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Abstract
Understanding how human resource (HR) management can stimulate knowledge
sharing among employees has received considerable attention recently. However,
the extant research has focused predominantly on which HR practices are used
and has paid little attention to how they are implemented. Building on both per-
spectives, we explore the nature of the gaps between intended and perceived HR
practices and the effects of these gaps on knowledge-sharing behaviours. Based on
a survey of 198 respondents from a high-tech company, we found that the gaps
between intended and perceived HR practices (a) can be multidirectional, that is,
both underestimation and overestimation of HR practices exist; (b) differ in their
magnitude between line managers and employees; and (c) have varied effects on
knowledge-sharing behaviours—they can be positive, negative or have no impact,
and these effects differ between line managers and employees. We discuss a range
of conceptual, methodological and practice implications of these findings.
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INTRODUCTION

Knowledge sharing among employees has been recog-
nized as playing a critical role in organizational competi-
tive advantage (Argote & Ingram, 2000). It has aroused
interest in how this behaviour can be fostered with the
help of human resource management (HRM) interven-
tions (e.g., Chuang et al., 2016; Jackson et al., 2006;
Minbaeva, 2013). This literature notes that knowledge
sharing is a particularly challenging behaviour to pro-
mote (Donnelly, 2019; Mabey & Zhao, 2017). First,
knowledge-sharing behaviours are often discretionary or
extra-role, that is, they depend on the goodwill of
employees to engage in them and are therefore difficult
to facilitate and control via organizational incentives
(Foss, 2007; Gagné, 2009). Second, knowledge sharing
involves a substantial amount of ambiguity, uncertainty
and risk due to the very nature of knowledge
(Foss, 2007). In addition, it has been argued that knowl-
edge sharing represents a social dilemma in which the

risks and costs of sharing for an individual might out-
weigh the collective benefits of doing so, and thus, indi-
viduals might be motivated to refrain from sharing
(Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002).

The extant HRM literature has not yet offered a
clear-cut solution to this conundrum. On the one hand, a
range of studies propose specific HR practices that are
expected to boost employee knowledge sharing
(e.g., Good et al., 2022; Liu & Liu, 2011; Lombardi
et al., 2020). On the other hand, another stream of
research suggests that HR practices have a stronger
impact when they are used jointly and hence advocates
for application of a coherent HRM system to achieve this
aim. Building on the AMO framework (Jiang, Lepak,
Hu et al., 2012), such HRM systems are typically envi-
sioned as including a range of ability-enhancing,
motivation-enhancing and opportunity-enhancing prac-
tices that could stimulate knowledge sharing
(e.g., Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016; Foss et al., 2009). At
the same time, some critical voices (e.g., Andreeva
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et al., 2017; Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016;
Minbaeva, 2013) suggest that as knowledge behaviours
are very particular, having more HR practices may not
always be beneficial, as this can be perceived by
employees as over-controlling on the part of the organi-
zation and hence a hindrance to the intrinsic motivation
to share.

All these discussions have predominantly focused on
which HR practices should be used to foster knowledge
sharing and has largely overlooked how these practices
are implemented and perceived. In other words, the
extant literature focuses on HRM content rather than on
the HRM process aspects that have garnered attention
recently in the strategic HRM literature (e.g., Sanders
et al., 2014). The HRM implementation (also called
HRM process) literature suggests that how HR practices
are implemented is critical to understanding how HRM
yields individual and organizational-level outcomes
(e.g., Cao et al., 2022; Trullen et al., 2020). Therefore, to
better equip HR practitioners to manage knowledge shar-
ing in their organizations, it is important to understand
how HRM implementation aspects influence knowledge-
sharing behaviours; and current knowledge in this respect
is very limited.

To address these shortcomings, we turned to the
literature that has explored HRM implementation in
general (Trullen et al., 2020) in order to use some of
its insights to understand how HRM can enhance
knowledge sharing. One of the cornerstone concepts of
the HRM implementation literature is the potential
discrepancy (often referred as a gap) between intended
(planned) and experienced (perceived) HR practices
(Khilji & Wang, 2006; Wright & Nishii, 2007). Indeed,
empirical work has demonstrated that the correlations
between intended and perceived practices are quite
weak (e.g., Liao et al., 2009). Recent studies offer
some insights into why and how these gaps may arise
(e.g. Makhecha et al., 2016; Piening et al., 2014) while
there is scarce empirical evidence of the detrimental
effects of these gaps on individual and organizational
outcomes (Khilji & Wang, 2006). The acknowledge-
ment of the potential discrepancies between intended
and experienced HR practices has led to increased
attention to the role of line managers as intermediaries
in the causal chain between HR practices and organi-
zational outcomes (Sikora & Ferris, 2014). Thus, a
number of recent studies have looked at how
line managers influence employee-level outcomes
(e.g., Alfes et al., 2013; Den Hartog et al., 2013; Fu
et al., 2020).

In sum, extant research clearly signals that the HRM
implementation process needs to be included in the dis-
cussion on how to foster knowledge sharing through
HRM interventions. But what do HR managers need to
do specifically in this regard? The HRM
implementation literature, while offering some useful
insights, still leaves many questions about intended–

perceived gaps unanswered. For example, should organi-
zations strive to minimize all potential gaps between
intended and perceived HR practices aimed at fostering
knowledge sharing? To answer this question, we need a
more in-depth and fine-grained understanding of the
nature of these gaps and their influence on knowledge-
sharing behaviours. For example, we do not know
whether the gaps are always dysfunctional (cf.,
Alvesson & Kärreman, 2007; Trullen et al., 2020), and if
they are, whether the gaps in some practices are more
detrimental than others. If not all gaps are made equal,
which HR practices are more liable to deviate from HR
intentions? Furthermore, little research has been done on
how line managers perceive HR practices and how much
the potential intended–perceived gaps matter to line man-
agers themselves. Bearing in mind that line managers
serve as role models for their subordinates (e.g., Alfes
et al., 2013), their own behaviours and the factors that
drive them are of particular importance. This is especially
relevant for extra-role or voluntary behaviours like
knowledge sharing, where the example set by leaders has
been found to be particularly impactful (Carmeli et al.,
2013).

A lack of understanding on these questions prevents
organizations from developing meaningful and targeted
interventions to enhance knowledge sharing. To address
these shortcomings, and dovetailing ideas from the
HRM implementation literature and that on knowledge
sharing, in this study we set out to explore what gaps
exist between intended and perceived HR practices
aimed at promoting knowledge sharing, whether or not
line managers and employees perceive these gaps simi-
larly, and how these gaps may influence their
knowledge-sharing behaviours. We explored these ques-
tions in the context of a high-tech company, where we
surveyed 198 respondents (129 employees and 69 line
managers) from two units where knowledge sharing is
an important aspect of the respondents’ work. We
designed this study following the guidelines of quantita-
tive discovery (Bamberger & Ang, 2016). Such a
question-driven, exploratory approach has been found
to suit particularly well situations where prior research
is limited or offers unclear predictions (Graebner
et al., 2022).

Our study makes several contributions to the HRM
literature. First, our study contributes to the literature on
HRM for knowledge sharing by incorporating the HRM
implementation perspective and demonstrating that not
only the content of HR practices intended to enhance
knowledge-sharing behaviour but also HRM implemen-
tation aspects influence knowledge sharing in organiza-
tions. By demonstrating that these aspects matter
differently for knowledge sharing among line managers
and employees, we enhance our understanding of how
who shares knowledge may influence knowledge-sharing
patterns—an aspect that has been overlooked in the liter-
ature (Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016). In doing so, our
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study sheds further light on the micro-foundations of
knowledge management in organizations (Foss, 2009).
Second, our paper contributes to the HRM implementa-
tion literature: by revealing the multidirectional nature of
the gaps, the varied effects they may have on individual
behaviours and the variance between line managers and
employees, it challenges some of the assumptions of this
literature and proposes ideas for future theorizing and
empirical research. By demonstrating that intended–
perceived gaps matter differently for individual behav-
iours depending on the content of HR practice, our study
also highlights the complementary nature of both content
and process explanations in strategic HRM (Hu
et al., 2022; Katou et al., 2014; Sanders et al., 2014).

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows.
First, we briefly review what we already know from the
HRM process literature about the gaps between intended
and perceived HR practices and the role of line man-
agers, and about the implementation aspects of HRM
designed to promote knowledge sharing. Next, we intro-
duce our exploratory study, including the conceptual and
methodological choices we made, our sample and mea-
sures. We then present our findings and conclude by dis-
cussing the implications for theory and future research.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

An overview of the HRM implementation
literature

Research has shown that HRM intention and practice
are not necessarily identical, and a gap that may occur
between the two is one of the important determinants
of individual and organizational performance
(e.g., Khilji & Wang, 2006). Extending this logic,
Wright and Nishii (2007) differentiated between three
aspects of HRM: intended HR practices as designed by
the company’s decision makers, actual HR practices as
those really implemented in the company and perceived
HR practices as experienced by employees. An
acknowledgement of the discrepancies between these
aspects has shifted the focus towards perceived HR
practices as key predictors of employee-level outcomes
(e.g., Beijer et al., 2019; Jiang et al., 2017; Nishii
et al., 2008) and has fuelled research in several intercon-
nected directions that focus on the ‘what’, ‘how’ and
‘why’ of HR perceptions by employees (van
Rossenberg, 2021; Wang et al., 2020). Specifically, the
‘what’ stream focuses on what HR practices employees
ultimately perceive and how they differ from intentions
– that is, on the gaps between intended, implemented
and perceived HR practices (e.g., Khilji & Wang, 2006;
Nishii et al., 2008; Wright & Nishii, 2007); the ‘how’
literature focuses on how organizations could better
communicate their HR policies and practices to
employees (e.g., Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Ostroff &

Bowen, 2016); and the ‘why’ stream explores
employees’ interpretations (attributions) of HR practices
(e.g., Alfes et al., 2021; Hewett et al., 2018; Nishii
et al., 2008). In addition, the HRM implementation lit-
erature throws a spotlight on the role of line managers
in this process (e.g., Den Hartog et al., 2013; Fu
et al., 2020; Guest et al., 2021; Purcell &
Hutchinson, 2007; Sikora & Ferris, 2014). While this
research provides useful insights, a number of questions
remain unanswered.

First, most of the research referred to above works on
the assumption that intended–perceived HRM gaps are
detrimental both to employees and to firm performance,
and should be minimized (Wright & Nishii, 2007). How-
ever, only a few empirical studies have focused on the
gaps and empirically investigated how they emerge
(Makhecha et al., 2016; Piening et al., 2014) and influ-
ence individual-level outcomes (Khilji & Wang, 2006).
This limited empirical evidence is inconclusive. Khilji &
Wang (2006) found that lower gaps between intended
and implemented HR practices led to higher employee
satisfaction with HRM, which in turn predicted organiza-
tional performance. Conversely, Alvesson & Kärreman
(2007) found that despite discrepancies between intended
and implemented HR practices, employees had positive
interpretations of the HRM system and thought it
worked well. Makhecha et al. (2016) did not directly
explore the effects of the intended–perceived HRM gaps
on individual behaviours, yet their findings suggest that
at least in the short term, such gaps were perceived by
line managers as functional because the gaps enabled
them to cope with operational pressures and demands.
Makhecha et al. (2016) also posit that not all gaps may
be equally dysfunctional and suggest future research to
differentiate between value-destroying, value-neutral and
value-enhancing gaps in HR practices. In a similar vein,
Trullen et al. (2020) point out that detecting a difference
between actual and intended HR practice may not neces-
sarily be a sign of ineffective implementation, as the prac-
tice might have been intentionally changed to fit better
into the specific working context. To summarize, we do
not have enough evidence to unequivocally support the
assumption that intended–perceived HRM gaps are
always dysfunctional—and hence should be always
minimized.

Furthermore, recent evidence indicates that gaps are
likely to vary across different HR practices as they are
subject to line managers’ discretion to different degrees
(Lopez-Cotarelo, 2018; Makhecha et al., 2016). For
example, training or rewards are typically managed cen-
trally, and line managers may have a limited capacity to
modify them, while the provision of non-monetary recog-
nition may be within their discretionary remit. Therefore,
the aggregation of various HR practices into an overall
HR system that has been used in some of the studies on
gaps (Khilji & Wang, 2006; Piening et al., 2014) risks
overlooking both the nuances in gaps across various HR
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practices and the differences in the impact these gaps
have. The research on HRM implementation also
suggests that due to the complexity of this process, with
multiple contingencies, stages and agents involved
(e.g., Bos-Nehles et al., 2021; Bos-Nehles &
Meijerink, 2018; Mirfakhar et al., 2018; Trullen
et al., 2020; van Mierlo et al., 2018), it is unlikely that all
the gaps could be eliminated fully even if HR managers
endeavoured to do so. Therefore, it would be useful to
understand which gaps are particularly wide and particu-
larly damaging (if so), so that managers can focus their
efforts on minimizing the gaps that require the most
attention.

Finally, focusing on line managers’ contributions to
the HRM-performance causal chain, the extant research
either considers them to be more passive implementers
(e.g., Pak & Kim, 2018) or acknowledges that they could
play a more active role in shaping, translating and even
modifying HR practices (Den Hartog et al., 2013; Guest
et al., 2021; Kehoe & Han, 2020; Lopez-Cotarelo, 2018).
Either way, such an approach puts most of the blame for
potential gaps on their shoulders (Guest et al., 2021). We
suggest that this approach, while being informative,
overlooks the fact that before implementing any HR
practices, line managers first perceive and interpret what
HR has intended. These perceptions shape how line man-
agers behave and what HR messages they communicate
to their employees. Indeed, it has been demonstrated that
line managers’ perceptions of HR practices play a
significant role in explaining how HR practices relate
to employee behaviours and performance (Jiang
et al., 2017; Li & Frenkel, 2017). However, we know little
about how line managers perceive various HR practices,
and if and how their perceptions deviate from HR
intentions.

Extending this idea further, van Rossenberg (2021)
recently pointed out that to get a better insight into the
HRM implementation process, we need not only to
include line managers’ perceptions of HR practices in the
picture but also acknowledge and explore variations in
HR perceptions both within each of the groups (line
managers and employees) and between the groups.
Reviewing the extant research, van Rossenberg (2021)
concludes that empirical studies on such within-group
and between-group differences in perceptions of HR
practices are virtually non-existent.

Promoting knowledge sharing: Through the lens
of HRM implementation

Although not using the language of the HRM process
literature explicitly, the literature on managing
knowledge sharing has addressed some aspects of HRM
implementation. First, some of the extant research
suggests that to address the ambiguity and risks inherent
to knowledge sharing, HRM policies should send clear

messages about the importance of this behaviour for an
organization (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002). For example,
rewards for knowledge sharing can be interpreted by
employees as a signal that this behaviour is important
(Guest et al., 2021); therefore, perceived inconsistency
around this HR practice may lead to the reverse
perception—that this behaviour is not valued or relevant
to the organization. At the same time, Alvesson and Kär-
reman (2007) pointed out that knowledge workers prefer
some ambiguity in management practices, because it
gives them more autonomy—which, in turn, has been
consistently found to be one of the key drivers of knowl-
edge sharing (Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016; Foss
et al., 2009). Although not being fully aligned with each
other, these ideas speak to the ‘how’ element of the
HRM process, focused on the strength, consistency and
clarity of HRM signals.

Second, some of the discussions in the literature on
knowledge sharing point to the importance of the ‘why’
element of the HRM process (implementation). Indeed,
discussing the effects of rewards on knowledge-sharing
behaviour, Foss et al. (2009) suggest that the employee’s
interpretation of these rewards can change their effect.
Specifically, these rewards could be perceived by
employees either as controlling their behaviour or as
acknowledging their contributions and expertise and
hence trigger either extrinsic or intrinsic motivations to
share, which in turn can either damage or boost
knowledge-sharing behaviour (Andreeva &
Sergeeva, 2016; Foss et al., 2009). In other words, this
idea suggests that the same HR practices can be inter-
preted differently by employees and these interpretations,
or ‘attributions’ in the language of the HRM process
literature (Nishii et al., 2008; Sanders et al., 2014), matter
for knowledge-sharing behaviours.

However, the ‘what’ aspect of HRM
implementation—that is, the gaps between intended and
perceived HR practices and their potential effects—has
not been explored in the literature on HRM for
knowledge-based performance. Minbaeva (2013) argued
that the distinction between intended, implemented and
perceived HR practices could enhance our understanding
of how to promote knowledge sharing, but empirical
work, to the best of our knowledge, has not yet followed
this suggestion. At the same time, the existing evidence
does not clearly indicate how such potential gaps in the
HRM implementation chain may influence knowledge
sharing. Indeed, on the one hand, one could argue that
the gaps between intended and perceived HR practices
may indicate inconsistency or insufficiency of signals
about the importance of knowledge sharing, and may
therefore decrease employees’ willingness to share their
knowledge. On the other hand, as knowledge sharing is
often an extra-role behaviour driven by intrinsic motiva-
tion, the gaps in HR practices may not have any effect on
this behaviour as the practices themselves would be con-
sidered by an employee as irrelevant. Finally, employees
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might react to the gaps positively, considering them as a
sign of organizational flexibility and providing more
autonomy (Alvesson & Kärreman, 2007), and thus
engage more actively in knowledge sharing.

Interestingly, the literature on knowledge sharing has
also acknowledged the role of line managers—but in a
different way to the HRM process literature. As well as
providing evidence of their contribution to facilitating
employee knowledge sharing by using specific leadership
styles, nurturing positive climate and building trust
(e.g., Srivastava et al., 2006), the literature also highlights
their potential to shape employee behaviours by being
knowledge sharing role models themselves (Carmeli
et al., 2013; Nifadkar et al., 2019). These considerations
suggest that it is important to understand what
drives knowledge sharing among line managers and how
these behaviours are affected by intended–perceived
HR gaps.

To summarize our review of the extant literature, the
research on HRM for knowledge sharing has largely
neglected HRM implementation aspects. At the same
time, the HRM implementation literature, while offering
some valuable insights into this process, keeps a wide
range of questions open—and many of these are particu-
larly relevant from the perspective of managing knowl-
edge sharing. To address this, in this study, we set out to
explore the nature of the gaps between intended and per-
ceived HR practices for employees and line managers,
and the effects of these gaps on their knowledge-sharing
behaviours, following the guidelines of quantitative dis-
covery (Bamberger & Ang, 2016).

METHODS

Study design

In designing this study, we followed several consider-
ations that depart from the mainstream HRM implemen-
tation literature and hence require some explanation.
First, we suggest that line managers play a dual role in
the HRM-performance causal chain—they are both
recipients and implementers (or modifiers) of HR inten-
tions. Given that line managers should ideally serve as
role models by being active in knowledge sharing, we
suggest it is particularly important to consider line man-
agers as recipients of HRM intentions aimed to boost
knowledge sharing, and to explore how they perceive
intended HR practices and how they react to the poten-
tial discrepancies between intended and perceived HR
practices.

Second, guided by this focus on line managers as
recipients of HRM signals, in this study, we focus on the
intended–perceived gap, rather than on intended–
implemented or implemented–perceived gaps. Indeed, as
line managers’ perceptions of HR practices precede their
actions to implement HRM, the implemented–perceived

gap does not exist for them. In addition, to be able to
contrast the gaps between line managers and employees,
the intended–perceived gap is the most relevant baseline
for comparison. Finally, while the gaps may emerge at
the implementation level, it is perceived HR practices—
rather than implemented ones—which ultimately influ-
ence behavioural outcomes (Hu et al., 2022; Kehoe &
Wright, 2013). Furthermore, it has been suggested that
managing perceptions of HR practices could be more
important for achieving outcomes than the actual
practices themselves (Stavrou & Ierodiakonou, 2016).
Therefore, focusing on the gaps that involved perceived
HR practices allowed us to explore the most proximal
predictors of employee knowledge-sharing behaviours
among those in the HRM implementation chain.
This approach is in line with the recent proposal of
van Rossenberg (2021), who suggested that contrasting
the perceptions of the same HR practices between
managers and employees can provide additional insights
into the HRM implementation process.

Data collection and sample

We focused our data collection within one firm, as this
allowed us to keep constant the intended HR practices
and contextual organizational-level variables
(e.g., organizational strategy, structure and culture) and
thus to focus on variance in HR practices perceived by
employees and line managers (cf., Den Hartog
et al., 2013), as well as enabling us compare gaps across
different HR practices to provide a more nuanced and
realistic account of the HRM implementation process
(Makhecha et al., 2016).

The sample organization works in the space tech-
nologies industry in Russia and employs around
10,000 employees. We interviewed the HR director
and few of their subordinates first to better understand
the context of this particular organization. Based on
these interviews, two organizational units—R&D and
administration—were selected for our study because
knowledge sharing is an important component of daily
work for both line managers and employees and is
critical to a company’s success. These units have a
three-level hierarchy of job positions, titled ‘manager’,
‘senior specialist’ and ‘specialist’, respectively. Both the
‘manager’ and ‘senior specialist’ job positions, while
having a different scope in terms of decision-making
impact, have managerial responsibilities and thus
belong to line management, in line with Fu et al.
(2020) who define line managers as those responsible
for directly managing the on-the-job activities of
subordinates. ‘Specialist’ jobs are confined to task
execution.

As managing knowledge is critical to the company’s
success, knowledge management tools (e.g., databases
and intranet) are centralized and uniform across the
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whole organization. HR policies developed by the HR
department to promote knowledge-sharing behaviours in
these two units are standardized, identical and do not dif-
ferentiate between employee groups or positions at the
different levels of organizational hierarchy. Line man-
agers act mainly as implementers of HR practices and,
formally, are given little discretion to change them. Line
managers in both units receive training from the HR
department when new HR practices or policies are
introduced.

The survey data were collected in July 2017 using the
pen and paper format, ensuring confidentiality and ano-
nymity of the answers. There were 198 questionnaires
usable for analysis collected, 95 from the R&D unit and
103 from the administration unit, with an approximate
45% response rate. Of these respondents, 70% were male,
84% had higher education and 94.4% had worked for our
focal organization for more than 1 year. Of the respon-
dents, 18% had the ‘manager’ job title, 17% were ‘senior
specialists’ and the remaining 65% were ‘specialists’. This
profile broadly reflects the overall employee population
in our focal units.

Employees and line managers answered the questions
about perceived HR practices, as well as knowledge-
sharing behaviour. The survey on intended HR practices
mirrored the questions on perceived HR practices that
were posed to line managers (managers and senior spe-
cialists) and employees (specialists) and was filled in by
the HR director by email (similarly to the approach
taken by Den Hartog et al., 2013).

Measures

HR practices to enhance knowledge-sharing
behaviours

To account for the potential differences in gaps across
different HR practices, we followed the literature on
HRM systems (Jiang, Lepak, Hu, et al., 2012; Lepak
et al., 2006) and differentiated between HR practices that
enhance employees’ abilities, foster motivation and pro-
vide opportunities to perform. Lepak et al. (2006) also
highlight that HRM systems should be targeted to some
strategic objective. Therefore, in line with the focus of
our study on knowledge sharing, we focused on the HR
practices that were aimed, respectively, at enhancing
employees’ abilities to share knowledge, fostering their
motivation to share, and providing relevant opportuni-
ties. We build on previous work that has theorized about
the content of such practices and validated relevant scales
(Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016; Foss et al., 2009).

The measure for ability-enhancing HR practices was
adopted from Andreeva and Sergeeva (2016). It included
three items asking respondents to indicate to what extent
their organization provided training to develop interper-
sonal communication skills, teamwork skills, self-

reflection and knowledge-externalization skills. For moti-
vation, in line with past research (e.g., Andreeva &
Sergeeva, 2016; Foss et al., 2009), we included practices
that were aimed at boosting two different types of motiva-
tion, intrinsic and extrinsic ones. The measure for intrinsic-
motivation-enhancing HR practices was based on the
three-item scale validated by Foss et al. (2009) that
explores the extent to which the respondent’s job is charac-
terized by autonomy. The extrinsic-motivation-enhancing
HR practices measure was adopted from Andreeva and
Sergeeva (2016) and included three items that explore the
extent to which the organization provides monetary or
non-monetary rewards specifically for knowledge sharing
and includes knowledge sharing as a component in
employee performance evaluations. Finally, opportunity-
enhancing HR practices were measured with the scale
developed by Wu et al. (2007) that includes a range of
opportunities for social interaction between employees,
such as formal and informal meetings and mentoring pro-
grammes. To make sure that our selected scales of HR
practices made sense in our focal units, we discussed them
with the HR director and they confirmed that the HR
practices listed applied to these units.

The extant literature operationalizes perceived HR
practices in different ways, using descriptive or evaluative
measures (Beijer et al., 2019) that could be either observa-
tion or experience based (Wang et al., 2020). We opted for
the descriptive observation-based approach, as the other
options carry a higher risk of the common method bias
(CMB) (Beijer et al., 2019) and suffer from the
performance-cue effect (Wang et al., 2020). It is important
to note that the choice of approach to measurement in this
case goes beyond a technical methodological issue, as dif-
ferent operationalizations of perceived HR practices reflect
complementary but distinct constructs. In this study, we
focused on the perceived existence of HR practices. Hence,
the HR director reported what HR practices were intended
to be used in the organization (using the lists of practices
from the scales mentioned above), while line managers and
employees reported what HR practices from these lists they
perceive as existing in the organization.

Gaps between intended and perceived HR
practices

The data for this measure come from two sources: from
employees for perceived HR practices and from the HR
director for intended HR practices. We calculated the
gaps for each respondent in our sample as a difference
between the average index of each intended group of HR
practices as seen by the HR director and the average
index of the employee’s view of this group of HR prac-
tices. Although difference scores have their limitations
(e.g., Edwards, 2001), in this situation, they represent a
direct operationalization of the focal construct. To allow
us to isolate the magnitude of the gap from its direction,
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we operationalized the magnitude in the gaps as a sepa-
rate variable. To do so, we converted the gap scores to
their absolute values so that the higher the score of the
gap, the higher the intended–perceived discrepancy, that
is, the magnitude of the gap.

Individual knowledge-sharing behaviour was measured
using a five-item scale adapted from Hsu et al. (2007).

Position in organizational hierarchy

Respondents were asked to self-report their position in
the organization, distinguishing between department
managers, senior specialists and specialists.

Controls

The intensity of an individual’s knowledge-sharing behav-
iour may be naturally dictated by task interdependence
with colleagues as an element of the individual’s job
design. We controlled for this aspect, adopting the scale
from Van Der Vegt, Emans and Van De Vliert (2000). We
collected the data on gender, age, education and overall
work experience of our respondents, as well as their tenure
in the focal organization. Finally, we controlled for the
departmental affiliation of our respondents.

Responses to all scale-based questionnaire items were
scored on a six-point Likert-type scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). All scale-based
items are presented in the Appendix A.

Evaluation of the measurement model

Assessment of common method bias (CMB)

We followed Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Podsakoff
(2012) to minimize the risks of CMB. We pretested the
scale items with the practitioners in the field to ensure
that the wordings were clearly understood; we carried out
interviews with the HR director of our target company to
ensure that the questions make sense in the context of our
focal organization. We explicitly assured our informants
of the confidentiality and anonymity of the data collec-
tion process. After data collection, we conducted a
Harman’s one-factor test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) to
assess the possibility of such bias. Only the 28.18% of
variance was explained by a single factor. These design
and statistical measures indicate that CMB is unlikely to
be a serious concern in this study.

Validity and reliability of the measures

Following Bello-Pintado (2015) and Hauff (2021), we
conceptualized and statistically treated our measures for

opportunity-enhancing, extrinsic-motivation-enhancing
and ability-enhancing HR practices as formative indices.
Indeed, organizations do not necessarily use HR prac-
tices together, and they may use different practices to
achieve the same goal (Hauff, 2021)—for example, to
incentivize employees to share their knowledge. There-
fore, a number of authors have recommended, based on
conceptual considerations, that HRM systems should be
captured as formative constructs (e.g., Delery, 1998;
Hauff, 2021; Jiang, Lepak, Han, et al., 2012). In addi-
tion, a careful inspection of the items on these three scales
suggests that they fit with the core criteria for formative
constructs (e.g., Hair et al., 2017; MacKenzie
et al., 2005).

Following Hair et al. (2017), we assessed the forma-
tive measures for collinearity issues and evaluated the
significance and relevance of the formative indicators.
All variance inflation factors for formative indicators
were below the threshold of 5 (the highest VIF was
3.4), so collinearity was not an issue. Screening the sig-
nificance and relevance of the formative indicators, we
retained those of them that either had significant outer
weights or had high and significant outer loadings.
Based on this assessment, the measures of extrinsic-
motivation-enhancing HR practices and ability-
enhancing HR practices remained as in the original
source, and opportunity-enhancing practices were split
into two distinct groups of practices: those providing
opportunities for meetings and discussions with wider
groups of colleagues and those providing structured
opportunities for more focused dyadic interaction
through mentorship. In addition, several indicators were
excluded from the opportunity-enhancing HR
practices—meetings measure (see Appendix). This
appears to be in line with the findings of Andreeva and
Sergeeva (2016), who also had to shorten the original
scale from Wu et al. (2007).

Job autonomy, knowledge-sharing behaviour and
task interdependence were treated as reflective mea-
sures, as these scales fit the criteria for such constructs
(Hair et al., 2017). The values of composite reliability,
Cronbach’s alphas and average variance extracted
(AVE) for these constructs are presented in Table 1.
All of these indicators are above the recommended
thresholds (Hair et al., 2017). In sum, the assessment
of our measurement model suggests the validity and
reliability of the operationalizations of the
concepts used.

TABLE 1 Scale reliability measures for the reflective variables

Variables Cronbach’s alpha CR AVE

Knowledge-sharing behaviour 0.895 0.767 0.825

Autonomy 0.895 0.769 0.824

Task interdependence 0.632 0.626 0.544
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RESULTS

Exploring the intended–perceived gaps

The focal construct of this study is the gaps between
intended and perceived HR practices. Calculated as a
difference between intended and perceived HR prac-
tices, the raw score of the gap could have a positive
sign, indicating that our respondents underestimate HR
practices compared with the HR director; and a nega-
tive sign, indicating that the respondents overestimate
these practices. The first scenario means that our
respondents perceive that a specific practice is used to
a lesser extent than the HR director intended whereas
the latter scenario means that they perceive that a
practice is used to a greater extent than the HR direc-
tor planned. Considering the lack of larger-scale empir-
ical evidence on the gaps between intended and
perceived HR practices, it is interesting to take a
closer look at the descriptive statistics of these vari-
ables and contrast them between line managers and
employees (see Table 2).

Table 2 suggests that for both opportunity-
enhancing HR practices and for rewards and training,
the predominant share of our respondents think that
these practices are used to a lesser extent than the HR
director intended. Some of these underestimations are
quite dramatic, with scores of 4.5 or 5 on a six-point
Likert scale, indicating that some respondents perceive
a particular HR practice as being virtually non-existent,
while the HR director intended it to be widely used.
For those few respondents who overestimate these prac-
tices, these overestimations are relatively small (with
maximums of either 0.5 or 0.67) and could be inter-
preted as a measurement error. The situation is

different with job autonomy. First, respondents in our
sample mostly perceive that they have higher autonomy
than their HR director intends them to have, that is,
they overestimate this HR practice. Interestingly, this
trend is particularly pronounced among line managers.
Second, while the range of disagreement is lower for
this practice (with the maximum gap being 2.5), both
overestimation and underestimation gaps appear to be
high enough that they cannot be discarded as merely a
measurement error. In other words, these findings indi-
cate that the gaps between intended and perceived HR
practices may have a different direction: Respondents
may both underestimate (as in the case of training or
mentorship) and overestimate (as in the case of auton-
omy) HR practices.

The share of respondents that underestimate HR
practices is higher in the employees’ subgroup than in
the line managers’ subgroup for all the practices in our
study. The means and standard deviations vary
between these groups, but not in a uniform way. The
mean for four out of five of the HR practices we
explored (except for autonomy) is higher for employees
than for line managers. The variation in the gaps is
lower within the line managers’ group—or very close
to those in the employees’ group, except for training,
where line managers have higher within-group
variation.

Magnitude of the gaps between intended and
perceived HR practices for line managers and
employees

To explore the magnitude of the gaps, we transformed
the values of the gaps into absolute values so that the

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics of the gaps between intended and perceived HR practices (raw scores)

Gaps between intended and perceived HR practices

Min Max Mean
Std.
dev

Respondents with the …

absolute N (% in the sample)

Group of HR
practices Operationalization Position

Overestimation
gap No gap

Underestimation
gap

Ability-
enhancing

Training line managers �0.67 4.33 2.01 1.43 4 (5.8%) 1 (1.4%) 64 (92.8%)

employees �0.33 4.33 2.49 1.26 1 (0.8%) 2 (1.6%) 126 (97.7%)

Motivation-
enhancing

Rewards line managers �0.67 3.67 1.63 1.07 4 (5.8%) 3 (4.3%) 62 (89.9%)

employees �0.33 3.67 1.94 1.05 10 (7.8%) 0 119 (92.2%)

Autonomy line managers �2.50 1.00 �1.32 0.91 61 (88.4%) 1 (1.4%) 7 (10.1%)

employees �2.50 1.50 �0.90 1.03 91 (70.5%) 22 (17.1%) 16 (12.4%)

Opportunity-
enhancing

Meetings line managers �0.50 3.83 1.13 0.99 6 (8.7%) 2 (2.9%) 61 (91.3%)

employees �0.25 4.50 1.66 1.03 1 (0.8%) 8 (6.2%) 120 (93%)

Mentorship line managers 0.00 4.0 1.28 1.01 0 15 (21.7%) 53 (76.8%)

employees 0.00 5.00 1.75 1.35 0 16 (12.4%) 113 (87.6%)
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higher the value, the higher the discrepancy. As we
had discovered that the gaps could be both under- and
over-estimations of HR intentions, the means for the
raw scores mask the scope of the variation between
intended and perceived HR practices. Therefore, the
means of the magnitudes of the gaps provide a better
insight into the discrepancy between HR intentions
and respondents’ perceptions. To explore the differ-
ences in magnitude of perceived gaps between line
managers and employees, we used either the usual
one-way ANOVA or the Welch ANOVA if the homo-
geneity of variances was violated. Table 3 presents the
means for the magnitude of each of the five gaps, as
well as for task interdependence as a key control vari-
able and knowledge-sharing behaviour for line man-
agers and employees.

We found statistically significant differences between
the two groups in the magnitude of the gaps for all prac-
tices. These results indicate that employees experience a
higher magnitude of gaps between intended and per-
ceived practices for training, rewards and both
opportunity-enhancing practices, and lower gaps for job
autonomy.

Bearing in mind that our focal units had two levels
of line management, we ran a robustness check, consid-
ering the department managers and senior specialists
separately and contrasting them with employees. The
one-way ANOVA indicates that there are statistically
significant differences among the three subgroups of
respondents. Both Tamhane’s T2 and Games-Howell
post hoc tests (Moder, 2010) revealed that the magni-
tudes of the gaps between intended and perceived HR
practices were statistically significantly higher among
employees than among department managers and senior
specialists for meetings and mentorship and lower for
job autonomy (at ρ varying between 0.004 and 0.047).

At the same time, there were no statistically significant
differences between department managers and senior
specialists across all gaps (at ρ varying between 0.280
and 0.993). These results confirm that it was appropri-
ate to consider both groups of line managers together
in our analysis.

Exploring the effects of the magnitude of gaps on
knowledge-sharing behaviour: Comparison
between different hierarchical levels

To explore if the magnitudes of the intended–perceived
gaps in HR practices aimed at promoting knowledge
sharing have an influence on knowledge-sharing behav-
iour, we used partial least squares structural equation
modelling (PLS-SEM) with a consistent partial least
squares algorithm. We chose PLS-SEM because it
allows both formative and reflective constructs to be
incorporated and is best suited to exploratory studies
(Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015; Hair et al., 2017). It has
also been recommended as particularly suitable for
analysing HRM effects (Hauff, 2021). To test the
strength of the relationships between constructs, we
employed a bootstrapping technique, namely, a 5000
subsample bias corrected and accelerated bootstrap
(Hair et al., 2017). To compare these effects between
employees and line managers, we carried out multi-
group analysis (MGA), using the PLS-MGA procedure
(Hair et al., 2017). Table 4 presents the means, stan-
dard deviations, as well as pairwise correlations for all
variables included in the model, and the results of the
PLS-SEM analysis are summarized in Table 5. As the
group of line managers is relatively small
(N = 69), these results should be interpreted with some
caution.

TABLE 3 Comparison of the magnitudes of the gaps between line managers and employees

Group characteristics
Group means

Comparison statistics between employees and line
managers

Variables Employees Line managers F Welch’s F ρ

Magnitude of gaps between intended and perceived HR practices in …

Ability-enhancing Training 2.49 2.08 F (1,196) = 4.63 .033

Motivation-enhancing Rewards 1.99 1.68 F (1,196) = 4.73 .031

Autonomy 1.09 1.45 Welch’s F (1,163.231) = 10.80 .001

Opportunity-enhancing Meetings 1.50 1.02 F (1,196) = 12.57 .000

Mentorship 1.75 1.28 Welch’s F (1,171.803) = 7.55 .007

Control variable

Task interdependence 3.75 4.53 F (1,196) = 31.42 .000

Outcome variable

Knowledge-sharing behaviour 3.54 4.16 F (1,196) = 17.33 .000

Group size (N) N = 129 N = 69
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Table 5 suggests that knowledge-sharing behaviour
among employees is negatively influenced by the magni-
tude of the gaps in both of the opportunity-enhancing
HR practices – meetings and mentorship. Knowledge-
sharing behaviour among line managers is mainly
driven by task interdependence, as well as by the mag-
nitude of the gaps in autonomy (positively) and training
(negatively). There are statistically significant differ-
ences between the two groups of respondents in the
effects of task interdependence and the magnitude of
the gap in mentorship (at ρ < 0.05). At the same time,
the effects of the magnitude of the gaps in autonomy
and training are different, with ρ = 0.052 and 0.053,
respectively. These are a bit below the conservative
threshold of 0.05, but taking into account the limited
sample size, they can be considered as indications of
potential differences. Additionally, we looked at the
variance in knowledge sharing explained within each of
the groups. Model 0 (with controls only) explains 9.4%
of the variance for employees, and 47.4% for line man-
agers while Model 1 (with the magnitude of the gaps)
explains 25% and 55.5%, respectively. In other words,
the magnitude of the gaps in HR practices explains
15.6% of the variance (beyond control variables) in the
knowledge-sharing behaviour of employees, and only
8% for line managers. Taken together, these findings
suggest that altogether the magnitude of the gaps has a
lesser impact on the knowledge-sharing behaviour of
line managers, but their individual effects are not uni-
formly smaller.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Our study quantitatively explored the gaps between
intended and perceived HR practices among line man-
agers and employees, and the relevance of these gaps to
their knowledge-sharing behaviour, adding to the scant

empirical evidence on the subject. Indeed, most previ-
ous empirical studies on the gaps in HR practices used
qualitative approaches by interviewing HR managers
and/or employees (Makhecha et al., 2016; Piening
et al., 2014) and did not directly explore the effects of
the gaps on employee behaviours (with exception of
Khilji & Wang, 2006). Together, our findings move us
closer to a better understanding of the nature and the
effects of the intended–perceived HRM gaps on
employee knowledge-sharing behaviours. Hoping to lay
the foundations for future theorizing and further empir-
ical research on this phenomenon of high practical
relevance, in the following sections we discuss the
implications of our findings for research both on the
HRM implementation process and on HRM for knowl-
edge sharing, as well as the implications for practice.
Our ideas are summarized in Table 6.

The nature of intended–perceived HR gaps

Our findings challenge the typical assumption in the
extant literature that intended–perceived HR gaps are
negative in sign (i.e., represent an underestimation of a
practice) (e.g., Khilji & Wang, 2006), as they indicate
that they could be also positive in sign (i.e., be an overes-
timation of a practice). Therefore, future theorizing on
HRM gaps should incorporate the direction and the
magnitude of a gap as two distinct dimensions, and
empirical studies need to include them as separate vari-
ables. This would allow future research to explore the
determinants of the sign of the gaps and whether these
are different from the factors that drive their magnitude,
as the limited extant literature has mostly explored the
latter. It would also be useful to explore how these two
dimensions of the gap are connected, for example,
whether underestimation is usually higher in magnitude
than overestimation, as it was in our dataset. Finally, if

TABLE 5 Comparison of the effects of the magnitude of gaps between two groups of respondents

Model paths: Employees Line managers Intergroup comparison (PLS-MGA)

Dependent variable: knowledge-sharing Path coefficient ρ Path coefficient ρ Difference in path coefficients ρ 1 � ρa

Independent variables

Controls

Task interdependence 0.09 0.344 0.47 0.000 0.38 0.994 0.006

Magnitude of gaps between intended and perceived HR practices in …

Training �0.08 0.350 �0.32 0.005 0.24 0.053 0.947

Rewards 0.07 0.465 �0.08 0.477 0.15 0.156 0.844

Autonomy 0.12 0.180 0.31 0.000 0.19 0.948 0.052

Meetings �0.24 0.018 �0.07 0.675 0.18 0.827 0.173

Mentorship �0.30 0.005 0.04 0.692 0.34 0.987 0.013

aPLS-MGA is a one-sided test; therefore, 1 � ρ was calculated as well.

MIND THE GAP 11

 17404762, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/em

re.12545 by N
ational U

niversity O
f Ireland M

aynooth, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [02/05/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



these two dimensions of the gaps are distinct, it would be
important to explore whether they have similar or differ-
ent effects on employee behaviours and performance.

Our findings also demonstrate that the gaps vary
between different HR practices both in their magnitude
and in their direction (sign). This observation suggests
that the dominant approach in the extant literature,
which is to aggregate different HR practices into an over-
all HRM system index (e.g., Den Hartog et al., 2013;
Piening et al., 2014) and hence to aggregate the gaps at
the HRM system level as well, is likely to mask the signif-
icant variation that could exist within such a system
(Makhecha et al., 2016). Such an approach might be par-
ticularly problematic when studying knowledge sharing,
as some of the recent evidence demonstrates that different
HR practices aimed at promoting knowledge behaviours
may conflict with each other (e.g., Andreeva et al., 2017)
and thus that the aggregation may also mask the poten-
tially controversial effects of the gaps on knowledge
sharing.

Beyond the clear methodological implication for
future research of measuring the gaps separately for dif-
ferent HR practices, our findings also raise some ques-
tions for future research. Indeed, it would be interesting
to explore why the gaps may vary so much between dif-
ferent HR practices. For example, some of these differ-
ences could be related to the nature of the HR practices
in question. In our dataset, it was job autonomy that par-
ticularly differed from other HR practices in both the
sign and the magnitude of the intended–perceived gap.
This difference could be explained by the nature of job
autonomy: This aspect of job design is difficult for the
HR department to standardize and control centrally and
depends strongly on the discretion of a particular line
manager. Alternatively, the gaps in different HR prac-
tices might be due to the design of these practices—for
example, in line with the findings of Lopez-Cotarelo
(2018) that indicate that different HRM practices may be
designed to allow different levels of managerial discretion
and that line managers could be allowed to choose the

TABLE 6 Discoveries and implications of our study

What research suggests What our findings indicate Implications for theorizing Implications for methodology Questions for future research

Gaps are typically
underestimation

Gaps differ in their ‘sign’,
can be both
underestimation and
overestimation

Incorporate the direction
and the magnitude of
a gap as two distinct
dimensions of the gap

Operationalize the direction
and the magnitude of a
gap as separate variables

What are the determinants
of the sign of the gaps?
Are they different from
the determinants of their
magnitude?

How are these two
dimensions connected?

What are the effects of these
two dimensions on
employee behaviours
and performance?

Gaps are considered
at the aggregated
HRM system
level

Gaps vary between
different HR practices

Theorize on gaps in
different HR practices
as potentially distinct

Do not use an aggregated
HRM system index,
explore the gaps for
different HR practices
separately

What are the determinants
of the gaps for different
HR practices?

Why are the gaps different
between different
practices?

Gaps are detrimental Gaps can have negative,
positive and no effect

Gaps can have different
effects on different
groups of employees

Theorize on gaps as
value-destroying,
value-neutral and
value-enhancing

Theorize on gaps for
different groups as
potentially distinct

Analyse gaps separately for
different groups of
respondents

What are the boundary
conditions that influence
the effect of the gaps on
employee behaviours?

What are the reasons for
different effects of the
gaps on different
groups?

Line managers as
implementers or
active agents

Line managers are also
(and first of all)
recipients (perceivers)

Include HRM
perceptions of line
managers as a distinct
element in HRM
implementation chain

Measure gaps separately for
line managers

What are the antecedents of
the intended–perceived
gaps for line managers?

What are the effects of
intended–perceived gaps
of line managers on
their own behaviours,
and on the behaviours
of their employees?
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options that fit best their local context—but this could
apply to some HR practices and not to the others. In
sum, we would benefit from a better understanding of
why different HR practices might be subject to intended–
perceived gaps to a different extent.

The role of line managers

Our findings draw attention to the multifaceted role of
line managers in the HRM implementation process—in
addition to their role as implementers or active adap-
tors of HR practices, line managers are first recipients
of these practices. As this ‘perceiver’ role precedes their
further actions, it is likely to shape them. By neglecting
this aspect, prior research has implied that line man-
agers are always fully aware of intended HR practices
and has interpreted any deviations from these by line
managers as active agency on their part. Our findings
indicate that this may not always be the case and that
the intended–implemented gap can also occur because
line managers were not (fully) aware of HRM
intentions—in other words, shifting some of the blame
for the gaps away from line managers’ shoulders (Guest
et al., 2021).

Interestingly, the extant literature typically implies
that line managers are positioned closer to the source
of the signal in the chain of signalling organizational
expectations and promises through HRM (Guest
et al., 2021; Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007). Line man-
agers, it is implied, receive special attention from the
HR department in communications and training on
HR policies and have an opportunity to connect with
the HR department to clarify HR plans if they have
any questions (Kim et al., 2018; Lopez-Cotarelo, 2018).
All this implies that line managers are better informed
of HRM intentions—that is, they should show a lower
discrepancy between intended and perceived HR prac-
tices, as well as smaller within-group variance in per-
ceptions of HR practices than employees (van
Rossenberg, 2021). Contrary to these assumptions, our
findings suggest that neither the magnitudes of the
gaps in HR practices nor their within-group variance
are uniformly lower for line managers than for
employees. In our study, line managers experienced
higher gaps between intended and perceived practices
for job autonomy, and higher within-group variance
for training.

The idea of the multifaceted role of line managers
in HRM implementation that includes (or rather, starts
with) their role as recipients of HRM intentions has
important implications for future theorizing on the
HRM implementation process, as it indicates that theo-
ries and models that aim to explain the HRM imple-
mentation chain need to include line managers’
perceptions of HRM intentions as one of the elements
in the chain. To this end, our study concurs with van

Rossenberg (2021) and offers (for the first time, to the
best of our knowledge) empirical evidence to support
her idea that line managers’ perceptions of HR practice
should be included in this consideration. Future
research should explore the predictors of line managers’
perceptions of HRM intentions, as well as line man-
agers’ reactions when their perceptions do not match
the intended HR practices, and how these reactions spill
over to their subordinates.

This finding has important practical implications for
those organizations that would like to minimize the
intended–perceived gap. Our findings suggest that to
achieve this goal, organizations could start by focusing
on minimizing the intended–perceived gap for their line
managers. This group is always a smaller one than the
overall employee population and typically closer to the
HR department in terms of task-related connections
and communications. Thus, it will be easier for HR
managers to reach them to communicate their HRM
intentions clearly and consistently. By bridging the
intended–perceived gap for line managers, organizations
can both positively impact line managers’ behaviours at
work, which often serve as a role model to their subor-
dinates, and ensure that the implementation of HR
practices is more closely aligned with organizational
intentions.

The effects of intended–perceived HR gaps

Previous research predominantly suggests that the gaps
between intended and perceived HR practices have a
damaging effect on individual and organizational out-
comes (Khilji & Wang, 2006; Nishii et al., 2008;
Pak & Kim, 2018; Piening et al., 2014). Our study
paints a much more complex picture: the magnitude of
the gaps may have different effects on knowledge-
sharing behaviour, ranging from negative to no effect
to a positive one. This evidence confirms the proposi-
tion of Makhecha et al. (2016) that these gaps could
be value-destroying, value-neutral and value-enhancing.
Furthermore, we found that the effects of the gaps
also vary greatly between line managers and
employees: The only similarity these two groups share
is that the magnitude of the gap in extrinsic-motiva-
tion-enhancing HR practices has no impact on their
knowledge-sharing behaviour.

This discovery raises a range of questions for future
research. For example, what are the boundary condi-
tions that influence the effect of the gaps on employee
behaviours? In other words, why do some gaps have a
negative effect, while others have no effect or a positive
one? For example, in our dataset, the only positive
effect comes from the magnitude of the gap in
autonomy—and at the same time, it is also the only
HR practice in our study that is predominantly charac-
terized by an overestimation of the usage of this
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practice by respondents. Does this indicate that overes-
timation gaps tend to have positive effects? Or that the
positive effect of this gap is related to the fact that
autonomy is the core predictor of knowledge sharing
(Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016), and hence respondents
perceived it so positively? Another example from our
study is the gap in rewards—its magnitude has no effect
on knowledge sharing for both groups of our respon-
dents. Why is that so? On the one hand, earlier research
has suggested that knowledge sharing, being an extra-
role behaviour, is mainly driven by intrinsic motivation,
and therefore, that HR practices aimed at enhancing
extrinsic motivation would have no effect on this type
of behaviour (e.g., Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016; Liu &
Liu, 2011). Hence, one could suggest that the lack of
relevance of the particular HR practices for stimulating
a certain behaviour may make employees insensitive to
the gap in this practice as well. On the other hand,
other research suggests that unmet expectations could
be detrimental irrespectively of whether the real practice
is below or above expectations (Wong &
Kuvaas, 2018), and hence, one could also suggest that
the gaps in HR practices could be detrimental even if
they represent an overestimation of the practice.

An alternative explanation for the differentiated
effects of the magnitude of gaps could be related to the
reason why these gaps arose. For example, according to
the concept of HRM system strength, intended–perceived
HRM gaps can exist due to an incongruence or inconsis-
tency in HR messages or due to the lack of visibility of
HR practices (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). It is possible that
for HR practices that lack visibility, the gaps may not
have any impact on employee behaviours because there
were no expectations formed and thus no trust breached.
Makhecha et al. (2016) identified five types of the gaps in
their study, which they labelled gaps of omission, gaps of
commission, gaps of initiation, gaps of non-realization
and gaps of non-experience. Along similar lines, one
could suggest that the effects of the gaps may depend on
their type. In sum, further research is needed to explore
these issues.

Another important question to explore is why the
gaps have such a different effect on different groups of
respondents. Though due to the line managers’ sample
size in our dataset, our findings in this regard are to be
interpreted with caution; they demonstrate that this ques-
tion is worthy of further investigation. For example, the
magnitude of the gap in mentorship (HR practice that is
intended to provide opportunities for knowledge sharing)
has a negative effect on employees’ knowledge-sharing
behaviour, but it does not have any effect on line man-
agers. Conversely, the magnitudes of the gaps in training
and in autonomy have an effect on line managers’ knowl-
edge sharing but not on that of employees. This could be
explained by the different needs and expectations respon-
dents might have at the different levels of the organiza-
tional hierarchy.

Limitations

Although we believe that this study offers useful insights
into how knowledge sharing in organizations is impacted
by the HRM implementation process, we are aware of its
shortcomings—which also point to some additional
future research directions. First, focusing on one organi-
zation for the empirical data collection and thus having
intended HR practices as constant for all respondents did
not allow us to use a polynomial regression for gaps anal-
ysis as suggested by Edwards (2001) and thus to compare
directly the effects of (a) perceived HR practices and
(b) gaps between intended and perceived practices and
explore the potential interaction between them. Empirical
investigations of how these variables work together to
explain individual behaviour would be valuable to further
understand the joint effects of HRM content and the
HRM implementation process.

Second, the respondents’ anonymity as a methodolog-
ical principle of data collection limited our ability to
make direct comparisons between the perceptions of
employees and their immediate supervisors. It would be
interesting to explore how line managers’ perceptions of
gaps in HR practices are related to perceptions of rele-
vant gaps among their subordinates.

Third, the group of line managers in our dataset was
quite small, especially when compared with the group of
employees. This limited the power of our intergroup com-
parison and our capacity to identify more nuanced differ-
ences between the two groups. Future research would
benefit from further exploration of how and why line
managers and employees react to gaps between intended
and perceived HR practices, using bigger samples of both
groups.

Fourth, our data did not evidence whether the gaps
we identified existed due to a lack of consensus and con-
sistency or due to a lack of distinctiveness (as defined by
Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). In future studies, it would be
valuable to test whether the gaps have different effects
depending on the reason for which they exist.

CONCLUSIONS

This exploratory study aimed to understand what the
gaps between intended and perceived HR practices—as a
core aspect of the HRM implementation process—look
like for line managers and employees, and how they
influence their knowledge-sharing behaviours. By observ-
ing that these gaps can be multidirectional, differ in their
magnitude between line managers and employees, and
have varied effects on knowledge-sharing behaviours, we
challenge some of the assumptions in the existing litera-
ture and hence pave the way for future research on HRM
for managing knowledge and HRM implementation in
general to further enhance our understanding of these
topics.
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APPENDIX

Study constructs and measurement scales
Reflective constructs

Knowledge‐sharing behaviour (Hsu et al., 2007)

• I actively participate in knowledge‐sharing activities in
our company.

• When discussing a complicated issue, I am usually
involved in the subsequent interactions.

• I usually spend a lot of time sharing knowledge with
employees of our company.

• I participate in discussing all kinds of work‐related
questions, not only the questions directly related to my
own job.

• Being a member of our organization, I usually actively
share my knowledge with others.

Intrinsic‐motivation‐enhancing HR practices: autonomy
(Foss et al., 2009)

To what extent is your job characterized by the
following:

• The freedom to carry out my job the way I want to
• The opportunity for independent initiative
• High level of variety in my job*
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Task interdependence (Van der Vegt et al., 2000)

• I have to obtain information and advice from my
colleagues to complete my work.

• I depend on my colleagues for completion of my work.
• I have a one‐person job, I rarely have to check or work
with others*.

• I have to work closely with my colleagues to do my
work properly.

• In order to complete their work, my colleagues have to
obtain information and advice from me.

Formative constructs

Extrinsic‐motivation‐enhancing HR practices: rewards
(Andreeva & Sergeeva, 2016)

• Our company specifically rewards knowledge sharing
with monetary incentives.

• Our company specifically rewards knowledge sharing
with non‐monetary incentives.

• In our company, knowledge sharing is a component in
employees’ performance evaluation.

• Opportunity‐enhancing HR practices: meetings (Wu
et al., 2007).

• There are annual conferences or other meetings
focused on certain topics that involve discussions
among all company employees.

• Our company invites high‐performance employees to
share their knowledge with others in meetings.

• Our company invites employees who have just
acquired new knowledge from outside sources to share
what they have learned with others.

• Our company holds birthday parties, trips, and other
get‐together activities that promote friendship among
colleagues.

• Our company holds regular meetings where colleagues
can share successful experiences or resolve work
problems*.

• Our company allows employees to consult their
colleagues on problems during work time*.

• Our company has common spaces available where
employees can talk to each other and share their
experience*.

Opportunity‐enhancing HR practices: mentoring (Wu
et al., 2007)

• The company assigns every new employee a senior
employee and coaching to help him/her during
orientation.

• The company has mentoring programs in which
employees can receive their mentor’s help at any time.

Ability‐enhancing HR practices: training (Andreeva &
Sergeeva, 2016)

• Our company provides trainings to develop interper-
sonal communication skills.

• Our company provides trainings for teamwork
skills.

• Our company provides trainings to develop skills of
self‐reflection and knowledge externalization.

*Items were excluded from the scales during assess-
ment of quality of the measurement model.
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