level of 0.05
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Table 5. Summary of the results obtained.






Table 5. Summary of the results obtained.










	Variables
	Is it Related with Employee Commitment?
	Are the Perceptions of Line Managers and Employees Similar?





	Flexibility in the job (JA)
	✓
	



	 JA1 (autonomy)
	✓
	✓



	 JA2 (participation in decision-making)
	✓
	✓



	 JA3 (job rotation)
	✗
	✓



	Egalitarian Opportunities (EO)
	✗
	



	 EO1 (equality in recruitment and selection)
	✓
	✗



	 EO2 (equality in promotion)
	✗
	✗



	 EO3 (equality in system of payment)
	✗
	✗



	 EO4 (no form of harassment)
	✓
	✓



	 EO5 (no interference with individual rights)
	✓
	✗



	Collaborative (SOC)
	✓
	



	 Soc1 (opportunity to exchange ideas informally)
	✓
	✗



	 Soc2 (opportunity to develop close friendship)
	✓
	✗



	 Soc3 (ability to trust colleagues)
	✓
	✗



	 Soc4 (opportunity for co-operative work)
	✓
	✗



	Developmental Policy (Training)
	✓
	



	 Training1 (information about performance)
	✓
	✗



	 Training2 (360-degree evaluation)
	✓
	✗



	 Training3 (opportunity to receive training)
	✓
	✗



	 Training4 (opportunity to develop professional career)
	✓
	✗



	Work family balance (WFB)
	✗
	



	 WFB1 (flexible working hours)
	✗
	✓



	 WFB2 (work fewer than five days per week)
	✗
	✓



	 WFB3 (opportunity to reduce hours of work)
	✗
	✓



	 WFB4 (opportunity to work from home)
	✗
	✓



	 WFB5 (programs of support for workers with children)
	✗
	✓



	Occupational Health (OH)
	✓
	



	 OH1 (opportunity to use: Medical, cafeteria services…)
	✓
	✓



	 OH2 (training in prevention of workplace risks)
	✓
	✓



	 OH3 (freedom to enjoy holidays without restrictions)
	✗
	✓
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Table 6. Descriptive statistics on the perspectives of line managers and employees.
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Line Managers

	
Employees

	

	
Line Managers

	
Employees




	
Mean *

	
Sd

	
Mean

	
Sd

	

	
Mean

	
Sd

	
Mean

	
Sd






	
JA1

	
5.14

	
0.284

	
4.77

	
0.335

	
Training1

	
3.27

	
0.307

	
5.40

	
0.256




	
JA2

	
6.20

	
0.188

	
6.17

	
0.186

	
Training2

	
3.07

	
0.271

	
5.23

	
0.249




	
JA3

	
5.90

	
0.162

	
6.00

	
0.220

	
Training3

	
5.03

	
0.274

	
6.10

	
0.232




	
EO1

	
5.97

	
0.212

	
5.30

	
0.319

	
Training4

	
3.67

	
0.301

	
4.90

	
0.293




	
EO2

	
5.97

	
0.212

	
5.17

	
0.339

	
WFB1

	
3.63

	
0.382

	
4.37

	
0.291




	
EO3

	
5.97

	
0.212

	
5.27

	
0.321

	
WFB2

	
1.87

	
0.229

	
1.87

	
0.164




	
EO4

	
5.43

	
0.313

	
5.73

	
0.314

	
WFB3

	
4.82

	
0.360

	
4.07

	
0.278




	
EO5

	
4.60

	
0.313

	
5.94

	
0.263

	
WFB4

	
2.40

	
0.364

	
2.27

	
0.253




	
Soc1

	
4.53

	
0.298

	
5.80

	
0.260

	
WFB5

	
4.07

	
0.329

	
4.23

	
0.267




	
Soc2

	
4.07

	
0.314

	
5.60

	
0.247

	
OH1

	
4.76

	
0.292

	
4.73

	
0.218




	
Soc3

	
4.03

	
0.274

	
5.50

	
0.196

	
OH2

	
6.20

	
0.188

	
6.17

	
0.131




	
Soc4

	
3.93

	
0.287

	
5.63

	
0.256

	
OH3

	
5.87

	
0.164

	
6.00

	
0.136








* Measured on a Likert scale where Min = 1 and Max = 7.
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Table 7. Perception of SR-HRM for manager, line managers and employees.
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SR-Job Analysis

	
SR-Egalitarian

	
SR-Collaborative

	
SR-Training

	
SR-Work Family Balance

	
SR-Occupational Health






	
Firm has no policies

	
Manager

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Line manager

	
30%

	
16.7%

	
37.9%

	
10%

	
23.3%

	
0%




	
Employees

	
6.7%

	
20%

	
26.7%

	
10%

	
6.7%

	
3.3%




	
Firm has policies

	
Manager

	
✓

(Not written)

	
✓

(Written)

	
✓

(Not written)

	
✓

(Written)

	
✓

(Written)

	
✓

(Written)




	
Line manager

	
50%

	
73.3%

	
44.8%

	
86.7%

	
66.7%

	
96.7%




	
Employees

	
63.3%

	
60%

	
53.3%

	
90%

	
76.7%

	
90%




	
Unsure

	
Manager

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
-




	
Line manager

	
20%

	
10%

	
17.2%

	
3.3%

	
10%

	
3.3%




	
Employees

	
30%

	
20%

	
20%

	
0%

	
16.7%

	
6.7%




	
F Value

	

	
0.063

	
0.475

	
0.651

	
0.601

	
0.175

	
0.495
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