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ABSTRACT 

 
INDIVIDUAL HUMAN CAPITAL AND PERFORMANCE: 

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY IN THAILAND 

 

Pakorn Sujchaphong 

 

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2013 

 

Supervising Professor: Gary C. McMahan 

 According to the resource-based view of the firm, human capital is a source of 

sustained competitive advantage of the firm (McMahan, Virick, & Wright, 1999; Wright & 

McMahan, 1992; Wright, McMahan, & McWilliams, 1994; Wright & McMahan, 2011).  Based on 

micro-foundations, it is essential that one must begin with and understand the individuals that 

make up the organization before exploring it at the organizational level (Felin & Foss, 2005; 

Wright & McMahan, 2011).  Hence, this study focuses on the individual level of human capital.  

The first research question of this study is "How does human capital affect the performance of 

employees?"  The second research question of this study is "How does experience affect the 

performance of employees?"  The third research question of this study is "How does social 

capital affect the performance of employees?"   

 The purpose of this study is to theoretically develop and empirically test the 

relationships among multiple dimensions of human capital, social capital, employee behaviors, 

and performance by emphasizing the mechanisms (i.e., the mediators) between them.  This 

study revisited the Wright and McMahan (1992) model by employing it at the individual level, 

adding a social capital variable, and categorizing human capital into context-generic human 

capital and context-specific human capital.  Based on the existing literature, I hypothesize the 
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relationships among context-generic human capital, context-specific human capital, job tenure, 

social capital (specifically, strong ties), in-role behavior, target-specific organizational citizenship 

behaviors (OCBs), and individual performance as follows: (1) context-generic human capital is 

positively related to performance, (2) context-generic human capital is positively related to 

context-specific human capital, (3) context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and performance, (4) job tenure has a positive 

relationship with context-specific human capital, but this association diminishes as job tenure 

increases, (5) access to information resources mediates the relationship between social capital 

(specifically, strong ties) and context-specific human capital, (6) employee behaviors (i.e., in-

role behavior and target-specific OCBs) mediate the relationship between context-specific 

human capital and performance, (7) employee behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior and target-

specific OCBs) mediate the relationship between context-generic human capital and 

performance, and (8) context-specific human capital mediates the relationship between context-

generic human capital and employee behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior and target-specific OCBs).  

All hypotheses were tested using a sample of nurses in Thailand.   

 All data were tested using multiple regression analysis and structural equation modeling 

(SEM) analysis.  Both methods yielded the same results, except the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and OCB-S.  The results of this study showed that (1) context-

generic human capital was positively related to performance, (2) context-generic human capital 

was positively related to context-specific human capital, (3) in-role behavior and two target-

specific OCBs (i.e., OCB-I, OCB-O) partially mediated the positive relationship between context-

generic human capital and performance, and (4) context-specific human capital mediated the 

positive relationships between context-generic human capital and these four types of behaviors 

(i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, and OCB-O).  For the different result between two 

methods, context-specific human capital partially mediated the relationship between context-

generic human capital and OCB-S in the multiple regression method, while context-specific 
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human capital fully mediated these relationship in the SEM method.  Moreover, job tenure and 

social capital were not significantly related to context-specific human capital. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

 Strategic human resource management is "the pattern of planned human resource 

deployments and activities intended to enable an organization to achieve its goals" (Wright & 

McMahan, 1992, p. 298).  Several authors (e.g., Arthur, 1992, 1994; Combs, Liu, Hall, & 

Ketchen, 2006; Delery & Doty, 1996; Huselid, 1995; Ichniowski, Shaw, & Prennushi, 1997; 

MacDuffie, 1995) have found the relationship between human resource practices and firm 

performance.  However, human resource practices are only tools to enable human capital to 

fulfill organizational goals (Wright & McMahan, 2011), while human capital is a source of 

sustained competitive advantage (McMahan et al., 1999; Wright & McMahan, 1992; Wright et 

al., 1994; Wright & McMahan, 2011).  Since human capital tends to directly affect the 

performance of employees in an organization, this study will therefore emphasize human capital 

instead of human resource practices.   

 In the field of strategic human resource management, the human capital resource can 

be defined as "the pool of human capital under the firm's control in a direct employment 

relationship" (Wright et al., 1994, p. 304).  Moreover, Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) defined 

human capital as "a unit-level resource that is created from the emergence of individuals' 

knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs)" (p. 128).  However, people often 

dislike the phrase "human capital" because they fear that a human will be treated as a material 

(Becker, 1964).  According to Coleman (1988), human capital is similar to other types of capital 

because skills and capabilities of people make them more productive in just the same way as 

physical capital facilitates production in the organization.  Moreover, Pfeffer (1994) argues that 

human capital is an essential resource in most firms.  Grant (1996), for example, argues that 
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knowledge, which is one of several components of human capital, is critical to firm performance.  

Several companies like Apple, Google, IBM, Intel, and Microsoft are known to hire only the best 

and brightest people to work for them.  These companies need innovation from their employees 

to be successful.  Steve Jobs, the co-founder of Apple, for example, said in his biography that 

"A players like to work with A players, they just didn't like working with C players" (Isaacson, 

2011, p. 363).   

 Coleman (1988) argues that people can gain more human capital from social capital.  

According to Burt (1997), "social capital is a quality created between people, whereas human 

capital is a quality of individuals" (p. 339).  Coleman (1988) gave an example that a person can 

save the time of reading a newspaper by asking his or her friends who pay attention to the 

news.  In addition, Coleman (1988) shows that high school students were more successful 

when they had support from their parents and community.  Moreover, Chisholm and Nielsen 

(2009) argue that social capital allows individuals to access resources within an organization.  

Thus, employees could expand their human capital by acquiring information from their social 

capital.  

 Furthermore, when employees work as a group, the combination of human capital and 

social capital is called "human capability" (Wright & McMahan, 2011).  Wright and McMahan 

(2011) suggest that when the level of task interdependence is high, social capital will impact the 

performance of employees because it will increase coordination and cooperation among 

employees.  This shows that social capital could indirectly affect performance by increasing 

human capital.  The next section will introduce the conceptual underpinnings for this study.  

First, human capital theories will be discussed at both the organizational level and the individual 

level.  Then, social capital theories that are related human capital will be discussed. 
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1.2 Conceptual Underpinnings 

1.2.1 Human Capital 

 According to Ployhart and Moliterno (2011), human capital has been studied in both 

micro (i.e., individual) and macro (i.e., organizational) levels.  Macro-level scholars generally 

studied the relationship between firm-level phenomena and aggregated organizational-level 

experience, education, and skills of employees, while micro-level scholars generally studied the 

relationship between individual-level phenomena and knowledge, skills, abilities, and other 

characteristics (KSAOs) of an individual employee (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011; Wright & 

McMahan, 2011).   

 From the macro-level, there is an assumption that an organization drives the actions of 

individuals (Coleman, 1990).  Moreover, the behaviors of individuals are depended on priori 

routines, structure, and roles in the organization (Felin & Hesterly, 2007).  Therefore, individuals 

tend to be homogenous (Felin & Hesterly, 2007).  On the other hand, from the micro-level, there 

is an assumption that the organization is the result of individuals' actions (Felin & Hesterly, 

2007).  Hence, individuals tend to be heterogeneous (Felin & Hesterly, 2007).  However, Molley, 

Ployhart, and Wright (2011) argue that there is no clear dividing line between the macro level 

and the micro level.  According to Ployhart and Moliterno (2011), the ideal method to study 

human capital is to use the multilevel model which could fill the void between the macro and 

micro approaches.  In the next sub-sections, the human capital literature at the organizational 

level and the individual level will be discussed.  

 1.2.1.1 Human Capital at the Organizational Level 

 The most popular theoretical framework for strategic human resource management is 

the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm (McMahan et al., 1999; Priem & Butler, 2001).  The 

resource-based view (RBV) of the firm was mentioned in the work of Penrose (1959).  

According to Barney (1991), a firm's resource should have four attributes to gain sustained 

competitive advantage as follows: (1) it must be valuable, (2) it must be rare among a firm’s 
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current and potential competition, (3) it must be imperfectly imitable, and (4) there cannot be 

strategically equivalent substitutes for this resource that are valuable but neither rare or 

imperfectly imitable.  The resource-based view (RBV) of the firm explains the reason why firms 

have sustained competitive advantage over their competitors (Chisholm & Nielsen, 2009).  

However, McMahan et al. (1999) argue that although resource-based theory has been used in 

several studies, there was often a disconnect transition between the theory and the hypothesis 

development.  Therefore, there is a challenge for researchers to use resource-based theory in 

their research (McMahan et al., 1999).   

 Based on the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, Wright and McMahan (1992) and 

Wright et al. (1994) show that human capital is valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable.  

Thus, human capital could be a source of sustained competitive advantage (McMahan et al., 

1999; Wright & McMahan, 1992; Wright et al., 1994; Wright & McMahan, 2011).  From the study 

by Takeuchi, Lepak, Wang, and Takeuchi (2007), collective human capital was the mediator 

between high performance work systems (HPWSs) and firm performance.  Moreover, Harris 

and McMahan (2008) and Harris, McMahan, and Wright (2012) also found that National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) men's basketball teams consisting of players with better 

knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) were positively related to better team performance.  

According to three meta-analysis studies (Crook, Ketchen, Comb, & Todd, 2008; Crook, Todd, 

Combs, Woehr, & Ketchen, 2011; Unger, Rauch, Frese, & Rosenbusch, 2011) that included 

261 empirical studies, human capital was positively related to firm performance.  Furthermore, 

Jiang, Lepak, Hu, and Baer (2012) employed a meta-analysis of 120 independent samples that 

included a total of 31,463 organizations and found that human capital was positively related to 

operational outcomes (i.e., productivity, quality, service, innovation, and overall operational 

performance), and these operational outcomes were positively related to financial outcomes 

(i.e., return on assets, return on equity, market return, sale growth, and overall financial 

performance).  
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 Moreover, using data from a large U.S.-based restaurant chain, one study by Ployhart, 

Iddekinge, and MacKenzie (2011) found that unit-specific human capital (i.e., completed 

advanced levels of optional training) increased the unit effectiveness (i.e., sales per labor hour 

and receipts versus flow-through) through unit service performance behavior (i.e., customer 

satisfaction).  Additionally, Ployhart et al. (2011) found that selecting better personality and 

better cognitive ability candidates improved the percentage of employees who successfully 

completed advanced levels of optional training (i.e., specific human capital), which in turn 

improved customer satisfaction, sales per labor hour, and receipt versus flow-through 

(controllable profits * 100 / projected profits).  Likewise, according to a meta-analysis of 70 

empirical studies by Unger et al. (2011), specific human capital (related to entrepreneurial 

tasks) had a stronger relationship with success than general human capital (low task-

relatedness).  Furthermore, Unger et al. (2011) found that outcomes of human capital 

investments (i.e., knowledge and skills) had stronger relationships with success (i.e., 

profitability, growth, and firm size) than human capital investments (i.e., education and work 

experience).  These empirical studies show that human capital that is job-specific or firm-

specific is more likely to improve firm performance. 

 1.2.1.2 Human Capital at the Individual Level 

 Felin and Foss (2005) argue that "Organizations are made up of individuals, and there 

is no organization without individuals" (p. 1).  According to micro-foundations, it is essential that 

one must begin with and understand individuals that make up the organization before exploring 

it at the organizational level (Felin & Foss, 2005; Wright & McMahan, 2011).  Similarly, Ployhart 

and Moliterno (2011) state that organizational human capital is the aggregated value of 

individual human capital.  Based on human capital theory (Becker, 1962, 1964), people who 

have more human capital (e.g., formal education, on-the-job training) have more productivity.  

Likewise, Judge, Cable, Boudreau, and Bretz (1995) found that each dimension of human 

capital at the individual level (i.e., educational level, quality, prestige, and degree type) was 
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positively related to financial success of executives.  Also, Ng and Feldman (2010) argue that 

organizational tenure enhances job knowledge which is important to effectively perform the job.  

According to the meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2010) which included 350 empirical 

studies, organizational tenure was positively related to in-role performance and organizational 

citizenship behaviors.   

 Moreover, Jensen (1998) argues that people are different in their mental ability.  Sir 

Francis Galton, who is generally regarded as the father of differential psychology (i.e., the study 

of individual and group differences in human traits, which includes behavioral genetics), was the 

first to conduct an empirical study of individual differences of people's mental ability (Jensen, 

1998).  Based on Galton's conclusions, Jensen (1998) argues that human mental ability 

contains both general and specific components.  The general component, which is the most 

important source of individual differences, is the result of an evolution mechanism based on 

Darwin's theory of natural selection (Jensen, 1998).  On the other hand, the specific component 

is more likely to be influenced by one's environment and less likely to come from a product of 

biological evolution (Jensen, 1998).  According to the monozygotic twins' study (i.e., identical 

twins who reared apart from an early age) by Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, and Abraham (1989), 

30% of the observed variance in general job satisfaction was due to genetic factors.  Due to the 

highly correlated between job satisfaction and job performance (Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & 

Patton, 2001), this result of the monozygotic twins' study implies that job performance could be 

predicted by genetic factors.  However, job performance is not only affected by genetic factors 

but also affected by environmental factors (Jensen, 1998).  Thus, job experience could affect 

the performance of employees. 

 According to the meta-analysis by Ng, Eby, Sorensen, and Feldman (2005) that 

included 140 empirical studies, the number of hours worked was positively related to career 

success (i.e., salary, promotion, and career satisfaction).  This result shows that employees with 

more experience tend to have higher salary, obtain promotions, and display satisfaction with 
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their careers.  Based on the contest mobility perspective (Turner, 1960) that people with better 

performance and adding value to the organization will be likely to get promotion or elite status, it 

can be inferred that employees with high experience tend to have better performance. 

 Jensen (1998) notes that "A person cannot perform a job successfully without the 

specific knowledge required by the job" (p. 282).  That is, specific knowledge is a good predictor 

of performance because employees with high specific knowledge will be likely to have more 

productivity than employees with low specific knowledge.  Several studies (e.g., Pil & Leana, 

2009; Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010) have shown that specific knowledge was positively 

related to individual performance.   

 According to the model by Schmidt, Hunter, and Outerbridge (1986), job experience 

and ability affect performance through the acquisition of job knowledge and skills.  Schmidt et 

al. (1986) used the same data set as Hunter (1983), which included the data from 4 previous 

military studies and 10 previous civilian studies, in order to examine their model using path 

analysis.  Schmidt et al. (1986) found that the acquisition of job knowledge and skills was the 

mediator of the relationship between performance and two independent factors (i.e., job 

experience and ability).   

 However, Ployhart (2012) argues that "only human capital resources [at the 

organizational level], and not [individual] KSAOs [(Knowledge, Skills, Abilities, and Other 

Characteristics)], offer the potential for sustained competitive advantage" (p. 71).  Ployhart and 

Moliterno (2011) argues that individual generic KSAOs may not be sources of sustained 

competitive advantage, but they help create unique and inimitable human capital resources at 

the organizational level.  Nevertheless, "The greater the task complexity, the less similarity 

between human capital resources and individual KSAOs" (Ployhart, 2012, p. 71).  That is, if the 

task is very complex, individual KSAOs might be the sources of sustained competitive 

advantage.  Moreover, in order to fully utilize human capital of employees in an organization, 
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employees need social capital (Burt, 1997).  In the next-subsection, social capital theories that 

are related to human capital will be discussed. 

 

1.2.2 Social Capital 

Burt (1997) argues that "social capital is a quality created between people, whereas 

human capital is a quality of individuals" (p. 339).  Social capital "exists in the relations among 

persons" (Coleman, 1988, pp. S100-S101).  Social capital has several advantages.  For 

example, social capital (1) increases attitude similarity, (2) increases job satisfaction, (3) 

increases power, (4) increases chance to get a job, (5) increases performance, (6) increases 

chance to get promotion, (7) decreases turnover, and (8) increases leadership effectiveness 

(Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & Tsai, 2004).  In this present study, benefits of social capital 

which are related to human capital will be emphasized. 

Coleman (1988) argues that social capital can be a source of information.  According to 

structural hole theory, social capital connects people on opposite sides of a hole in a network 

(Burt, 1997).  This structure hole allows information to flow between people in a network where 

otherwise these people may be disconnected (Burt, 1997).  Therefore, people can access more 

information than they can process alone (Burt, 1997).  This allows employees to gain more 

knowledge from their social capital.  Empirically, Katungi, Edmeades, and Smale (2008) found 

that men tend to have better access to social capital than women, thus leading to better 

information exchange on technologies.  Similarly, Wei, Zheng, and Zhang (2011) found that 

team density (i.e., number of actual links divided by the maximum possible links existing in a 

social network) was positively related to knowledge transfer.  These two studies supported the 

relationship between social capital and access to information resources. 

 Furthermore, Brass et al. (2004) argue that social capital increases attitude similarity.  

Hence, individuals will have more willingness to work together and share their knowledge.  

Moreover, "Social capital lowers the overall costs of coordination" (Chisholm & Nielsen, 2009, p. 
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18).  As a result, employees with more social capital tend to initiate coordination within their 

network, thus improving their knowledge sharing among employees.  Therefore, employees with 

more social capital will likely have better performance because they can obtain necessary 

knowledge, skills, and abilities.  Empirically, Ambrosini, Bowman, and Burton-Taylor (2007) 

found that inter-team coordination among employees in the financial service sector increased 

customer satisfaction.  Additionally, Weick and Roberts (1993) argue that a "collective mind" or 

a pattern of heedful interrelations reduces organizational errors.  Weick and Roberts (1993) 

show an example that flight operators need intensive coordination in during a takeoff operation, 

during a flight operation, and during a landing operation.  It can be inferred that social capital 

could improve performance of the workgroup by improving shared knowledge within the 

workgroup. 

 In this section, human capital theories have been discussed from both micro and macro 

perspectives.  Human capital at the organizational level can be a source of sustained 

competitive advantage of the organization.  Similarly, human capital at the individual level can 

improve the performance of employees.  This section also summarizes social capital theories 

relating to human capital.  Social capital tends to increase the number of information sources 

and the willingness to share knowledge within the social networks, thus improving knowledge, 

skills, and abilities that are necessary for the job.  The following section will introduce the 

problem statements and research questions of this study.  These problem statements and 

research questions are based on the literature review in Chapter 2.   

 

1.3 Problem Statements and Research Questions 

1.3.1 General Ability, Education, and Past Experience 

 Several studies have found that cognitive ability is positively related to individual 

performance (Becker, 1964; Jensen, 1998).  Moreover, the meta-analysis by Ng et al. (2005) 

found that cognitive ability was positively related to salary.  These results, thus, signify the 
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importance of cognitive ability on the success of employees.  According to Becker (1964), 

Jensen (1998), and Hitt, Bierman, Shimizu, and Kochhar (2001), cognitive ability is highly 

related to education level.  In recruitment process, most companies require applicants to include 

their education and past experience in their job application (Pendlebury, 1970).  This shows that 

companies need employees with high levels of human capital.  However, some studies (e.g., Pil 

& Leana, 2009) found that the relationship between education and individual performance was 

not significant.  Thus, there is a need for a further study to investigate an underlying mechanism 

of the relationship between human capital and performance. 

 Over the years, most research has been conducted on the direct relationship between 

human capital and performance (e.g., Becker, 1964; Jensen, 1988; Harris & McMahan, 2008; 

Hawkins & Dulewicz, 2007; Ng et al., 2005; Pil & Leana, 2009; Wright, Smart, McMahan, 

1995b), while there is little research on the mediated variables between them.  Therefore, this 

study will shed some light on the mediators between human capital and the performance of 

employees.  The first research question is "How does human capital affect the performance of 

employees?" 

 

1.3.2 Experience 

 Although several studies found that organizational tenure was positively related to in-

role performance and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs), these relationships were not 

linear (Ng & Feldman, 2010).  According to a meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2010), the 

strength of these relationships decreased when average organizational tenure of the sample 

increased, average age increased, percentage of women decreased, percentage of racial 

minority decreased, and percentage of college education decreased.  That is, employees who 

can benefit more from experience are those with low experience, young employees, women, 

minorities, and college educated employees.  Likewise, several studies (e.g., McDaniel, 

Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988; Sturman, 2003) also found a nonlinear relationship between 
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experience and performance.  However, most research has been conducted on the direct 

relationship between experience and performance (e.g., McDaniel et al., 1988; Ng et al., 2005; 

Ng & Feldman, 2010; Quinones, Ford, & Teachout, 1995; Sturman, 2003), while there is little 

research on the mediators between them.  This study will, therefore, search for the reasons 

behind the effect of experience on the performance of employees.  The second research 

question is "How does experience affect the performance of employees?" 

 

1.3.3 Social Capital 

Social capital "exists in the relations among persons" (Coleman, 1988, pp. S100-S101).  

Several studies (e.g., Burt, 1997; Coleman, 1988; Pil & Leana, 2009; Sagas & cunningham, 

2005) have found the relationship between social capital and performance.  For example, 

Coleman (1988) found that high school students with high social capital (i.e., family support) 

were less likely to drop out from high school.  Moreover, Pil and Leana (2009) found that a 

teacher's social capital was related to performance of his or her students.  Furthermore, Sagas 

and Cunningham (2005) found that assistant football coaches who worked with same race 

networks (i.e., black or white) were more likely to get promotions and obtain better positions.  It 

can be inferred that assistant football coaches were likely to perform better if they had better 

social networks.  Similarly, Burt (1997) found that managers with more social capital tended to 

have early promotions and better bonuses.  In addition, this effect is also supported at the 

organizational level.  Bruderl and Preisendorfer (1998) found that network support increased 

sales growth for new businesses.  Although several studies found a direct relationship between 

social capital and performance, little research exists on the reasons why social capital leads to 

performance.  Therefore, this present study will examine how social capital affects the 

performance of employees.  Thus, the third research question is "How does social capital affect 

the performance of employees?"  Table 1.1 shows the summary of the three research 

questions. 
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Table 1.1 Research Questions 
 

1. How does human capital affect the performance of employees? 
2. How does experience affect the performance of employees? 
3. How does social capital affect the performance of employees? 
 

1.4 Expected Contributions 

 This study is expected to have several significant contributions.  First, this study will be 

the first study at the individual level to test the relationship between context-generic human 

capital and context-specific human capital.  Since the introduction of the context-generic human 

capital and context-specific human capital by Ployhart and Moliterno (2011), there has been 

little research on the relationship between context-generic and context-specific human capital.  

Ployhart et al. (2011) studied this relationship in a restaurant chain.  However, the study by 

Ployhart et al. (2011) was operated at the organizational level.  Thus, this study will extend the 

existing knowledge by empirically testing this relationship at the individual level. 

 Second, this study will illustrate that context-specific human capital is a mediator 

between context-generic human capital and performance.  Most research has been conducted 

on the direct relationship between each component of human capital and performance (e.g., 

Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010; Harris & McMahan, 2008; Hawkins & Dulewicz, 2007; Ng et al., 

2005; Pil & Leana, 2009; Wright et al., 1995b).  For example, Harris and McMahan (2008) found 

that NCAA basketball teams consisting of players with better knowledge and skills were 

positively related to better team performance.  Therefore, this study will extend the existing 

literature by examining the mediator between the relationship between context-generic human 

capital and performance (i.e., context-specific human capital). 

 Third, this study will show the nonlinear effect of job tenure on context-specific human 

capital.  Most research has been conducted on job experience and performance (e.g., McDaniel 

et al., 1988; Ng et al., 2005; Ng & Feldman, 2010; Quinones et al., 1995; Sturman, 2003).  For 

example, a meta-analysis by McDaniel et al. (1988) found a nonlinear relationship between 

experience and performance.  However, there is little research on the underlying mechanism of 
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the relationship between job experience and performance.  This study will, thus, extend the past 

studies by introducing the context-specific human capital as the mediator between job 

experience and performance.  That is, it is theorized that job experience will affect the 

performance of employees through their context-specific human capital.  Hence, job experience 

will have a positive relationship with context-specific human capital, but this association will 

diminish as job experience increases. 

 Fourth, this study will provide the first attempt to investigate the benefits of social capital 

to human capital.  That is, this study will show that social capital is positively related to context-

specific human capital.  Most research has been conducted on the relationship between social 

capital and performance (e.g., Bruderl & Preisendorfer, 1998; Burt, 1997; Coleman, 1988; Pil & 

Leana, 2009; Sagas & Cunningham, 2005).  For example, Burt (1997) found that managers with 

more social capital tended to have early promotions and better bonuses.  Little research has 

been conducted on the underlying mechanisms between social capital and performance.  Thus, 

this study will extend the existing literature by introducing the benefits of social capital as the 

source of information.  On one hand, social capital can improve context-specific human capital 

by increasing the number of information sources (Burt, 1997; Coleman, 1988).  On the other 

hand, social capital can improve employee behaviors by increasing the willingness to share 

knowledge among employees (Chisholm & Nielsen, 2009).   

 Fifth, since the culture is different between Thailand and the US (Hofstede, 1983; 

House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004), this study will test the generalizability of 

human capital and social capital theories in Thailand.  Also, this study will enhance knowledge 

about human capital and social capital in Thailand because most research has been developed 

and tested in the US (e.g., Wright et al., 1995b; Pil & Leana, 2009). 
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1.5 Summary 

 This chapter begins by emphasizing the importance of human capital in strategic 

human resource management.  Then, this chapter presents the two main conceptual 

underpinnings of this study: human capital and social capital.  After that, this chapter introduces 

problem statements and three research questions based on the human capital and social 

capital literature.  Finally, five expected contributions are explained. 

 In summary, the purpose of this study is to theoretically develop and empirically test the 

relationships among multiple dimensions of human capital, social capital, employee behaviors, 

and performance by emphasizing the mechanisms (i.e., the mediators) between them.  This 

study will revisit the Wright and McMahan (1992) model by employing it at the individual level, 

adding a social capital variable, and categorizing human capital into context-generic human 

capital and context-specific human capital (See Figure 3.2 for details).   

 The next chapter will review the theoretical and empirical literature related to the 

research questions.  Then, seventeen hypotheses will be introduced and explained in Chapter 

3.  Next, the methodology of this study will be explained in Chapter 4.  After that, the results of 

this study will be analyzed in Chapter 5.  Then, the discussion will be presented in Chapter 6.  

Finally, the theoretical contributions, practical implications, limitations, and future research will 

be presented in Chapter 7. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

 Human capital has been used in several disciplines.  From the economics literature, 

Becker (2002) defined human capital as "the knowledge, information, ideas, skills, and health of 

individuals" (p. 3).  Investing in human capital will improve the employee's productivity and 

earnings (Becker, 1962, 1964).  Although economists have long known the importance of 

human capital, many people feel offended by the term human capital (Schultz, 1961).  This is 

because many people believe that human beings are not capital goods (Schultz, 1961).  

However, the research about human capital has been increasing since the publication of 

Becker's book on human capital in 1964. 

 Moreover, human resources have emerged in the strategic management literature 

(Wright, Dunford, & Snell, 2001).  The strategic management literature has shifted its emphasis 

from external factors (e.g., industry position) to internal firm resources, especially human 

resources, as sources of competitive advantage since the introduction of the resource-based 

view (RBV) of the firm (Hoskisson, Hitt, Wan, & Yiu, 1999; Wright et al., 2001).  From the 

strategic management literature, Coff (2002) defined human capital as “knowledge that is 

embodied in people” (p. 108).  In addition, Hitt, Bierman, Uhlenbruck, and Shimizu (2006) 

defined human capital as "employees' accrued expertise and experience" (p. 1138).  Besides, 

human capital includes education, experience, skills and characteristics of employees (Hitt et 

al., 2001).  Hitt et al. (2001) found that there was a curvilinear (U-shaped) relationship between 

human capital of partners (i.e., quality of the law school attended by partners and total 

experience as partners in the focal firm) and firm performance.  That is, the relationship 

between human capital of partners and firm performance was initially negative but turned 

positive with higher levels of human capital.  Hitt et al. (2001) argue that early investments of 
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partners' human capital are costly and surpass their benefits.  However, after continuing 

investments, the cost of these investments reduces, thus allowing firms to reap greater benefits 

(Hitt et al., 2001). 

 Furthermore, from the strategic human resource management literature, human capital 

can be defined as "a unit-level resource that is created from the emergence of individuals' 

knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics (KSAOs)" (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011, p. 

128).  Moreover, Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) separated human capital into two categories: 

cognitive human capital (what people can do) and non-cognitive human capital (what people will 

do).  Four major types of cognitive human capital have been used in the research: knowledge, 

skills, ability, and experience (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  Besides cognitive human capital, 

there are three major types of non-cognitive human capital: personality, values, and interests 

(Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  According to central and surface competencies model by Spencer 

and Spencer (1993), cognitive human capital (e.g., knowledge and skills) tends to be visible and 

developable, while non-cognitive human capital (e.g., motive, trait, and self-concept) tends to be 

hidden and hard to develop.  Hence, this study will focus on cognitive human capital.   

 This chapter will review the literature about the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, 

general and specific human capital, context-generic and context-specific human capital, 

cognitive human capital, measurement of human capital, social capital, employee behaviors, 

and gaps in the literature.  The next section will review the resource-based view (RBV) of the 

firm that is related to human capital.  

 

2.2 Resource-Based View of the Firm 

 The most popular theoretical framework for strategic human resource management is 

the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm (McMahan et al., 1999; Priem & Butler, 2001).  

However, McMahan et al. (1999) argue that although resource-based theory has been used in 

several studies, there was often a disconnect transition between the theory and the hypothesis 
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development.  Therefore, there is a challenge for researchers to use resource-based theory in 

their research (McMahan et al., 1999).  The resource-based view (RBV) of the firm was 

mentioned in the work of Penrose (1959).  The resource-based view (RBV) of the firm explains 

why firms have sustained competitive advantage over their competitors (Chisholm & Nielsen, 

2009).  Firms need resources, including all assets, capabilities, organizational process, firm 

attributes, information, and knowledge, in order to improve their efficiency and effectiveness 

based on their strategies (Draft, 1983; Barney, 1991).  According to Barney (1991), firm 

resources can normally be classified into three categories: physical capital resources 

(Williamson, 1975), human capital resources (Becker, 1964), and organizational capital 

resources (Tomer, 1987).  Physical capital resources include "the physical technology used in a 

firm, a firm's plant and equipment, its geographic location, and its access to raw materials" 

(Barney, 1991, p. 101).  Human capital resources include "the training, experience, judgment, 

intelligence, relationships, and insight of individual managers and workers in a firm" (Barney, 

1991, p. 101).  Organizational capital resources include "a firm's formal reporting structure, its 

formal and informal planning, controlling, and coordinating systems, as well as informal relations 

among groups within a firm and between a firm and those in its environment" (Barney, 1991, p. 

101). 

 According to Barney (1991), a firm's resource should have four attributes to gain 

sustained competitive advantage as follows: (1) it must be valuable, (2) it must be rare among a 

firm’s current and potential competition, (3) it must be imperfectly imitable, and (4) there cannot 

be strategically equivalent substitutes for this resource that are valuable but neither rare or 

imperfectly imitable.  First, valuable resources will improve efficiency and effectiveness of a firm 

by exploiting opportunities and/or neutralizing threats in a firm’s environment (Barney, 1991).  

Second, a resource is rare when the number of firms that possess a particular valuable 

resource is less than the number of firms needed to generate perfect competition dynamics in 

an industry (Barney, 1991).  Third, firm resources can be imperfectly imitable for one or a 
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combination of three reasons: (1) the ability of a firm to obtain a resource is dependent upon 

unique historical conditions, (2) the link between the resources possessed by a firm and a firm’s 

sustained competitive advantage is causally ambiguous, or (3) the resource generating a firm’s 

advantage is socially complex (Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Barney, 1991).  Lastly, a resource is non-

substitutable when no other resources that can enable the firm to implement the same 

strategies (Barney, 1991). 

 A firm will have competitive advantage when it implements "a value creating strategy 

not simultaneously being implemented by any current or potential competitors" (Barney, 1991, 

p. 102).  Moreover, a firm will have sustained competitive advantage when it implements "a 

value creating strategy not simultaneously being implemented by any current or potential 

competitors and when these other firms are also unable to duplicate the benefits of this 

strategy" (Barney, 1991, p. 102).  That is, competitive advantage can be achieved when 

resources are valuable and rare (Ployhart, 2012).  On the other hand, sustained competitive 

advantage can be achieved when resources are not only valuable and rare, but also inimitable 

and non-substitutable (Ployhart, 2012).  Using the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, 

Wright & McMahan (1992) and Wright et al. (1994) argue that human resources can be sources 

of sustained competitive advantage because they are valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-

substitutable.  Similarly, using the principles of the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, 

McMahan, Bell, and Virick (1998) argue that the diversity of human resources can be a source 

of sustained competitive advantage because it is valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-

substitutable.   

 This section reviews the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm.  Resources require 

four properties (i.e., valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable) in order to be the sources 

of sustained competitive advantage.  In following section, two types of human capital will be 

discussed. 
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2.3 General Human Capital and Specific Human Capital 

 As previously mentioned, McMahan et al. (1999), Wright and McMahan (1992), Wright 

et al. (1994), and Wright and McMahan (2011) argue that human capital is a source of 

sustained competitive advantage of the firm because it is valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-

substitutable.  However, the issue of the separation between general human capital and firm-

specific human capital has been raised by Wright and McMahan (2011) and McMahan and 

Harris (in press).  Becker (1962, 1964) defines general human capital and firm-specific human 

capital based on the training process.  According to Becker (1962, 1964), there are two types of 

on-the-job training: general training and specific training.  This on-the-job training can range 

continuously from completely general training to completely specific training (Becker, 1962, 

1964).  The benefits of increasing productivity from completely general training will be shared 

between the firm providing the training and other firms if the employees leave the firm (Becker, 

1962, 1964).  On the other hand, the benefits of increasing productivity from completely specific 

training will only be useful for the firm providing the training but not be useful in other firms 

(Becker, 1962, 1964).  However, most of the on-the-job training programs fall between these 

two extremes (Becker, 1962, 1964).  According to Backer (1962, 1964), education from school 

can be referred as the general training because it benefits all firms.   

Furthermore, many organizations might encounter a high turnover rate after general 

training.  That is, employees with better general human capital will have more opportunities to 

find a new job.  Becker (1962, 1964) notes that general training or development will increase the 

rate of turnover because trained employees can find a job somewhere else that can use the 

same knowledge and skills.  Besides, Benson, Finegold, and Mohrman (2004) found that 

employees who earned graduate degrees through tuition reimbursement were more likely to 

leave the organization voluntarily than employees who participated in tuition reimbursement 

without earning a degree.  One explanation is that training without completing a degree cannot 

be easily recognized by other employers (Strober, 1990).  Therefore, employees who do not 
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earn a degree will not increase their alternative choices because other employers do not know 

their human capital.  On the other hand, employees who earn a degree will have more 

opportunities to find alternative employers because they have the degree that shows new 

employers their human capital.  In addition, Trevor (2001) found that employees with higher 

education were more likely to quit.  According to organizational commitment theory, an 

alternative choice of employment will reduce the continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 

1991).  For this reason, employees with better general ability tend to quit the job. 

 To reduce the turnover rate, training must be specific and related to a certain job.  In 

addition, specific training can enhance the skills that are related to the job and also reduce the 

turnover rate because employees tend to have difficulty in finding an outside job that uses the 

same set of knowledge and skills.  Moreover, Wright and McMahan (2011) argue that specific 

human capital has been the focus of attention in strategic human resource management 

literature.  Based on the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, Barney and Wright (1998) 

argue that firm-specific human capital can be the source of competitive advantage of the firm.  

On the other hand, Wright et al. (1994) argue that general human capital, especially general 

ability, also provides competitive advantage to the firm because it is valuable, rare, inimitable, 

and non-substitutable.  Wright and McMahan (2011) conclude that both general human capital 

and specific human capital could be the source of competitive advantage of the firm.   

 This section reviews the differences between general human capital and specific 

human capital.  The next section will discuss another two types of human capital: context-

generic human capital and context-specific human capital. 

 

2.4 Context-Generic Human Capital and Context-Specific Human Capital 

 According to Ployhart and Moliterno (2011), context-generic human capital can be used 

in many different tasks and firms, while context-specific human capital can be used in only 

particular tasks and firms.  Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) argue that this type of distinction is 
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different from general and firm-specific human capital which is used in macro-level research.  

Although general human capital has a similar concept to context-generic human capital, specific 

human capital is a different concept from context-specific human capital.  Specific human 

capital offers benefits in a specific firm, while context-specific human capital benefits only a 

specific task and firm.  Moreover, context-generic human capital is more stable across time and 

situations, while context-specific human capital tends to change over time and situations 

(Jensen, 1998; Kanfer, 1990; Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  Empirically, Gathmann and 

Schönberg (2010) found that context-specific human capital (i.e., specific skills ) accounted for 

up to 52% of individual wage growth.  Moreover, Pil and Leana (2009) found mathematics 

teachers with high ability to teach mathematics were likely to improve performance of students 

in a mathematics class.  These show the importance of context-specific human capital. 

 Cognitive ability is context-generic human capital because it is relatively stable (Jensen, 

1998; Kanfer, 1990; Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  Knowledge, skills, and experience can be 

either context-generic or context-specific (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  For example, computer 

knowledge and skills can be context-generic human capital for managers.  These might include 

how to perform basic computer knowledge and skills such as how to compose an e-mail, how to 

create an electronic document, and how to create a presentation from the computer.  Such 

computer knowledge and skills are required by most of the jobs.  However, they do not directly 

increase the performance of managers but managers with better computer knowledge and skills 

can learn and use other knowledge and skills better because they have better tools.  On the 

other hand, computer knowledge and skills can be context-specific human capital for computer 

programmers.  These might include specific knowledge and skills such as programming 

language, database management, and network management.  These kinds of knowledge and 

skills are essential to complete their programming tasks.  Moreover, this specific knowledge 

requirements depend on an environment or a context of the job.   
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 This section reviews the differences between context-generic human capital and 

context-specific human capital.  These two types of human capital concepts will be used in this 

study.  In the next section, the literature on each dimension of cognitive human capital, which is 

the focus of this study, will be reviewed and discussed in details. 

 

2.5 Cognitive Human Capital 

 As stated earlier, human capital can be studied at both micro (i.e., individual) and macro 

(i.e., organizational) level (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011; Wright & McMahan, 2011).  Ployhart and 

Moliterno (2011) argue that human capital should be measured at the individual level and 

aggregated up to the organizational level.  Since "the roots of human capital lie at the individual 

level" (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011, p. 132), this study will focus on human capital at the 

individual level.   

 Moreover, as previous discussed, human capital can be divided into two categories: 

cognitive human capital and non-cognitive human capital (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  Since 

there is little literature in strategic human resource management explaining the relationships 

among these four types of cognitive human capital, this study will emphasize the relationships 

among the four types of cognitive human capital which are knowledge, skills, ability, and 

experience.  In this study, the black box of cognitive human capital will be separated into four 

components: experience, ability, knowledge, and skills.   

 

2.5.1 Experience  

 The first component of cognitive human capital is experience.  Experience is the human 

capital investment accumulated via learning-by-doing (Unger et al., 2011; Rosen, 1972).  

Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) argue that "Experience is a multifaceted construct that reflects an 

opportunity to learn and transfer knowledge from generic to job and firm specific" (p. 134).  In 

the organization, employees tend to improve their productivity though learning new skills or 
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knowledge while they are on the job (Becker, 1962, 1964).  According to a meta-analysis of 182 

samples by Sturman (2003), a meta-analysis of 44 samples by Quinones et al. (1995), and a 

meta-analysis of 947 samples by McDaniel et al. (1988), experience was positively related to 

performance.  Specifically, the effect of experience on performance was highest at task level, 

followed by job level and organizational level, respectively (Quinones et al., 1995).  Similarly, 

the meta-analysis by Sturman (2003) found that job experience was a better predictor of 

performance than organizational tenure.  These results show that the best predictor for 

performance is the time that people spend at their current task or job rather than their 

organization.   

 According to a meta-analysis by Ng et al. (2005) that included 140 empirical studies, 

the number of hours worked was positively related to career success (i.e., salary, promotion, 

and career satisfaction).  In addition, within the same meta-analysis by Ng et al. (2005), job 

tenure, organizational tenure, work experience, and international experience were positively 

related to salary.  Ng and Feldman (2010) note that organizational tenure has been used as a 

proxy for work experience.  According to a meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2010), 

organizational tenure was positively related to in-role performance and organizational 

citizenship behaviors.  Interestingly, organizational tenure was positively related to some 

counterproductive behaviors (e.g., aggressive behavior and nonsickness absence). 

 Several meta-analysis studies (e.g., McDaniel et al., 1988; Ng & Feldman, 2010; 

Sturman, 2003) have found that the relationship between experience and performance was 

nonlinear.  First, the meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2010) found that the strength of these 

relationships decreased when average organizational tenure of the sample increased, average 

age increased, percentage of women decreased, percentage of racial minority decreased, and 

percentage of college education decreased.  That is, employees who can benefit more from 

experience are those with low experience, young employees, women, minorities, and college 

educated employees.  Second, the meta-analysis by McDaniel et al. (1988) found that the mean 



24 
 

 

length of job experience of the sample reduced the strength of the relationship between job 

experience and performance.  Third, the meta-analysis by Sturman (2003) found that the mean 

length of organizational tenure of the sample reduced the strength of the relationship between 

organizational tenure and performance.  Nevertheless, the meta-analysis by Sturman (2003) 

found that the mean length of job experience of the sample reduced the strength of the 

relationship between job experience and performance only in low-complexity jobs but not in 

high-complexity jobs.   

 Sturman (2003) found that although the relationships between experience and 

performance in low-complexity jobs were initially higher than those in high-complexity jobs, the 

relationships between experience and performance in high-complexity jobs increase over time.  

Sturman (2003) argues that employees in low-complexity jobs need less time to acquire new 

knowledge and skills than those in high-complexity jobs.  On average, the relationships between 

experience and performance in high-complexity jobs were higher than those in low-complexity 

jobs (Sturman, 2003).  In contrast to Sturman's (2003) study, McDaniel et al. (1988) found that 

the relationships between job experience and performance were higher in low-complexity jobs 

than in high-complexity jobs.  McDaniel et al. (1988) argue that employees who work in low-

complexity jobs are unlikely to have formal education; therefore, experience is their only source 

of knowledge.  On the other hand, employees who work in high-complexity jobs tend to have 

better education; therefore, they may not require as much knowledge from experience 

(McDaniel et al., 1988).  This result from McDaniel et al. (1988) seems to contradict the results 

from Sturman (2003).   

 However, most of the samples in McDaniel et al.'s (1988) study (514 or 54.3%) had an 

average length of experience of less than 6 years.  Therefore, the result from McDaniel et al. 

(1988) might represent only the relationships between experience and performance in the low 

experience range.  Furthermore, McDaniel et al. (1988) found that the relationships between 

experience and performance were higher in low-complexity jobs than in high-complexity jobs 
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only in the samples with the average length of experience lower than 12 years.  When the 

average length of experience of the samples was more than 12 years, the relationships 

between experience and performance were higher in high-complexity jobs than in low-

complexity jobs (McDaniel et al., 1988).  These two meta-analysis studies (i.e., McDaniel et al., 

1988; Sturman, 2003) show that employees in low-complexity jobs tend to gain more benefits 

from their experience in the early stage than in the later stage, while those in high-complexity 

jobs tend to gain more benefits from their experience in the later stage than in the early stage.  

In addition, Hitt et al. (2001) found that the relationship between human capital of partners (i.e., 

quality of the law school attended by partners and total experience as partners in the focal firm) 

and firm performance was initially negative but turned positive with higher levels of human 

capital.  This seems to indicate that jobs in a law firm are highly complex. 

 There are several reasons for this nonlinear relationship between organizational tenure 

and performance.  First, Peter and Hull (1969) argue that organizational tenure and 

performance are not linear because long-tenured employees tend to be promoted to higher 

positions in which they cannot perform well because of the lack of advanced skills.  For 

example, a technical employee might be promoted to be a manager which requires a lot of 

management skills that he or she may not have.  Thus, experience from a technical job might 

not help him or her improve performance in a management job. 

 Second, Murphy (1989) introduced a two-stage model for job performance. The first 

stage is the transition stage which occurs "when an employee is new to a job, or when the 

major duties or responsibilities of a job change" (Murphy, 1989, p. 190).  In this transition stage, 

performance depends on cognitive ability because cognitive ability helps an employee acquire 

new knowledge and skills (Murphy, 1989).  The second stage is the maintenance stage which 

occurs "between periods of transition" (Murphy, 1989, p. 190).  In this maintenance stage, 

cognitive ability is not important because all knowledge and skills have been learned; therefore, 

performance will only depend on personality and motivational factors (Murphy, 1989).  This 
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model indicates that experience will be useful only in the transition stage but not useful in the 

maintenance stage.  Therefore, the effect of experience on performance may decrease when 

experience increases because highly-experienced employees may move from a transition stage 

to a maintenance stage. 

 Third, more experience can be either an advantage or a disadvantage to individuals 

(Reuber & Fischer, 1999).  According to Starr and Bygrave (1992), by comparing an individual's 

experience to a balance sheet, experience can be an asset, or a liability, or both at the same 

time.  That is, experience can have both positive and negative impacts on an individual's 

performance.  For example, employees with more experience tend to have more knowledge 

and skills in order to improve their performance (Reuber & Fischer, 1999).  On the other hand, 

employees with more experience might also hesitate to seek and learn new knowledge and 

skills, thus inhibiting them from new opportunities and alternatives (Reuber & Fischer, 1999). 

 Fourth, Schmidt et al. (1986) argue that the nonlinear relationship of experience and 

performance occurs because relative inequality in experience decreases.  For example, in the 

low experience group, employees with 1 year of experience have knowledge only 25% (1/4) of 

those with 4 years of experience.   On the other hand, in the high experience group, employees 

with 17 years of experience have knowledge 85% (17/20) of those with 20 years of experience.  

These two groups of employees have the same range of experience (4 years), but the ratio of 

knowledge of employees with lowest experience to knowledge of those with highest experience 

is different.  Thus, this reduction of relative inequality in experience will decrease the 

relationship between experience and performance as the average length of experience of the 

sample increases.  Nevertheless, this explanation is true only in the group data where the 

experience is codified into several categories.  For example, the experience of 1 year in one 

study may be codified into "low experience" equivalent to the experience of 17 years in another 

study.  This logical reason cannot explain the nonlinear relationship in the studies using real 

data.  
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2.5.2 Ability 

 The second component of cognitive human capital is ability.  According to Becker 

(1962, 1964), ability as an economics term is the average rate of return of the total investment 

costs in human capital.  Becker (1964) called the person with high ability as the "economic 

talent" (p. 62) or "abler" person (p. 63).  Moreover, Becker (1962, 1964) argues that abler 

persons tend to invest in themselves more than those with low ability because abler persons 

have a higher return of investment in their human capital.  Historically, mental abilities were first 

used in an empirical study by Sir Francis Galton, the father of differential psychology (i.e., the 

study of individual and group differences in human traits, which includes behavioral genetics), in 

the latter half of the nineteenth century (Jensen, 1998). 

 According to Jensen (1998), ability or "the g factor" represents the individual differences 

in speed, efficiency, or capacity of the mental operations such as inductive or deductive 

reasoning, spatial visualization, quantitative reasoning, and verbal knowledge and reasoning.  

Jensen (1998) suggests that the best g measurement items (e.g., Intelligence Quotient: IQ) 

should require minimal specific knowledge.  According to Jensen (1998), people are different in 

their mental abilities.  Using the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, Wright et al. (1994) 

show that General Cognitive Ability (GMA) can lead to the competitive advantage of the firm 

because it is valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable.  Becker (1964) found that people 

with high IQ had higher average earnings than those with low IQ.  Similarly, the meta-analysis 

by Ng et al. (2005) found that cognitive ability was positively related to salary.  Moreover, 

Hawkins and Dulewicz (2007) studied leadership performance in the police service in Scotland.  

Using 360-degree report performance, it was found that the leaders' IQ was positively related to 

their performance (Hawkins & Dulewicz, 2007).  In addition, Jensen (1998) argues that the IQ 

differences are genetic and environmental.  That is, people may inherit IQ from their parent and 

develop it later based on their environment.  According to Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit 

(1997), cognitive ability affects task performance through task habits, task skill, and task 
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knowledge because people with better cognitive ability tend to learn and master relevant facts, 

principles, and procedures faster if they are provided with an opportunity.  Additionally, Jensen 

(1998) argues that people with high cognitive ability or "the g factor" learn faster, and benefit 

more from experience.  Similarly, Becker (1962, 1964) argues that abler persons provide a 

higher rate of return on investment in their human capital.  Likewise, Ployhart et al. (2011) state 

that "Cognitive ability is expected to influence how quickly and how much is learned in those 

situations, as well as how well that learning can be applied to new situations" (p. 356).  That is, 

cognitive ability helps people quickly and thoroughly learn new things in one situation and also 

easily apply them to new situations.   

 Wright, Kacmar, McMahan, and Deleeuw (1995a) found that cognitive ability moderates 

the relationship between need for achievement and performance such that a positive 

relationship will be observed for those with high cognitive ability, while a negative relationship 

will be observed for those with low cognitive ability.  Wright et al. (1995a) argue that need for 

achievement stimulates motivation.  This motivation will allow people with high cognitive ability 

to work at full potential performance, but motivation may diminish the performance of people 

with low cognitive ability because they might make an excessive number of mistakes compared 

to those with low motivation (Wright et al., 1995a). 

 Empirically, Hunter (1983) examined the data from 4 previous military studies and 10 

previous civilian studies by using path analysis and found that general mental ability led to 

supervisory ratings of job performance though job knowledge (i.e., facts and principles of the 

job) and work sample performance (i.e., important tasks from the job) for both military and 

civilian data.  Additionally, Hunter (1983) found that the effect of job knowledge on supervisory 

ratings of job performance was greater than the effect of work sample performance on 

supervisory ratings of job performance.  Hunter (1983) further explained that supervisors might 

be more familiar with the employee's level of job knowledge through interpersonal interaction 

than the actual performance on the job.  Moreover, Ree and Earles (1991) found that general 
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cognitive ability was the best predictor of training success across 82 jobs of Air Force enlistees.  

Similarly, McHenry, Hough, Toquam, Hanson, and Ashworth (1990) found that cognitive ability 

was the best predictor of core technical proficiency and general soldiering proficiency across 

nine Army jobs of enlisted soldiers.  Using longitudinal data provided by a national oil company, 

Dreher and Bretz (1991) found that employees with high cognitive ability were likely to get later 

career advancement, especially compared to employees with low early career success.  

Likewise, using a sample of master of business administration (MBA) graduates, O'Reilly and 

Chatman (1994) found that the combination of high general cognitive ability and motivation was 

significantly related to early career success.  That is, MBAs who were smarter and worked 

harder tended to get a job upon graduation, earn higher salaries, have more rapid pay 

increases, and receive more promotions in their early careers (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1994). 

 Even though education is not ability, education has been used as a proxy or an indirect 

measurement of ability (Wright & McMahan, 2011; Coff, 2002; Hitt et al., 2001; Hitt et al., 2006).  

According to Becker (1964), Jensen (1998), and Hitt et al. (2001), there is a high correlation 

between ability and education.  That is, the rate of return on investment in human capital 

increases with the additional years of schooling (Becker, 1964, p. 127).  However, Becker 

(1962, 1964) argues that people with high ability may have more incentive to go to college than 

people with low ability.  Therefore, colleges would only have people with high ability.  Hence, 

Becker (1964) argues that "college graduates tend to be more 'able' than high-school 

graduates, apart from the effect of college education" (p. 154).  According to the meta-analysis 

of twin and adoption studies by McGue and Bouchard (1998), the variance of cognitive ability 

and intelligence is explained by genetics between 50 and 85 percent, while the environment 

only accounts, at best, one-fourth of the genetic explanation.  Moreover, from the meta-analysis 

by Ng et al. (2005) the education level was positively related to career success (i.e., salary, 

promotion, and career satisfaction).  Furthermore, Becker (1964) found that IQ is highly 

correlated with class rank.  Therefore, class rank can be another representative of ability. 
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 Moreover, according to changing-abilities-requirements model by Fleishman and 

Mumford (1989), skill acquisition for the perceptual-motor task requires cognitive abilities (e.g., 

verbal comprehension and spatial visualization) in the earlier stage. After that, only the motor 

abilities (e.g., reaction time and multilimb coordination) will be required in the later stage 

(Fleishman & Mumford, 1989).  Although cognitive abilities are important for acquiring new 

information in the earlier stage, it does not perfect the job in the later stage.  To bring the job to 

the perfection, employees also need motor abilities in the later stage.  However, Barrett, 

Caldwell, and Alexander (1989) argue that the result in the Fleishman and Mumford (1989) may 

not be generalized to other job settings because a job in the experimental simulation study does 

not represent a job in the real world.  According to Ackerman (1987), tasks can be either 

"resource dependent" which show little variability in the ability-performance correlation or 

"resource insensitive" which tend to show changes in the ability-performance correlation.  

Barrett et al. (1989) argue that the studies by Fleishman and his colleagues were "resource-

insensitive" tasks which required automatic processing but not cognitive processing.  Therefore, 

Barrett et al. (1989) imply that the results from Fleishman and his colleagues may be only the 

special case in the ability-performance relationship.  

 

2.5.3 Knowledge  

 The third component of cognitive human capital is knowledge.  Knowledge can be 

defined as "information whose validity has been established through tests of proof" (Liebeskind, 

1996, p. 94).  Additionally, knowledge can be defined as "an understanding of principles, facts, 

and process" (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011, p. 134).  Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) argue that 

knowledge can be either context-generic or context-specific.  Knowledge can be divided into 

two categories: articulated and tacit (Liebaskind, 1996; Hitt et al., 2001).  Articulated knowledge 

can be codified into written documents and easily transferred, while tacit knowledge cannot be 

codified and not easily transferred (Liebaskind, 1996; Hitt et al., 2001).  Hitt et al. (2001) and 
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Gherardi and Nicolini (2000) argue that articulated knowledge is learned through formal 

education and training, while tacit knowledge is learned through experience on the job.  Hitt et 

al. (2001) found that partners in law firms were less likely to contribute productivity to their firm 

performance in the early stage of their career, but they contributed more productivity to their 

firm's performance as they gained more experience and tacit knowledge.  

 Moreover, some researchers (e.g., Campbell, 1990; McCloy, Campbell, & Cudeck, 

1994) separate knowledge into two types: declarative and procedural (Ng & Feldman, 2010).  

"Declarative knowledge refers to expertise concerning facts, rules, and principles, whereas 

procedural knowledge refers to the application of declarative knowledge in practice" (Ng & 

Feldman, 2010, p. 1224).  Declarative knowledge indicates what to do in the job, while 

procedural knowledge indicates how to do it (Ng & Feldman, 2010).  Employees gain both 

declarative knowledge and procedural knowledge while they are working on the job (Ng & 

Feldman, 2010). 

 

2.5.4 Skills 

 The fourth component of cognitive human capital is skills.  Skills can be defined as "the 

ability to perform a certain physical or mental task" (Spencer & Spencer, 1993, p. 11).  There 

are several skills that can be used in the organization such as social skill, political skill, and 

problem solving skill.  Additionally, Wright et al. (1995b) and Harris and McMahan (2008) used 

basketball skill as the specific human capital to predict team performance in a National 

Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) basketball tournament.  Wright et al. (1995b) found that 

NCAA basketball teams whose players had their basketball skills matched with a team strategy 

performed better.   

 The difference between knowledge/skills and education/experience is that 

education/experience is the investment while knowledge/skills is the outcome of the investment 

(Unger et al., 2011).  For example, mathematics teaching skill is the result of the teaching 
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experience (Pil & Leana, 2009).  In addition, Harris and McMahan (2008) found that NCAA 

basketball teams which consisted of players with better knowledge and skills were positively 

related to better team performance.   

 Furthermore, several studies (e.g., Pil & Leana, 2009; Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010) 

have shown that context-specific human capital is positively related to individual performance.  

Moreover, using data from a large U.S.-based restaurant chain, Ployhart et al. (2011) found that 

unit-specific human capital (i.e., completed advanced levels of optional training) increased the 

unit effectiveness (i.e., sales per labor hour and receipts versus flow-through) through unit 

service performance behavior (i.e., customer satisfaction).  Moreover, according to the model by 

Schmidt et al. (1986), job experience and ability affect performance through the acquisition of 

job knowledge and skills.   

This section reviews four main components of cognitive human capital: experience, 

ability, knowledge, and skills.  The next section will discuss measurement of human capital in 

the strategic human management literature. 

 

2.6 Measurement of Human Capital  

Even though human capital has been used in research for nearly fifty years since 

Becker (1964), there is little consistency of how to measure human capital (Wright & McMahan, 

2011).  According to Wright and McMahan (2011), there are three main methods to measure 

human capital in the strategic human resource management literature: subjective measures, 

proxies, and direct assessments .   

 

2.6.1 Subjective Measures 

Using subjective measures, researchers usually ask one or more respondents about 

the quality of the employees in the organization.  For example, in Wright et al.'s (1995b) study of 

basketball human capital, they asked a coach in each National Collegiate Athletic Association 
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(NCAA) basketball team to rate his or her team as a group on the level of three dimensions of 

team skills (i.e., team orientation, athleticism, and shooting).  Moreover, Takeuchi et al. (2007) 

asked managers in Japanese companies about their employees working in the unit whether 

they 'are highly skilled,' 'are widely considered to be the best in our industry,' 'are creative and 

bright,' 'are experts in their particular jobs and functions,' and 'develop new ideas and 

knowledge.'  This human capital scale was adopted from Subramaniam and Youndt (2005) and 

Youndt, Subramaniam, and Snell (2004).  Furthermore, Lepak and Snell (2002) asked 

managers to evaluate their employees based on value (12 items) and uniqueness (10 items).  

The human capital value scale had questionnaire items including "Individuals have skills that 

are instrumental for creating innovation" and "Individuals have skills that create customer value" 

(Lepak & Snell, 2002).  The human capital uniqueness scale had questionnaire items like 

"Individuals have skills that are not widely available in the labor market" and "Individuals have 

skills that would be very difficult to replace" (Lepak & Snell, 2002). 

The problem of subjective measures is that they rely only on the perception of one 

respondent (Wright & McMahan, 2011), thus creating the problem of measurement error such 

as common rater effects (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003).  These common 

rater effects include consistency motif, implicit theories, social desirability, leniency biases, 

acquiescence biases, mood state, and transient mood state (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

 

2.6.2 Proxies 

Proxies are "stand-in [measures] for other quantities that cannot be directly measured" 

(Wright & McMahan, 2011, p. 96).  Researchers have used proxies in economics and macro 

organizational literature (Wright & McMahan, 2011).  For example, Hitt et al. (2001) used quality 

of the law school attended by partners as a proxy for articulated knowledge and prestige and 

used total experience as partners in the focal firm as a proxy for firm-specific tacit knowledge.  

In addition, Hitt et al. (2006) used total partner experience in the legal field averaged across the 
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partners in the focal firm as a proxy for tacit legal and managerial knowledge that may be 

fungible.  Moreover, Judge et al. (1995) measured human capital at the individual level using 

educational level, quality, prestige, and degree type.  

The problem of proxies is the inaccuracy assessments (Wright & McMahan, 2011).  For 

example, people who graduated from the same school may not have the same level of 

knowledge.  Moreover, people with the same number of years in the firm may not learn the 

same knowledge.  Therefore, a researcher should interpret the proxy measurement with caution 

in that it may have considerable error variance (Wright & McMahan, 2011). 

 

2.6.3 Direct Assessments 

 Researchers can use direct assessments to capture the human capital.  For example, 

Pil and Leana (2009) used a mathematics teaching skills test called Learning Mathematics for 

Teaching (LMT) which was a project developed by Hill et al. (2004) to measure teachers' ability 

to teach mathematics.  Moreover, Pil and Leana (2009) used formal education and experience 

at grade-level for measuring human capital of a mathematics teacher.  Furthermore, Ployhart, 

Weekley, and Ramsey (2009) operationalized human capital as service orientation which was 

measured by three personality traits (i.e., conscientiousness, agreeableness, and emotional 

stability), a situational judgment test, and a biodata-based measure of educational success.  

Moreover, an Intelligence Quotient (IQ) test has been used in several human capital studies 

(Becker, 1964; Jensen, 1998). 

 The problem of direct assessments is that they may not capture the whole picture of 

human capital (Wright & McMahan, 2011).  For example, the personality traits may not 

represent the whole human capital of the respondent.  In addition, people with high IQ do not 

always have better human capital.   

This section reviews advantages and disadvantages of three main measures of human 

capital (i.e., subjective measures, proxies, and direct assessments).  Researchers should select 
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an appropriated measure or a combination of these three measures based on their situation and 

environment.  According to Wright and McMahan (2011), when employees work as a group, the 

combination of human capital and social capital is called "human capability.".  The next section 

will review and discuss the social capital literature that is related to human capital. 

 

2.7 Social Capital 

Besides the concept of human capital, the concept of social capital has become popular 

in social science disciplines (Adler & Kwon, 2002).  According to Burt (1997), "while human 

capital is surely necessary to success, it is useless without the social capital of opportunities in 

which to apply it" (p. 339).  That is, social capital creates more opportunities to use human 

capital in the workplace (Burt, 1997).  Moreover, social capital "exists in the relations among 

persons" (Coleman, 1988, pp. S100-S101).  Burt (1997) argues that "social capital is a quality 

created between people, whereas human capital is a quality of individuals" (p. 339).  

Furthermore, social capital can be influenced by hierarchy in the organization because many 

ties come with formal positions (Podolny & Baron, 1997; Coleman, 1988).  According to Adler 

and Kwon (2002), “Social capital is the goodwill available to individuals or groups.  Its source 

lies in the structure and content of the actor’s social relations.  Its effects flow from the 

information, influence, and solidarity it makes available to the actor” (p. 23). 

 Social capital was found to be related to performance (e.g., Bruderl & Preisendorfer, 

1998; Burt, 1997; Coleman, 1988; Pil & Leana, 2009; Sagas & Cunningham, 2005).  For 

example, Pil and Leana (2009) found that a teacher's social capital was significantly related to 

performance of his or her students.  This empirical study shows that a teacher can benefit from 

his or her social networks, consequently improving the performance of his or her students.  

Moreover, Bloom (1999) found that the baseball teams with less pay dispersion tended to have 

better performance than baseball teams with more pay dispersion.  Bloom (1999) argues that 

players in a team with high pay dispersion might feel it is unfair, thus reducing cooperation or 
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sabotaging their coworkers.  It can be inferred that employees with less social capital would be 

likely to gain less cooperation from their coworkers.  Social capital has advantages and 

disadvantages.  According to Brass et al. (2004), there are nine main consequences of 

interpersonal networks: (1) increased attitude similarity, (2) increased job satisfaction, (3) 

increased power, (4) increased chance to get a job, (5) increased performance, (6) increased 

chance to get promotion, (7) decreased turnover, (8) increased leadership effectiveness, and 

unfortunately (9) increased unethical behavior.  In this study, only benefits of social capital that 

are related to human capital will be reviewed and discussed .   

Knowledge transfer refers to "dyadic exchanges of organizational knowledge between a 

source and a recipient unit" (Szulanski, 1996, p. 28).  According to Coleman (1988), social 

capital can be a source of information.  Moreover, social capital allows individuals to access 

resources within an organization (Chisholm & Nielsen, 2009).  Coleman (1988) gave an 

example that a person can save the time of reading a newspaper by asking his or her friends 

who pay attention to the news.  Moreover, Coleman (1988) argues that human capital can be 

created by social capital.  He shows that high school students were more successful when they 

had support from parents and community.  Using the dropout rate of high school students, 

Coleman (1988) found that students with two parents, one sibling, and their mother's 

expectation of college were less likely to drop out of school compared to those with one parent, 

four siblings, and no mother's expectation of college.  Coleman (1988) shows the example that 

a number of Asian immigrant families purchased two copies of each textbook needed by the 

child because the mother used another copy to study in order to teach her child at home.  

Moreover, Coleman (1988) also found that students in Catholic schools surrounded by a 

community based on religious organization were less likely to dropout from school compared to 

public and other private schools.  Furthermore, structural hole theory argues that social capital 

connects people on opposite sides of a hole in a network (Burt, 1997).  This structure hole 

allows information to flow between people in a network where otherwise these people may be 
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disconnected (Burt, 1997).  Therefore, people can access more information than they can 

process alone (Burt, 1997).  For example, managers in a top management team require strong 

links in order to exchange their knowledge and expertise (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).   

However, "A given form of social capital that is valuable in facilitating certain actions 

may be useless or even harmful for others" (Coleman, 1988, p. S98).  This means social capital 

can be either useful or harmful depending on the situation.  There are three types of tie strength 

in a social network: strong, weak, and absent (Granovetter, 1973).  According to Granovetter 

(1973), "the strength of a tie is a (probably linear) combination of the amount of time, the 

emotional intensity, the intimacy (mutual confiding), and the reciprocal services which 

characterize the tie" (p. 1361).  According to the weak-tie theory (Granovetter, 1973), weak ties 

lead to nonredundant knowledge, while strong ties lead to more redundant knowledge.  Weak 

ties are good for searching for new information, while strong ties are good for transferring 

complex and tacit information (Hansen, 1999; Adler & Kwon, 2002).  Weak ties require less 

maintenance (Hansen, 1999), therefore, people can have several weak ties at the same time.  

On the other hand, strong ties require time and energy to maintain the relationships (Boorman, 

1975; Hansen, 1999).  Therefore, the strong ties network is much smaller but stronger.  

Empirically, Seibert, Kraimer, and Liden (2001) found that the number of weak ties was 

positively related to contacts in other functions and higher organizational levels but negatively 

related to information access.  Moreover, Sagas and Cunningham (2005) found that assistant 

football coaches who worked with same race networks (i.e., black or white) were more likely to 

get promotions and better positions.  Furthermore, using samples in a large, multidivisional and 

multinational electronics and computer company, Hansen (1999) found that strong ties between 

subunits reduced the completion time of the project when the knowledge was highly complex, 

while weak ties between subunits reduced the completion time of the project when the 

knowledge was not complex.  Therefore, individuals with more strong ties are more likely to 

have better performance than those with less strong ties in the high-complexity jobs.   
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Moreover, Katungi et al. (2008) found that men tend to have better access to social 

capital than women, thus leading to better information exchange on agricultural technologies.  

Their sample of study comprised 400 banana-growing households in 20 villages in rural 

Uganda.  They argue that women in this study are older, less educated and poorer than men, 

thus discouraging them from accumulating social capital.  Furthermore, Wei et al. (2011) 

studied the relationships between social capital characteristics and knowledge transfer of 

knowledge and skills after the bank's training programs.  They found that team density (i.e., 

number of actual links divided by the maximum possible links existing in a social network) was 

positively related to knowledge transfer.   

According to Scott (2002), the distance between two subjects in a social network is the 

length of the shortest path between the two subjects.  Hansen (2002) argues that information 

might be distorted if a path between a knowledge recipient and a knowledge source is too long.  

Moreover, Cummings and Teng (2003) argue that the communication is costly and requires 

more time if there is a long distance between a knowledge recipient and a knowledge source.  

Wei et al. (2011) found that the distance between a knowledge recipient and a knowledge 

source was negatively related to knowledge transfer.  Therefore, the direct relationship between 

two subjects tends to facilitate knowledge transfer more than the indirect relationship which 

requires other people to connect between a knowledge source and a knowledge recipient. 

Nevertheless, there are two problems of knowledge transfer: willingness and ability 

(Hansen, 1999).  First, the source unit might be unwilling to transfer the knowledge or the 

receiver unit might be unwilling to learn the new knowledge (Hansen, 1999).  However, 

Chisholm and Nielsen (2009) argue that social capital increases the willingness to exchange 

information within an organization.  Second, the source unit might be unable to transfer the 

knowledge or the receiver unit might be unable to learn the new knowledge because of the task 

complexity (Hansen, 1999).  This shows that human capital is an important factor to transfer 

knowledge, particularly in a complex task. 
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This section reviews benefits of social capital that are related to human capital.  Social 

capital could improve human capital by creating better opportunities for employees to access 

more information.  The following section will discuss employee behaviors in the organization.  

This includes in-role behavior and organizational citizenship behaviors. 

 

2.8 Employee Behaviors 

2.8.1 In-Role Behavior 

In-role behavior consists of the behaviors employed by employees to meet their job 

responsibilities (Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Behrman & Perreault, 1984; Piercy, Cravens, Lane, & 

Vorhies, 2006).  According to Thompson’s (1967) input-throughput-output model, behavior is a 

mediator between inputs (i.e., human capital) and outputs (i.e., performance).  Similarly, Wright 

and Snell (1991) argue that employees need both competency management and behavior 

management in order to act in a way to support the organizational strategy.  According to Wright 

and Snell (1991), competency management is the way to ensure that employees have the 

required skills to support the organizational strategy (i.e., input control), while behavior 

management is the way to ensure that employees utilize their skills to act in the way to support 

the organizational strategy (i.e., throughput control).  Moreover, Theodosiou and Katsikea 

(2007) found that controlling behavior with job requirements had a positive influence on firm 

performance.  Furthermore, Wright and McMahan (1992) and Wright et al. (1994) argue that 

human capital will be a source of sustained competitive advantage if employees exhibit an 

appropriate behavior.  Thus, if employees exhibit an appropriate behavior, their performance will 

increase.  Empirically, Piercy et al. (2006) found a significant relationship between in-role 

behavior of salespeople and their performance. 
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2.8.2 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is employee behavior that goes beyond and 

above the job description and increases the effectiveness of the organization (Organ, 1988, 

1990; Lavelle, McMahan, & Harris, 2009).  According to Organ (1988), "OCB represents 

individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward 

system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the 

organization" (p. 4).  Smith, Organ, and Near (1983) argue that OCB can be specified into two 

categories: Altruism and Generalized Compliance.  Altruism captures the behavior that directly 

affects a specific person in face-to-face situations such as helping others who have been 

absent, while generalized compliance captures the behavior that indirectly helps others involved 

in the system such as punctuality (Smith et al., 1983).  Williams and Anderson (1991) call the 

first category as "OCBI [Organizational Citizenship Behaviors - Individuals]-behaviors that 

immediately benefit specific individuals" (p. 602), while they call the second category as "OCBO 

[Organizational Citizenship Behaviors - Organizations]-behaviors that benefit the organization in 

general" (p. 601).  Likewise, Lee and Allen (2002) argue that OCBO-behaviors directly benefit 

the organization, while OCBI-behaviors directly help individuals at work and indirectly benefit 

the organization.  For example, helping others who have been absent is referred to as OBCI, 

while expressing loyalty toward the organization is referred to as OCBO (Lee & Allen, 2002).  

Additionally, Rupp and Cropanzano (2002) introduce another category which is OCB that 

directly benefits the supervisor (OCBS: Organizational Citizenship Behaviors - Supervisors).  

For instance, helping a supervisor when he or she has a heavy work load is referred to as 

OCBS (Rupp & Cropanzano, 2002). 

In the case of teamwork, individuals with better social skills will be likely to exert good 

teamwork behaviors.  These teamwork behaviors such as helping others can be referred as 

OCB (Smith et al., 1983).  With good teamwork behaviors, the firm will have high performance.  

In the interdependence task, OCB will indirectly improve the performance through enhancing 
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coordination within the team.  Barrick, Bradley, and Colbert (2007) found that communication 

behaviors can lead to team and firm performance in teams with highly interdependent tasks.  

Furthermore, Pandey and McMahan (2011) found that not only in-role behavior mediates the 

relationship between human capital and individual performance, but also extra-role behavior or 

OCB mediates the relationship between human capital and individual performance.   

According to social exchange theory, the norm of the relationships between parties is 

based on the reciprocity rules (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).  That is, one party will normally 

get the benefits back from other parties if they initially provide the benefits to other parties.  

Based on the multifoci social exchange logic of the target similarity model, Lavelle et al. (2009) 

conducted the study of target-specific organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) of nurses in 

a hospital.  First, they found that OCB toward the supervisor was positively related to perceived 

supervisor support.  Second, they found that OCB toward the workgroup was positively related 

to perceived workgroup support.  Finally, they found that OCB toward the organization was 

positively related to perceived organizational support.  This study shows the reciprocity of social 

exchange relationships between the employee and other partners (i.e., the supervisor, the 

workgroup, and the organization). 

This section reviews theories that explain employee behaviors in the organization.  

These include in-role behavior and organizational citizenship behaviors.  Based on the reviewed 

literature in this chapter, the next section will discuss gaps in the literature regarding human 

capital and social capital theories. 

 

2.9 Gaps in the Literature 

 In the previous sections, the concepts of human capital and its measurement, the 

resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, general and specific human capital, context-generic and 

context-specific human capital, four components of cognitive human capital, benefits of social 

capital that are related to human capital, and employee behaviors are reviewed.  This literature 
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review reveals several directions for further research.  The gaps in the literature regarding 

human capital and social capital theories are described below. 

 First, there is little research that includes all four components of human capital (i.e., 

experience, knowledge, skills, and ability) in the same study.  Although many studies (e.g., 

Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010; Harris & McMahan, 2008; Hawkins & Dulewicz, 2007; Ng et al., 

2005; Pil & Leana, 2009; Wright et al., 1995b) focus on the direct relationship between each 

component and performance, there is little research on the mechanisms (i.e., the mediators) 

between these multiple dimensions of human capital and individual performance.  Moreover, 

according to the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, it is important to understand what kinds 

of resources are important to the firm (Chisholm & Nielsen, 2009).  As a result, there is also a 

need for research examining effects of these multiple dimensions of human capital on individual 

performance and the mediators between these multiple dimensions of human capital and 

individual performance. 

 Second, after the introduction of the relationship between context-generic human 

capital and context-specific human capital by Ployhart and Moliterno (2011), there is little 

empirical research on this relationship.  Ployhart et al. (2011) studied this relationship in a 

restaurant chain.  However, the study by Ployhart et al. (2011) was operated at the 

organizational level.  Therefore, there is a need for research examining this relationship at the 

individual level. 

 Third, most literature explores the direct relationship between experience and 

performance (e.g., McDaniel et al., 1988; Ng et al., 2005; Ng & Feldman, 2010; Quinones et al., 

1995; Sturman, 2003).  For example, a meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2010) found a 

nonlinear relationship between experience and performance.  However, there is little research 

on the mechanisms (i.e., mediators) between experience and performance.  Therefore, there is 

a need to examine the mediators between experience and individual performance.  
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 Fourth, the existing literature mainly explores the direct relationship between social 

capital and performance (e.g., Bruderl & Preisendorfer, 1998; Burt, 1997; Coleman, 1988; Pil & 

Leana, 2009; Sagas & Cunningham, 2005).  For instance, Coleman (1988) found that students 

with more social capital (i.e., family support) were less likely to drop out from high school.  This 

result shows that social capital improves performance of a high school student.  However, little 

research has been conducted on the underlying mechanisms (i.e., the mediators) between 

social capital and performance.  Therefore, there is a need to investigate the mediators between 

social capital and individual performance. 

 Based on the research gaps presented above, this study is conducted in order to 

answer the following research questions: (1) how does human capital affect the performance of 

employees?, (2) how does experience affect the performance of employees?, and (3) how does 

social capital affect the performance of employees? 

 

2.10 Summary 

 In conclusion, this chapter reviews the literature about the resource-based view (RBV) 

of the firm, general and specific human capital, context-generic and context-specific human 

capital, four components of cognitive human capital, measurement of human capital, social 

capital that is related to human capital, and employee behaviors.  After that, gaps in the 

literature regarding human capital and social capital theories have been discussed.  In the next 

chapter, the seventeen hypotheses relating to human capital and social capital will be 

developed and discussed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

3.1 Introduction 

 The previous chapter reviewed the literature on human capital, social capital, and 

employee behaviors.  The findings from the literature review suggest an opportunity for further 

research.  This chapter will develop hypotheses based on the human capital and social capital 

literature reviewed in the previous chapter.  There will be three main sections which explain the 

reasons underlying the hypothesis development.  First, the relationships between multiple 

dimensions of human capital and individual performance will be hypothesized.  Second, social 

capital will be hypothesized as an antecedent of context-specific human capital.  Third, mediator 

roles of employee behaviors and context-specific human capital will be hypothesized.  

 

3.2 Human Capital and Performance 

 In this section, the hypotheses about context-generic human capital as an antecedent 

of individual performance and context-specific human capital will be discussed.  Also, the 

hypothesis about context-specific human capital as a mediator of the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and individual performance will be discussed.  Then, the 

hypothesis regarding job tenure as an antecedent of context-specific human capital will be 

discussed. 

 General human capital, especially general ability, provides competitive advantage to the 

firm because it is valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable (McMahan et al., 1999; Wright 

& McMahan 1992; Wright et al., 1994).  Based on human capital theory, people who have more 

human capital (e.g., formal education, on-the-job training) tend to have more productivity and 

earn more than people who have lower human capital (Becker, 1962, 1964).  Based on the 
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assumption that people who have better performance tend to earn more, employees who have 

high context-generic human capital are more likely to have better performance than employees 

who have low context-generic human capital.  For example, Wright et al. (1995b) found that 

team orientation skills (i.e., playmaking ability, defensive skills, work ethic, intelligence, 

competitive orientation, and team concept) were positively related to team performance in 

NCAA basketball teams.  That is, when players on basketball teams have better team 

orientation skills, they tend to perform better, thus improving team performance.   

 As previously discussed in the literature review, Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) divide 

human capital into two categories: context-generic and context-specific.  Context-generic 

human capital tends to be more stable across time and situations, while context-specific human 

capital tends to change over time and situations (Jensen, 1998; Kanfer, 1990; Ployhart & 

Moliterno, 2011).  Ployhart and Moliterno (2011) argue that context-generic human capital tends 

to facilitate the development of context-specific human capital.  According to Jensen (1998), 

people with high general ability or 'the g factor' tend to learn faster, and benefit more from 

experience.  Similarly, Becker (1962, 1964) argues that abler persons tend to have a higher rate 

of return on their investment in human capital.  Likewise, Ployhart et al. (2011) argue that 

cognitive ability tends to help people thoroughly and quickly learn new things in one situation 

and also helps people easily apply them to new situations.  Several studies (e.g., Dreher & 

Bretz, 1991; McHenry et al., 1990; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1994; Ree & Earles, 1991) found that 

people with high general cognitive ability tended to be successful in their careers.   

 Since abler persons will be likely to have more context-specific human capital from 

experience, employees with higher ability will have more context-specific human capital than 

those with lower ability.  According to the study by Ployhart et al. (2011) which used data from 

238 franchises of a large U.S.-based restaurant chain, context-generic human capital (i.e., 

personality and cognitive ability) was positively related to unit-specific human capital (i.e., 

completed advanced levels of optional training).  Moreover, Hunter (1983) examined the data 
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from 4 previous military studies and 10 previous civilian studies by using path analysis and 

found that general mental ability was positively related to job knowledge (i.e., facts and 

principles of the job) and work sample performance (i.e., important tasks from the job) for both 

military and civilian data.  This result supports the relationship between context-generic human 

capital and context-specific human capital.  Furthermore, Ployhart et al. (2011) found that 

employees with high context-generic human capital (i.e., personality and cognitive ability) 

successfully passed the end-of-training tests more often than those with low context-generic 

human capital.  This result shows that employees with high ability tend to get more knowledge 

and skills from the training than those with low ability.  Thus, employees with better context-

generic human capital are more likely to have better context-specific human capital. 

 Additionally, context-specific human capital is a good predictor of performance because 

employees with high context-specific human capital will be likely to have more productivity than 

those with low context-specific human capital.  For example, Jensen (1998) notes that "A 

person cannot perform a job successfully without the specific knowledge required by the job" (p. 

282).  Several studies (e.g., Pil & Leana, 2009; Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010) have shown that 

context-specific human capital was positively related to individual performance.  Moreover, 

using data from a large U.S.-based restaurant chain, Ployhart et al. (2011) found that unit-

specific human capital (i.e., completed advanced levels of optional training) increased the unit 

effectiveness (i.e., sales per labor hour and receipts versus flow-through) through unit service 

performance behavior (i.e., customer satisfaction).  In addition, Harris and McMahan (2008) 

found that NCAA basketball teams consisting of players with better knowledge and skills were 

positively related to better team performance. 

 Furthermore, Becker (1962, 1964) argues that the additional productivity results from 

the product of ability and investment in human capital (i.e., experience).  According to the model 

by Schmidt et al. (1986), job experience and ability affect performance through the acquisition of 

job knowledge and skills.  Schmidt et al. (1986) used the same data set as Hunter (1983), which 
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included the data from 4 previous military studies and 10 previous civilian studies, in order to 

examine their model using path analysis.  Schmidt et al. (1986) found that the acquisition of job 

knowledge and skills was the mediator of the relationship between performance and two 

independent factors (i.e., job experience and ability).  According to meta-analysis of 70 

empirical studies by Unger et al. (2011), outcomes of human capital investments (i.e., 

knowledge and skills) had stronger relationships with success (i.e., profitability, growth, and firm 

size) than human capital investments (i.e., education and work experience).  Furthermore, 

Unger et al. (2011) found that context-specific human capital (related to entrepreneurial tasks) 

had a stronger relationship with success than context-generic human capital (low task-

relatedness).  Moreover, Ployhart et al. (2011) found that selecting candidates with better 

personalities and better cognitive abilities candidates improved the percentage of employees 

who successfully completed advanced levels of optional training (i.e., context-specific human 

capital), which in turn improved customer satisfaction, sales per labor hour, and receipt versus 

flow-through (controllable profits * 100 / projected profits).  These findings have shown that 

context-specific human capital can be the mediator of the relationship between context-generic 

human capital and performance.  Therefore, employees with high context-generic human capital 

tend to have better performance through the context-specific human capital.  In other words, 

employees with high general ability tend to perform better because they have high context-

specific human capital.   

 Moreover, based on the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, a resource that is a 

source of sustained competitive advantage should be valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-

substitutable (Barney, 1991).  Although context-generic human capital could increase 

performance, context-specific human capital will more likely predict performance than context-

generic human capital because context-specific human capital is more specific to the task and 

the firm; thus, it is more likely to be more valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable than 

context-generic human capital (Wright et al., 1994).  For example, registered nurses, in general, 
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should possess basic biology knowledge.  However, this basic biology knowledge might not 

directly affect the performance of nurses because there is advanced biology knowledge that can 

be only acquired on the job.  Nevertheless, their basic biology knowledge will help them acquire 

new advanced biology knowledge.  As previously discussed, people with high context-generic 

human capital tend to learn faster and gain more knowledge and skills from experience 

(Jensen, 1998).  That is, people with high context generic human capital tend to better prepare 

and effectively utilize their time to learn new knowledge and skills related to the job.  For this 

reason, context-specific human capital will mediate the relationship between context-generic 

human capital and performance. 

 

Hypothesis 1: Context-generic human capital is positively related to performance.  

Hypothesis 2: Context-generic human capital is positively related to context-specific 

human capital.  

Hypothesis 3: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and performance.  

 

As previously stated, experience is the human capital investment accumulated via 

learning-by-doing (Unger et al., 2011; Rosen, 1972).  Moreover, Gibbons and Waldman (2004) 

argue that context-specific human capital can be accumulated on the job though learning by 

doing.  According to Hitt et al. (2001), new employees with no experience tend to have less 

productivity even though they graduated from the highest ranked programs in their fields.  In the 

organization, employees tend to improve their productivity though learning new skills or 

knowledge while they are on the job (Becker, 1962, 1964).  That is, on-the-job training improves 

the productivity of employees.  Similarly, Jensen (1998) argues that "knowledge and skill 

acquisition depend on learning" (p. 282).  Therefore, it can be implied that on-the-job training 

and job experience can increase the context-specific human capital.  According to Hitt et al. 
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(2001), training improves articulated knowledge (i.e., knowledge that can be codified into written 

documents) and job experience improves tacit knowledge (i.e., knowledge that cannot be 

codified into written documents).  In addition, Ng and Feldman (2010) argue that while 

employees are working on the job, they can learn both declarative knowledge (i.e., facts, rules, 

and principles) and procedural knowledge (i.e., the application of declarative knowledge in 

practice).  Therefore, employees with higher job experience will have more context-specific 

human capital than those with lower job experience.   

 However, several meta-analysis studies (e.g., McDaniel et al., 1988; Ng & Feldman, 

2010; Sturman, 2003) found that the relationship between experience and performance was 

nonlinear.  First, the meta-analysis by Ng and Feldman (2010) found that the strength of these 

relationships decreased when average organizational tenure of the sample increased.  That is, 

the employees who can benefit more from experience are those with low experience.  Second, 

the meta-analysis by McDaniel et al. (1988) found that the mean length of job experience of the 

sample reduced the strength of the relationship between job experience and performance.  

Third, the meta-analysis by Sturman (2003) found that the mean length of organizational tenure 

of the sample reduced the strength of the relationship between organizational tenure and 

performance.  However, the meta-analysis by Sturman (2003) found that the mean length of job 

experience of the sample reduced the strength of the relationship between job experience and 

performance only in low-complexity jobs but not in high-complexity jobs.   

 As previously discussed, Murphy (1989) introduced two stages of knowledge 

acquisition: transition and maintenance.  The transition stage occurs when an employee is new 

to a job or gains new responsibilities, while the maintenance stage occurs after an employee 

learns all knowledge and skills of the job (Murphy, 1989).  Sturman (2003) argues that 

experience will strongly increase the knowledge in the transition stage, but slowly increase the 

knowledge in the maintenance stage.  Moreover, Reuber and Fischer (1999) argue that 

employees with more experience might hesitate to seek and acquire new knowledge and skills, 
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thus inhibiting them from new opportunities and alternatives.  Therefore, there will be a 

nonlinear relationship between job tenure and context-specific human capital such that the 

positive relationship will reduce as job tenure increases (See Figure 3.1).  

 

Hypothesis 4: Job tenure has a positive relationship with context-specific human capital, 

but this association diminishes as job tenure increases.  

 

 

Figure 3.1 The Expected Result from Hypothesis 4 

 

3.3 Social Capital 

 In this section, the hypothesis about social capital that improves knowledge transfer 

among employees will be discussed.  As previously noted, Coleman (1988) argues that social 

capital can be a source of information.  Moreover, social capital allows individuals to access 

resources and increases the willingness to exchange information within an organization 

(Chisholm & Nielsen, 2009).  Coleman (1988) gave an example that a person can save the time 

of reading a newspaper by asking his or her friends who pay attention to the news.  Moreover, 

Job Tenure 

Context-Specific  
Human Capital 
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according to Coleman (1988), human capital can be created by social capital.  He shows that 

high school students were more successful when they had support from parents and 

community.  Using the dropout rate of high school students, Coleman (1988) found that 

students with two parents, one sibling, and their mother's expectation of college were less likely 

to drop out of school compared to those with one parent, four siblings, and no mother's 

expectation of college.  Coleman (1988) shows the example that a number of Asian immigrant 

families purchased two copies of each textbook needed by the child because the mother used 

another copy to study in order to teach her child at home.  Moreover, Coleman (1988) also 

found that students in Catholic schools surrounded by a community based on religious 

organization were less likely to dropout from school compared to public and other private 

schools.   

 Furthermore, structural hole theory argues that social capital connects people on 

opposite sides of a hole in a network (Burt, 1997).  This structure hole allows information to flow 

between people in a network where otherwise these people may be disconnected (Burt, 1997).  

Therefore, people can access more information than they can process alone (Burt, 1997).  For 

example, new nurses might learn new knowledge and skills from their colleagues or their 

supervisors while they are taking care of their patients.  Asking others for information would be 

the better way to learn new knowledge and skills than a trial and error method which requires 

more resources and time.  Also, workers would have more opportunities to find the right 

information if they have more people in their social network.  Empirically, from the study of 400 

banana-growing households in 20 villages in rural Uganda, Katungi et al. (2008) found that men 

tend to have better access to social capital than women, thus leading to better information 

exchange on agricultural technologies.  That is, people with more social capital tend to 

exchange more information with others than people with low social capital.  Furthermore, Wei et 

al. (2011) studied the relationships between social capital characteristics and the transfer of 

knowledge and skills after bank's training programs.  They found that team density (i.e., number 
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of actual links divided by the maximum possible links existing in a social network) was positively 

related to knowledge transfer.  Therefore, employees with high social capital will be likely to 

access more information, thus leading to possession of more context-specific human capital.   

As previously discussed, there are three types of tie strength in a social network: 

strong, weak, and absent (Granovetter, 1973).  According to Granovetter (1973), "the strength 

of a tie is a (probably linear) combination of the amount of time, the emotional intensity, the 

intimacy (mutual confiding), and the reciprocal services which characterize the tie" (p. 1361).  

According to the weak-tie theory (Granovetter, 1973), weak ties lead to nonredundant 

knowledge, while strong ties lead to more redundant knowledge.  Weak ties are good for 

searching new information, while strong ties are good for transferring complex and tacit 

information (Hansen, 1999; Adler & Kwon, 2002).   

 However, according to the weak-tie theory (Granovetter, 1973), a social network 

requires time and energy to maintain relationships especially strong ties (Boorman, 1975; 

Hansen, 1999).  Therefore, too much social capital might create the negative effect.  For 

example, employees may spend their time talking about their personal life rather than acquiring 

the new knowledge about their task.  Hence, social capital might reduce time and energy of 

employees to acquire new knowledge and skills.  Empirically, Seibert et al. (2001) found that the 

number of weak ties was positively related to contacts in other functions and higher 

organizational levels but negatively related to access of organizational information.  

Nevertheless, the advantages of social capital appear to outweigh the disadvantages of social 

capital (See Brass et al., 2004).  Social capital will benefit employees by allowing them to 

access better information (Burt, 1997).  Thus, social capital will increase context-specific human 

capital of employees because those with more strong ties are likely to access better information 

resources.  
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Hypothesis 5: Access to information resources mediates the relationship between social 

capital (specifically, strong ties) and context-specific human capital. 

 

3.4 Mediator Roles of Employee Behaviors and Context-Specific Human Capital 

In this section, mediator roles of employee behaviors and context-specific human 

capital will be discussed.  First, employee behaviors can be the mediators of the relationship 

between context-specific human capital and individual performance and the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and individual performance.  Moreover, context-specific 

human capital will mediate the relationship between context-generic human capital and 

employee behaviors.  Employee behaviors in this study include in-role behavior and target-

specific organizational citizenship behaviors.  Based on Lavelle et al.'s (2009) study, there are 

three target-specific organizational citizenship behaviors: (1) organizational citizenship behavior 

toward individuals (OCB-I), (2) organizational citizenship behavior toward the supervisor (OCB-

S), and (3) organizational citizenship behavior toward the organization (OCB-O). 

According to Thompson’s (1967) input-throughput-output model, behavior is a mediator 

between inputs (i.e., human capital) and outputs (i.e., performance).  Similarly, Wright and Snell 

(1991) argue that employees need both competency management and behavior management 

in order to act in the way to support the organizational strategy.  According to Wright and Snell 

(1991), competency management is the way to ensure that employees have the required skills 

to support the organizational strategy (i.e., input control), while  behavior management is the 

way to ensure that employees utilize their skills to act in the way to support the organizational 

strategy (i.e., throughput control).  Furthermore, Wright and McMahan (1992) and Wright et al. 

(1994) argue that human capital will be a source of sustained competitive advantage if 

employees exhibit an appropriate behavior.  Hence, employees with high context-specific 

human capital will have a better performance by performing their appropriate behavior.  For 

example, highly-skilled salespeople who meet their customers frequently will be likely to 
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increase sales for an organization.  This appropriate behavior utilized by employees to meet 

their job responsibilities is called In-role behavior (Anderson & Oliver, 1987; Behrman & 

Perreault, 1984; Piercy, Cravens, Lane, & Vorhies, 2006).  Empirically, Piercy et al. (2006) 

found a significant relationship between the in-role behavior of salespeople and their 

performance.  As previously noted, Ployhart et al. (2011) found that unit-specific human capital 

(i.e., completed advanced levels of optional training) increased the unit effectiveness (i.e., sales 

per labor hour and receipts versus flow-through) through unit service performance behavior 

(i.e., customer satisfaction).  Moreover, Theodosiou and Katsikea (2007) found that controlling 

behavior with job requirements had a positive influence on firm performance.  For example, 

registered nurses who assist and care for others would help the performance of the hospital.  

For this reason, registered nurses who have the proper in-role behaviors such as assisting and 

caring for others should have better performance than others.  As a result, if employees exhibit 

an appropriate behavior, their performance will increase.  In line with the model by Wright and 

McMahan (1992), this study, therefore, hypothesizes that in-role behavior will mediate the 

relationship between context-specific human capital and performance and the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and performance. 

As previously discussed, individuals with better social skills will be likely to exert good 

teamwork behaviors.  These teamwork behaviors such as helping others can be referred as 

OCB (Smith et al., 1983).  With good teamwork behaviors, the firm will have high performance.  

Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is employee behavior that goes above and beyond 

the job description and increases the effectiveness of the organization (Organ, 1988, 1990; 

Lavelle et al., 2009).  Barrick et al. (2007) found that communication behaviors can lead to 

improved team and firm performance in teams with highly interdependent tasks.  Furthermore, 

Pandey and McMahan (2011) found that not only in-role behavior mediates the relationship 

between human capital and individual performance, but also extra-role behaviors or OCBs 

mediate the relationship between human capital and individual performance.  According to 



55 
 

 

Organ (1988), "OCB represents individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly 

recognized by the formal reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient and 

effective functioning of the organization" (p. 4).  Smith et al. (1983) argue that organizational 

citizenship behavior can be specified into two categories: Altruism and Generalized 

Compliance.  Altruism captures the behavior that directly affects a specific person in face-to-

face situations such as helping others who have been absent, while generalized compliance 

captures the behavior that indirectly helps others involved in the system such as punctuality 

(Smith et al., 1983).  Williams and Anderson (1991) call the first category "OCBI-behaviors that 

immediately benefit specific individuals" (p. 602), while they call the second category "OCBO-

behaviors that benefit the organization in general" (p. 601).  Additionally, Rupp and Cropanzano 

(2002) introduce another category which is OCB that directly benefits the supervisor.   

According to social exchange theory, the norm of the relationships between parties is 

based on reciprocity rules (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).  That is, one party will normally get 

the benefits back from other parties if they initially provide the benefits to other parties.  Based 

on the multifoci social exchange logic of the target similarity model, Lavelle et al. (2009) 

conducted the study of target-specific organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) of nurses in 

a hospital.  First, they found that OCB toward the supervisor was positively related to perceived 

supervisor support.  Second, they found that OCB toward the workgroup was positively related 

to perceived workgroup support.  Finally, they found that OCB toward the organization was 

positively related to perceived organizational support.  This study shows the reciprocity of social 

exchange relationships between the employee and other partners (i.e., the supervisor, the 

workgroup, and the organization).  Therefore, it can be inferred that employees who have OCB 

toward their supervisor, their workgroup, and their organization tend to be supported by their 

supervisor, their workgroup, and their organization respectively, thus improving their 

performance.  This present study, therefore, hypothesizes that target-specific OCBs will mediate 
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the relationship between context-specific human capital and performance and the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and performance. 

As previously discussed, Wright and McMahan (1992) and Wright et al. (1994) argue 

that employee behaviors mediate the relationship between human capital and performance.  

Moreover, context-generic human capital tends to facilitate the development of context-specific 

human capital (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  It can be inferred that context-generic human 

capital can lead to employee behaviors through the development of context-specific human 

capital.  In other words, this study hypothesizes that context-specific human capital will mediate 

the relationship between context-generic human capital and employee behaviors. 

 

Hypothesis 6a: In-role behavior mediates the relationship between context-specific 

human capital and performance. 

Hypothesis 6b: Organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals (OCB-I) mediates 

the relationship between context-specific human capital and performance. 

Hypothesis 6c: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the supervisor (OCB-S) 

mediates the relationship between context-specific human capital and performance. 

Hypothesis 6d: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the organization (OCB-O) 

mediates the relationship between context-specific human capital and performance. 

 

Hypothesis 7a: In-role behavior mediates the relationship between context-generic 

human capital and performance. 

Hypothesis 7b: Organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals (OCB-I) mediates 

the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance. 

Hypothesis 7c: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the supervisor (OCB-S) 

mediates the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance. 
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Hypothesis 7d: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the organization (OCB-O) 

mediates the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance. 

 

Hypothesis 8a: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and in-role behavior. 

Hypothesis 8b: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and organizational citizenship behavior toward 

individuals (OCB-I). 

Hypothesis 8c: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and organizational citizenship behavior toward the 

supervisor (OCB-S). 

Hypothesis 8d: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and organizational citizenship behavior toward the 

organization (OCB-O). 

 

3.5 Summary 

In conclusion, this chapter has outlined seventeen research hypotheses (See Table 3.1 

for details) concerning the impact of human capital and social capital on performance, as well 

as the mediators between them.  Figure 3.2 depicts the conceptual model and hypotheses that 

will be tested in this study.  The next chapter will present the methodology employed by this 

study. 
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Figure 3.2 The Conceptual Model (Adapted from Wright & McMahan, 1992)  
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Table 3.1 Hypotheses (Theoretical and Empirical Support) 
 

Hypotheses Theoretical Support Empirical Support 
H1: Context-generic human capital is positively related to 

performance. 
H2: Context-generic human capital is positively related to 

context-specific human capital. 
H3: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and performance. 

Becker (1962, 1964); Jensen 
(1998); McMahan et al. (1999); 
Ployhart & Moliterno, (2011); 
Ployhart et al. (2011); Wright & 
McMahan (1992); Wright et al. 
(1994) 

Becker (1994); Dreher & Bretz 
(1991); Gathmann & Schönberg 
(2010); Harris & McMahan 
(2008); Hunter (1983); Jensen 
(1998); McHenry et al. (1990); 
O'Reilly & Chatman (1994); Pil & 
Leana (2009); Ployhart et al. 
(2011); Ree & Earles (1991); 
Wright et al. (1995b); Unger et 
al. (2011, Meta-Analysis)  

H4: Job tenure has a positive relationship with context-specific 
human capital, but this association diminishes as job tenure 
increases. 

Murphy (1989); Reuber & 
Fischer (1999); Sturman (2003) 

McDaniel et al. (1988, Meta-
Analysis); Ng & Feldman (2010, 
Meta-Analysis); Sturman (2003, 
Meta-Analysis) 

H5: Access to information resources mediates the relationship 
between social capital (specifically, strong ties) and context-
specific human capital. 

Adler & Kwon (2002);  Burt 
(1997); Coleman (1988); 
Chisholm & Nielsen (2009); 
Granovetter (1973); Hansen 
(1999) 

Coleman (1988); Katungi et al. 
(2008); Wei et al. (2011) 
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Table 3.1 - Continued 
 

Hypotheses Theoretical Support Empirical Support 
H6a: In-role behavior mediates the relationship between 

context-specific human capital and performance. 
H6b: Organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals 

(OCB-I) mediates the relationship between context-specific 
human capital and performance. 

H6c: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the supervisor 
(OCB-S) mediates the relationship between context-specific 
human capital and performance. 

H6d: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the organization 
(OCB-O) mediates the relationship between context-specific 
human capital and performance. 

H7a: In-role behavior mediates the relationship between 
context-generic human capital and performance. 

H7b: Organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals 
(OCB-I) mediates the relationship between context-generic 
human capital and performance. 

H7c: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the supervisor 
(OCB-S) mediates the relationship between context-generic 
human capital and performance. 

H7d: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the organization 
(OCB-O) mediates the relationship between context-generic 
human capital and performance. 

H8a: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 
between context-generic human capital and in-role behavior. 

H8b: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 
between context-generic human capital and organizational 
citizenship behavior toward individuals (OCB-I). 

H8c: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 
between context-generic human capital and organizational 
citizenship behavior toward the supervisor (OCB-S). 

H8d: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 
between context-generic human capital and organizational 
citizenship behavior toward the organization (OCB-O). 

Cropanzano & Mitchell (2005); 
Ployhart & Moliterno (2011); 
Thompson (1967); Wright & 
McMahan (1992); Wright & Snell 
(1991); Wright et al. (1994)  

Barrick et al. (2007); Lavelle et 
al. (2009); Pandey & McMahan 
(2011); Piercy et al. (2006); 
Ployhart et al. (2011); Theodosiu 
& Katsikea (2007)  
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Introduction 

 The previous chapter discussed the hypotheses about how human capital, social 

capital, and employee behaviors affect performance.  This chapter will explain the methodology 

to test those hypotheses.  First, the procedure to obtain the sample will be described.  Also, the 

reasons to select Thai nurses as the sample will be explained.  Then, the measures of all 

variables in this study will be explained.  

 

4.2 Sample 

4.2.1 Procedure 

The questionnaires will be distributed in two hospitals.  The total number of the sample 

is 523.  There are 436 registered nurses and 31 supervisors in Mahasarakham hospital.  There 

are 87 registered nurses and 8 supervisors in Kosumphisai hospital.  The questionnaire is in 

Thai language and contains two parts.  The first part will be filled by registered nurses asking 

about their demographic data, social networks, and access to information resources.  The 

second part will be completed by their supervisors asking about context-generic human capital, 

context-specific human capital, employee behaviors, and performance of their subordinates.  

Each supervisor will complete approximately 4 - 42 questionnaires of their subordinates.  Two 

parts of the questionnaire will be matched by the assigned identification number.  There are no 

names on any part of the questionnaire.  Therefore, there is no link from the data to any specific 

nurses or supervisors.  The following two sections will explain why this study uses Thai nurses 

as the sample. 
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4.2.2 Why Does This Study Use a Sample of Nurses? 

Healthcare is very important industry in the 21st century (Vallano, 2000).  In several 

tragic events such as the September 11, 2001 attack, the war in Iraq, the tsunami in Asia, and 

Hurricane Katrina, nurses were front and center of these events to save people's lives (Vallano, 

2000).  Improving the performance of nurses will likely save more peoples' lives.  Nurses 

require proper education and experience to become successful in their career (Vallano, 2000).  

With a broad level of responsibilities such as acute care, long term care, adult day care, and 

home healthcare (Vallano, 2000), nurses are suitable for this study to test how human capital 

and social capital affect their performance.  Moreover, nurses are suitable for testing this model 

because they need both general knowledge from Nursing education and specific knowledge 

from working in the hospital in order to succeed in their career.  Several organizational 

management studies have used nurses as a sample (e.g., Lavelle et al., 2009; Pandey & 

McMahan, 2011).  In the next section, the reasons for using the samples in Thailand will be 

explained. 

 

4.2.3 Why Does This Study Need to Be Conducted in Thailand? 

Although several studies have addressed the relationship between human capital and 

performance (e.g., Becker, 1964; Jensen, 1988; Harris & McMahan, 2008; Ng et al., 2005; Pil & 

Leana, 2009; Wright et al., 1995b), these studies were mainly conducted in the United States.  

There is little research on human capital in other cultures, especially Eastern culture.  Culture is 

collective mental programming that people share with other members of their nation, region, or 

group (Hofstede, 1983).  Culture affects the way that people think and interact with others 

(Hofstede, 1983).  Therefore, human capital and social capital might operate differently in 

different cultures.  Eastern countries (e.g., Thailand, South Korea, and Japan) tend to display 

large power distance, low individualism, and strong uncertainty avoidance, while Western 
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countries (e.g., USA, UK, and Canada) tend to display small power distance, high individualism, 

and weak uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980, 1983).   

People in a individualist society are supposed to look after their self interest (Hofstede, 

1983).  This allows a large amount of freedom for people in the individualist society (Hofstede, 

1983).  On the other hand, people in a collectivist society are supposed to look after the interest 

of their ingroup (Hofstede, 1983).  In exchange, they will be protected by their ingroup 

(Hofstede, 1983).  Next, power distance refers to inequalities in power and wealth between 

people in the society (Hofstede, 1983).  People in the large power distance society tend to 

accept inequalities in power and wealth, while people in the small power distance society tend 

to reduce inequalities in power and wealth (Hofstede, 1983).  However, Hofstede and Hofstede 

(2005) argue that power distance in a large part of the world has been reduced over the past 

few generations because of an increase in education.  In addition, people in a weak uncertainty 

avoidance society tend to take risk because they feel relatively secure, while people in a strong 

uncertainty avoidance society tend to create security and avoid risk because they feel anxiety 

about the future (Hofstede, 1983).  Thus, people with a high score of uncertainty avoidance are 

likely to follow the instructions (House et al., 2004).  These dimensions of culture differences 

show that human capital theory that was developed in the USA might need to be tested in 

different cultural settings.  Moreover, social capital will also need to be studied in Eastern 

countries where people look after their ingroup interest more than their self interest because 

they live in the collectivist society (Hofstede, 1983).  Therefore, this study will use nurses in 

Thailand, a country in South-East Asia, as the sample to explore the concepts of human capital 

and social capital where Eastern cultural values prevail.   

In GLOBE project, Thailand (5.10) has higher societal institutional collectivism values 

(Should Be) score than the US [5.10 / 4.17], but in reality Thailand has lower societal 

institutional collectivism practices (As Is) score than the US [4.03 / 4.20] (House et al., 2004).  

Additionally, there is a little difference of societal in-group collectivism values (Should Be) score 
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between both countries [5.76 / 5.77], but Thailand has higher societal in-group collectivism 

practices (As Is) score than the US [5.70 / 4.25] (House et al., 2004).  Moreover, Thailand has 

stronger uncertainty avoidance in society values (Should Be) than the US [5.61 / 4.00], but 

Thailand has ironically weaker uncertainty avoidance in society practices (As Is) than the US 

[3.93 / 4.15] (House et al., 2004).  Furthermore, There is a little difference of power distance in 

society values (Should Be) between Thailand and the US [2.86 / 2.85], but Thailand has larger 

power distance in social practices (As Is) than the US [5.63 / 4.88] (House et al., 2004).  These 

indicators show the differences between Thai people and Americans for both values and 

practices.  Thus, it will be an opportunity for this research to test the generalizability of human 

capital and social capital theories in Thai society.   

 

4.3 Measures 

 The measures used in this study are constructed using established scales where 

possible.  All measures are translated from English language to Thai language for a better 

understanding from Thai nurses.  All items in the questionnaire have an approval for ethics 

research certificate from the institution review board and the directors of both the 

Mahasarakham hospital and the Kosumphisai hospital.   

 

4.3.1 Independent Variables 

 There are three main independent variables in this study including context-generic 

human capital, job tenure, and strong ties (social capital). 

 4.3.1.1 Context-Generic Human Capital 

 Context-generic human capital contains 3 components: knowledge, skills, and ability.  

The measures are obtained from O-Net (2012).  Knowledge will be measured by a 10-item 

scale from O-Net (2012).  An example of knowledge is "Therapy and Counseling."  Skills will be 

measured by a 10-item scale from O-Net (2012).  An example of skills is "Judgment and 
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Decision Making."  Ability will be measured by a 10-item scale from O-Net (2012).  An example 

of ability is "Problem Sensitivity."  These measurement items will be answered by the 

supervisors. 

 4.3.1.2 Job Tenure 

 Job tenure is the length of experience in the current job.  The registered nurses will be 

asked to answer the question "How long have you been on your present job?"  The result will be 

processed by a logarithm formula to fit the non-linear model.   

 4.3.1.3 Strong Ties (Social Capital) 

 Social capital in this study is the number of strong ties in the social network of the 

registered nurse.  According to Scott (2002), the distance between two subjects in a social 

network is the length of the shortest path between the two subjects.  Hansen (2002) argues that 

information might be distorted if a path between a knowledge recipient and a knowledge source 

is too long.  Moreover, Cummings and Teng (2003) argue that the communication is costly and 

requires more time if there is a long distance between a knowledge recipient and a knowledge 

source.  Wei et al. (2011) found that the distance between a knowledge recipient and a 

knowledge source was negatively related to knowledge transfer.  Thus, the knowledge sources 

that are close to a knowledge recipient will likely be sources of knowledge transfer.  In order to 

capture social capital that is the source of information resources, this study will use the number 

of strong ties in employees' social networks to represent social capital. 

 The registered nurses will be asked to indicate a list of their social networks in their 

department.  Then, they will indicate their relationship with each person on a 4-point scale (i.e., 

especially close, close, less close, and distant).  This name generator method has been used by 

Ibarra (1995) James (2000), Seibert et al. (2001), and Sagas and Cunningham (2005).  The 

responses of either "less close" or "distance" will be coded as 0 and represent the number of 

weak ties in the network.  All ties that indicate as either "close" or "especially close" will be 

coded as 1 and represent the number of strong ties in the network.   
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4.3.2 Mediated Variables 

 There are six main mediated variables in this study including access to information 

resources, context-specific human capital, in-role behavior, OCB-S, OCB-S, and OCB-O. 

 4.3.2.1 Access to Information Resources 

 Access to information resources will be measured by a 3-item scale adapted from 

Spreitzer (1996).  An example of item is "When you need additional information resources to do 

your job, you can usually get them."  These measurement items will be answered by the 

registered nurses. 

 4.3.2.2 Context-Specific Human Capital 

 Context-specific human capital will be measured based on the resource-view of the 

firm: value, rareness, inimitability, and non-substitutability.  Value will be measured by a 12-item 

scale of human capital value adapted from Lepak and Snell (2002).  An example of human 

capital value is "help minimize costs of service."  Then, a 10-item scale of human capital 

uniqueness from Lepak and Snell (2002) will be divided into 3 categories based on the 

resource-based view (RBV) of the firm.  Rareness will be measured by four items adapted from 

Lepak and Snell (2002).  An example is "are not widely available in the labor market."  

Inimitability will be measured by three items adapted from Lepak and Snell (2002).  An example 

is "are developed through on the job experiences."  Non-substitutability will be measured by 

three items adapted from Lepak and Snell (2002).  An example is "would be very difficult to 

replace."  These measurement items will be answered by the supervisors. 

 4.3.2.3 In-Role Behavior  

 In-role behavior will be measured by a 10-item scale from O-Net (2012).  An example of 

in-role behavior is "Communicating with Supervisor, Peers, or Subordinates."  These 

measurement items will be answered by the supervisors. 
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 4.3.2.4 Target-Specific Organizational Citizenship Behaviors  

 There are three categories of target-specific organizational citizenship behaviors.  First, 

Organizational Citizenship Behaviors - Individuals (OCB-I) will be measured by 6 items adapted 

from Lee and Allen (2002) and 1 item adapted from Rupp and Cropanzano (2002).  An example 

is "Helps coworkers who have been absent."  Second, Organizational Citizenship Behaviors - 

Supervisor (OCB-S) will be measured by 5 items adapted from Rupp and Cropanzano (2002) 

and 1 item adapted from Lee and Allen (2002).  Third, Organizational Citizenship Behaviors - 

Organization (OCB - O) will be measured by 6 items adapted from Smith et al. (1983) and 6 

items adapted from Lee and Allen (2002).  These measurement items will be answered by the 

supervisors. 

 

4.3.3 Dependent Variable 

 There is only one dependent variable in this study which is performance of the 

registered nurse. 

 4.3.3.1 Performance 

 In-role performance will be measured by 5 items from Williams and Anderson (1991).  

An example of in-role performance items is "Adequately completes assigned duties."  These 

measurement items will be answered by the supervisors. 

 

4.3.4 Control Variables 

 There are five control variables in this study including age, gender, hospital, department 

size, and training. 

 4.3.4.1 Age 

Thai people are high in power distance (Hofstede, 1980, 1983).  In Thai culture, people 

usually respect older people.  Therefore, supervisors might favor older nurses more than 

younger nurses because of the seniority system.  This variable will control for the bias from age 
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differences on every variable answered by the supervisors.  The registered nurses will be asked 

to answer the question "When were you born?"  Age will be equal to 2012 minus by the birth 

year. 

 4.3.4.2 Gender 

 Although people tend to use systematic processing to judge their decisions, people also 

use social cues to judge their decisions.  One of the main social cues is the identity of the group 

(Mackie, Worth, & Asuncion, 1990).  Earley (1993) defines an in-group as "an aggregate of 

people sharing similar trait and background characteristics" (p. 321), such as gender, ethnicity, 

and religion.  Fiske (2004) argues that “the in-group is more rapidly associated with positive 

attributes and feeling than the out-group” (p. 412).  Also, social identity theory (SIT) suggested 

that people have prejudice favoring the in-group (Brewer, 1999).  Therefore, in-group members 

tend to have a better evaluation than out-group members.  Since all supervisors are female, 

they tend to favor female nurses more than male nurses.  To control gender bias, this study will 

control participants' gender on every variables answered by their supervisors.  The registered 

nurses will be asked to answer the question "Gender: (Male / Female)."  Male nurses will 

be coded as 0 and female nurses will be coded as 1. 

 4.3.4.3 Hospital 

 This study will be conducted in two hospitals.  Therefore, this variable will help to 

control the effect of the differences of two hospitals on variables answered by nurses and their 

supervisors.  The questionnaires from Mahasarakham hospital will be coded as 0 and the 

questionnaires from Kosumphisai hospital will be coded as 1. 

 4.3.4.4 Department Size 

Since people might find it easy to connect to more people in larger departments than in 

a smaller one.  This variable will control for the effect of different sizes of their departments on 

the relationship between strong ties and access to information resources.  The number of 

employees in each department will be obtained from the records of the hospital. 
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 4.3.4.5 Training 

 Information from training tends to be formal, while information from social capital tends 

to be informal.  People can access information resources from the formal sources and informal 

sources.  Hence, the access to information resources variable will be controlled by the training 

variable in order to rule out the variance from formal information sources.  Training will be 

measured using an item from James (2000).  The registered nurses will be asked to answer the 

question "To what extent have you participated in work-related training programs since joining 

this hospital?"  The responses of "not at all / rarely / once a year / 2 or 3 times per year / more 

than 3 times per year" will be coded as 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively.   

 

4.4 Summary 

This chapter explained the procedure to obtain the sample and the reason why the 

sample was chosen.  Then, the measures of independent variables (i.e., context-generic human 

capital, job tenure, and strong ties), mediated varialbes (i.e., access to information resources, 

context-specific human capital., in-role behavior, and three target-specific organizatioanl 

citizentship behaviors), dependent variables (i.e., performance), and contral variables (i.e., age, 

gender, hospial, department size, and training) in the study have been explained.  The next 

chapter will present the analysis utilized by this study and the results. 
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CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

5.1 Introduction 

 The previous chapter explained the sample and measures of this study.  This chapter 

will describe the data examinations, the procedures of two analysis methods, and the results of 

both methods of analysis.  First, the description of the sampling will be explained.  Second, the 

missing values will be replaced with appropriated methods.  Third, the validity and reliability will 

be tested.  Fourth, the analysis using regression will be tested.  Finally, the analysis using 

structural equation modeling (SEM) will be tested. 

 

5.2 Sampling 

The questionnaires were distributed through the administrators in two hospitals.  The 

first location, Mahasarakham hospital, had 436 registered nurses and 31 supervisors.  The 

second location, Kosumphisai hospital, had 87 registered nurses and 8 supervisors.  The total 

number of questionnaires distributed in these two locations was 523.  There were two parts of 

this questionnaire.  Registered nurses were asked to complete part 1 of the questionnaire 

including their demographic data, social networks, and access to information resources.  Then, 

their supervisors filled in part 2 of the questionnaire including context-generic human capital, 

context-specific human capital, employee behaviors, and performance of their subordinates.  

Each supervisor completed approximately 4 - 42 questionnaires.  414 questionnaires (Part 1) 

were returned from 414 registered nurses.  The response rate was 82.47 percent.  425 

questionnaires (Part 2) were returned from 38 supervisors.  The response rate was 84.66 

percent.  Finally, a total of 406 questionnaires were used in this study.  The details are in Table 

5.1.   
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Table 5.1 The Sample of This Study 
 

 Mahasarakham Kosumphisai Total 
Total number of registered 
nurses  

423  79 502 

Total number of supervisors 31 8 39 
Returned questionnaires from 
registered nurses (Part 1) 

352 (83.22%) 62 (78.48%) 414 (82.47%) 

Returned questionnaires from 
supervisors (Part 2) 

363 (85.52%) from  
30 supervisors 

61 (77.22%) from  
8 supervisors 

425 (84.66%) from  
38 supervisors 

Total matched questionnaires  347 (82.03%) 59 (74.68%) 406 (80.88%) 
 

From the final sample, the average age of registered nurses was 35 years.  The 

youngest registered nurse was 22 years old and the oldest registered nurse was 60 years old.  

There was no registered nurse who was older than 60 years because all nurses retire at 60.  

The average job tenure was 9 years.  The minimum job tenure was 0 years and the maximum 

job tenure was 35 years.  The average salary per month was $631.  The average experience in 

the other jobs at the same hospital was 1 year.  The minimum experience in the other jobs at 

the same hospital was 0 years and maximum experience in the other jobs at the same hospital 

was 31 years.  The average experience at the other hospitals was 2 years.  The minimum 

experience at the other hospitals was 0 years and the maximum experience at the other 

hospitals was 22 years.   

Additionally, the minimum salary per month was $252 and the maximum salary per 

month was $1440.  The average incentive per month was $312.  The minimum incentive per 

month was $0 and the maximum incentive per month was $1129.  The average department size 

was 18.  The minimum department size was 4 and the maximum department size was 42.  The 

majority of the registered nurses were female (91.13%), had an undergraduate degree 

(94.33%), and had a professional position level (50.25%).  The details are provided in Table 5.2. 

 

 

 

 



72 
 

 

Table 5.2 Respondents' Profile of The Final Sample 
 

  Number of respondents 
Age 
Mean =35 years 
Min = 22 years 
Max = 60 years 

21 -30 
31 - 40 
41 - 50 
51 - 60 
No answer  

136 (33.50%) 
155 (38.18%) 
66 (16.26%) 
22 (5.42%) 
27 (6.65%) 

Gender Male 
Female 
No answer 

32 (7.88%) 
370 (91.13%) 
4 (0.99%) 

Education Diploma 
Undergraduate 
Graduate 
No Answer  

2 (0.49%) 
383 (94.33%) 
17 (4.19%) 
4 (0.99%) 

Position Level Practitioner 
Professional 
Senior Professional 
Expert 
No Answer 

189 (46.55%) 
204 (50.25%) 
1 (0.25%) 
0  
12 (2.96%) 

Job Tenure 
Mean = 9 years 
Min = 0 year 
Max = 35 years 

0 - 10 years 
11 - 20 years 
21 - 30 years 
31 - 40 years 
No Answer 

237 (58.37%) 
117 (28.82%) 
41 (10.10%) 
11 (2.71%) 
0 

Experience in the other jobs at 
the same hospital 
Mean =1 year 
Min = 0 year 
Max = 31 years 

0 - 10 years 
11 - 20 years 
21 - 30 years 
31 - 40 years 
No Answer 

389 (95.81%) 
15 (3.69%) 
1 (0.25%) 
1 (0.25%) 
0 

Experience at the other hospitals 
Mean = 2 years 
Min = 0 year 
Max = 22 years 

0 - 10 years 
11 - 20 years 
21 - 30 years 
31 - 40 years 
No Answer 

380 (93.60%) 
23 (5.67%) 
3 (0.74%) 
0 
0 

Salary per month 
Mean =19555 Bahts (US$631) 
Min = 7800 Bahts (US$252) 
Max = 44650 Bahts (US$1440) 
US Dollar : Thai Baht ≈ 1:31 

0 - 10000 Bahts 
10001 - 20000 Bahts 
20001 - 30000 Bahts 
30001 - 40000 Bahts 
40001 - 50000 Bahts 
No Answer 

2 (0.49%) 
237 (58.37%) 
93 (22.91%) 
52 (12.81%) 
1 (0.25%) 
21 (5.17%) 

Incentive per month 
Mean =9686 Bahts (US$312) 
Min = 0 Bahts (US$0) 
Max = 35000 Bahts (US$1129) 
US Dollar : Thai Baht ≈ 1:31 
 

0 - 10000 Bahts 
10001 - 20000 Bahts 
20001 - 30000 Bahts 
30001 - 40000 Bahts 
40001 - 50000 Bahts 
No Answer 

232 (57.14%) 
163 (40.15%) 
9 (2.22%) 
2 (0.49%) 
0 
0 

 
 
 
 
 



73 
 

 

Table 5.2 - Continued 
 

Department Size 
Mean =18 persons 
Min = 4 persons 
Max = 42 persons 

0 - 10 persons 
11 - 20 persons 
21 - 30 persons 
31 - 40 persons 
41 - 50 persons 

101 (24.88%) 
182 (44.83%) 
84 (20.69%) 
0 
39 (9.61%) 

Hospital Mahasarakham 
Kosumphisai 

347(85.47%) 
59 (14.53%) 

 

5.3 Data Examinations 

5.3.1 Missing Value Analysis 

 There are 6 items of interest that have more than 5 % missing data (i.e., age, 

performance1, performance2, performance3, performance4, and performance5).  According to 

Hair et al. (2006), there are two main approaches to check whether the missing data are 

missing at random (MAR) or missing completely at random (MCAR).  First, the comparison of 

missing data and valid data can be analyzed based on other variables of interest (Hair et al., 

2006).  If the differences are significant, the data show the possibility of a nonrandom missing 

data process (Hair et al., 2006).  Using an SPSS software, the tests of performance (1-5) items 

show no differences between cases with missing data and cases with valid data, except for 

department size (t = 4.2, df = 74.7, p < 0.05).  The cases with missing data of performance (1-5) 

items appear to be in the smaller department size (14 / 19) than those of the cases with valid 

data.  However, the department size is not significantly related to any five items of performance 

(p > 0.05).  

 Second, the pattern of missing data on all variables can be compared to the pattern 

expected for a random missing data process (Hair et al., 2006).  If it is significant, the missing 

data are likely to be nonrandom (Hair et al., 2006).  Using the little's MCAR test by an SPSS 

software, the test shows that the differences are significant (χ2 = 3584.216, df = 2990, p < 0.05).  

This indicates that the missing data in this study might not be missing completely at random.  

The next section, the missing data will be replaced using several appropriated methods. 
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5.3.2 Missing Value Remedies 

 Two approaches were used to replace the missing values in this study.  First, a 

regression imputation approach was used to replace seven variables (i.e., training, access to 

information resources, in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, OCB-S, and performance).  Second, a 

hot deck imputation approach was used to replace other two variables (i.e., age and gender). 

 5.3.2.1 A Regression Imputation Approach 

 According to Hair et al. (2006), there are two steps in this approach.  First, "a predictive 

equation is formed for each variable with missing data and estimated from all cases with valid 

data" (Hair et al., 2006, p. 61).  Then, "replacement values for each missing value are 

calculated from that observation's values on the variables in the predictive equation" (Hair et al., 

2006, p. 61).  Seven equations were formed in order to replace the missing values in seven 

variables (i.e., training, access to information resources, in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, OCB-

S, and performance).  The details are in Table 5.3. 

 5.3.2.2 A Hot Deck Imputation Approach 

 According to Hair et al. (2006), a hot deck imputation approach is the method that 

replaces the missing value from another observation that is deemed similar.  The missing 

values in age and gender were replaced using a hot deck imputation approach.  Since the 27 

registered nurses who did not indicate their age have at least bachelor's degree and the most 

common age of registered nurses in this study with bachelor's degree is 23 year old (144/354 or 

40.68%), the missing data or incomplete data have been replaced using the number of total 

experience years plus 23.  Moreover, 4 cases of missing data in gender were replaced with 

female because most of registered nurses in this study were female (370/402 = 92.04%).  
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Table 5.3 A Regression Imputation Approach 
 

Dependents Independents R2 Missing 
Cases 

Training 2.606 + 0.153(Access) - 0.032(Department Size) 0.132 10  
Access to  
Information  
Resources 

4.213 + 0.027(Strong Ties) + 0.162(Training) - 
0.012(Department Size) 

0.064 13 

Behavior  0.055 + 0.724(Context-Generic Human Capital) + 
0.279(Specific Human Capital) 

0.839 3 

OCB-I 0.634 + 0.497(Context-Generic Human Capital) + 
0.418(Context-Specific Human Capital)  

0.599 2 

OCB-S 0.066 + 0.346(Context-Generic Human Capital) + 
0.652(Context-Specific Human Capital) 

0.628 2 

OCB-O 0.729 + 0.432(Context-Generic Human Capital) + 
0.464(Context-Specific Human Capital) 

0.701 3 

Performance 0.210 + 0.228(Context-Generic Human Capital) + 
0.170(Behavior) + 0.187(OCB-I) - 0.067(OCB-S) + 
0.495(OCB-O) 

0.794 38 

 

5.3.3 Common Method Bias 

 This study used Harman's single-factor test to test the common method variance in this 

study.  According to Podsakoff et al (2003), this single-factor test can be either exploratory 

factor analysis (EFA) or confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  This study will use CFA to test the 

common method bias.  This CFA method has been used in several studies (e.g., Iverson & 

Maguire, 2000).  If a single factor can account for all of the variance in the data, there is a 

potential for common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  That is, if there is no difference 

between the one-factor model and the model with proposed factors, it may have common 

method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  On the other hand, if the model with proposed factors is 

better than the one-factor model, it is less likely to have common method bias in the study 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003).  Only items (i.e., context-generic human capital, context-specific 

human capital, in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, OCB-O, and performance) that were filled by 

supervisors were included in this test.  The CFA in this study used the program LISREL 8 

(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996).  The result from Table 5.4 shows that 7-factor CFA model (χ2 = 

16279.57, df = 4073) was a better fit model than 1-factor CFA model (χ2 = 2305.04, df = 4094).  
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The chi-square difference test was significant (Δχ2 = 6825.47, p < 0.001).  Hence, there was no 

evidence for common method bias in this study. 

 

Table 5.4 Testing Common Method Variance using CFA 
 

CFA df χ2 RMSEA SRMR TLI or  
NNFI 

CFI Compared 
to 

Δ df Δχ2 

1 Factor 4094 23105.04*** 0.16 0.068 0.97 0.97    

7 Factors a 4073 16279.57*** 0.11 0.057 0.98 0.98 1 Factor 21 6825.47*** 
a 7 factors include context-generic human capital, context-specific human capital, in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, OCB-
O, and performance 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
 

5.3.4 Discriminant Validity 

 Discriminant validity is "the degree to which two conceptually similar concepts are 

distinct" (Hair et al., 2006).  Two groups of main constructs have been tested using the 

discriminant validity method.  The better fit model is the model with lower chi-square (Anderson 

& Gerbing, 1988).  The first group consists of context-generic human capital and context-

specific human capital.  These two constructs were tested to determine whether they should be 

one construct or two constructs.  The result from Table 5.5 shows that the chi-square different 

test between one-factor CFA and two-factor CFA was significant (Δχ2 = 1473.69, p < 0.001 ), 

thus showing that two-factor CFA model (χ2 = 8023.68, df = 1273) is a better fit model than one-

factor CFA model (χ2 = 9497.37, df = 1274).  Hence, the context-generic human capital 

construct is significantly different from the context-specific human capital construct.  The second 

group consists of in-role behavior and three target-specific organizational citizenship behaviors 

(OCB-I, OCB-S, and OCB-O).  These four constructs were tested to determine whether they 

should be one construct or four constructs.  The result from Table 5.5 shows that the chi-square 

different test between one-factor CFA and four-factor CFA is significant (Δχ2 = 2220.98, p < 

0.001), thus showing that four-factor CFA model (χ2 = 3486.70, df = 554) is a better fit than one-
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factor CFA model (χ2 = 5707.68, df = 560).  Therefore, four constructs (in-role behavior, OCB-I, 

OCB-S, OCB-O) are separate constructs. 

 

Table 5.5 Testing Discriminant Validity 
 

 df χ2 RMSEA SRMR TLI or 
NNFI 

CFI Compared to Δ df Δχ2 

Human 
Capital 
1 Factor 

1274 9497.37*** 0.18 0.082 0.96 0.96    

Human  
Capital 
2 Factors a 

1273 8023.68*** 0.15 0.073 0.97 0.97 Human 
Capital 
1 Factor 

1 1473.69*** 

Behaviors 
1 Factor 

560 5707.68*** 0.19 0.065 0.94 0.95    

Behaviors 
4 Factors b 

554 3486.70*** 0.13 0.057 0.97 0.97 Behaviors 
1 Factor 

6 2220.98*** 

a 2 factors include context-generic human capital and context-specific human capital 
b 4 factors include in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, and OCB-O 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
 

5.3.5 Internal Consistency Reliability 

 Internal consistency reliability assesses the consistency of results across a summated 

scale (Hair et al., 2006).  In order to assess the internal consistency reliability of each variable, 

inter-to-total correlation and inter-item correlation were assessed (Hair et al., 2006). The rule of 

thumb is the item-to-total correlations should exceed 0.50 and the inter-item correlations should 

exceed 0.30 (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991).  The results show that all items have 

item-to-total correlation of more than 0.50 and inter-item correlations of more than 0.30 (See 

details in Appendix C).  Second, coefficient alpha of each variable was assessed (Cronbach, 

1951; Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978).  In general, values of coefficient alpha equal to or 

above 0.70 indicate that the items are reliable (Hair et al., 2006; Nunnally, 1978; Robinson et 

al., 1991).  All variables have alpha coefficient of more than 0.70 which is considered good 

measurement.  The details are included in Table 5.6. 

 
 
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Internal_consistency�
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Table 5.6 Internal Consistency Reliability Tests 
 

 Number of Items Cronbach's Alpha 
Context-Generic Human Capital 30 0.985 
Access to Information Resources 3 0.924 
Context-Specific Human Capital 22 0.974 
In-Role Behavior 10 0.969 
OCB-I 7 0.962 
OCB-S 6 0.958 
OCB-O 12 0.950 
Performance 5 0.977 

 

5.4 Multiple Regression Analysis 

 There were eight variables (i.e., context-generic human capital, access to information 

resources, context-specific human capital, in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, OCB-O, and 

performance) that were calculated from the average of the items in its construct.   Moreover, job 

tenure was calculated by a logarithm equation to use in the non-linear equation.  Furthermore, 

four control variables (i.e., age, gender, hospital, department size, and training) were the one-

item scale variable.  Table 5.7 shows the means, standard deviations, and correlations of the 

data.   

 For control variables, age (beta = 0.060, p < 0.01) and hospital (beta = 0.106, p < 

0.001) were significantly related to performance.  These results show that the performance 

evaluation was age bias and was significantly different between two hospitals.  That is, the 

performance of older registered nurses tended to be higher than the younger registered nurses' 

performance.  Moreover, registered nurses in Kosumphisai hospital tended to be rated higher 

than registered nurses in Mahasarakham hospital.  Results show that no control variable was 

related to context-specific human capital, in-role behavior, and OCB-O.  Furthermore, hospital 

was significantly related to OCB-I (beta = -0.097, p < 0.01) and age was significantly related to 

OCB-S (beta = 0.075, p < 0.05).  These results show that registered nurses in Kosumphisai 

hospital tended to have more OCB-I than registered nurses in Mahasarakham hospital and 

elder registered nurses tended to have more OCB-S than younger registered nurses.  In 

addition, training was significantly related to access to information resources (beta = 0.167, p < 



79 
 

 

0.01), but hospital and department size were not significantly related to access to information 

resources.  That is, registered nurses with better training tended to have better access to 

information resources.  The following paragraphs will explain the hypothesis testing based on 

the multiple regression analysis method. 

 To test hypothesis 1, model R1.8 has been created.  The relationship between context-

generic human capital was significantly related to performance (beta = 0.181, p < 0.001).  

Hence, hypothesis 1 was supported.  To test hypothesis 2, model R2.3 has been conducted.  

The relationship between context-generic human capital was significantly related to context-

specific human capital (beta = 0.823, p < 0.001).  Thus, hypothesis 2 was supported.  To test 

hypothesis 4, model R2.2a and model R2.2b have been conducted.  The result shows that job 

tenure (logarithm) (beta = 0.210, p < 0.01) has been a better prediction for context-specific 

human capital than the original job tenure (beta = 0.122, p > 0.05).  This suggests that the 

relationship between job tenure and context-specific human capital was nonlinear.  However, 

when context-generic human capital and access to information resources were added to the 

model (model R2.3), the relationship between job tenure (logarithm) and context-specific human 

capital became the non-significant relationship (beta = 0.04, p > 0.05).  Hence, hypothesis 4 

was not supported. 

 To test hypothesis 3, 5, 6(a, b, c, d), 7(a, b, c, d) and 8(a, b, c, d), the study follows the 

3-step procedure from Baron and Kenny (1986).  The first step tests the relationship between 

the independent variable and the mediator.  The second step tests the relationship between the 

independent variable and the dependent variable.  The third step tests the relationship between 

the mediator and the dependent variable when the relationship between the independent 

variable and the dependent variable is controlled.  If the mediator is significantly related to the 

dependent variable and the independent variable is not significantly related to the dependent 

variable, the relationship is fully mediated by the mediator.  Moreover, if the mediator is 

significantly related to the dependent variable and the independent variable is still significantly 
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related to the dependent variable but its coefficient is reduced, the relationship is partially 

mediated by the mediator.  This partial mediation means the mediator is not the sole cause of 

the relationship (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

 Hypothesis 6a, 6b, 6c, and 6d were tested using three steps from Baron and Kenny 

(1986).  First, four relationships between context-specific human capital and four types of 

behaviors have been conducted.  From model R4.3, the relationship between context-specific 

human capital and in-role behavior was significant (beta = 0.287, p < 0.001).  From model R4.6, 

the relationship between context-specific human capital and OCB-I was significant (beta = 

0.387, p < 0.001).  From model R4.9, the relationship between context-specific human capital 

and OCB-S was significant (beta = 0.544, p < 0.001).  From model R4.12, the relationship 

between context-specific human capital and OCB-O was significant (beta = 0.465, p < 0.001).  

Second, the relationship between context-specific human capital and performance has been 

examined.  From model R1.7, the relationship between context-specific human capital and 

performance was significant (beta = 0.278, p < 0.001).  Third, performance was regressing on 

all independent variables and the four mediators in model R1.8.  As a result, in-role behavior 

(beta = 0.188, p < 0.01), OCB-I (beta = 0.267, p < 0.001), OCB-S (beta = -0.136, p < 0.01), and 

OCB-O (beta = 0.439, p < 0.001) were significantly related to performance.  Furthermore, the 

relationship between context-specific human capital and performance was not significant (beta 

= -0.010, p > 0.05), thus signifying the full mediation.  Moreover, the indirect effects of context-

specific human capital on performance were tested by a two-tailed Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).  

The results show that in-role behavior (z = 3.036, p < 0.01), OCB-I (z = 4.533, p < 0.001), OCB-

S (z = -2.677, p < 0.01), and OCB-O (z = 6.074, p < 0.001) fully mediated the relationship 

between context-specific human capital and performance.  The details of Sobel test are in Table 

5.12.  However, the relationship between OCB-S and performance was negative, thus 

contradicting the hypothesized direction.  Therefore, hypothesis 6a, 6b, and 6d were supported 

(fully mediated).  The relationship between context-specific human capital and performance was 
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fully mediated by in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O.  On the other hand, hypothesis 6c was 

not supported because the direction of the relationship was opposite of the hypothesized 

direction.   

 Furthermore, hypothesis 3 was also tested using the three-step procedure from Baron 

and Kenny (1986).  First, the result from model R2.3 shows that context-generic human capital 

was significantly related to context-specific human capital (beta = 0.823, p < 0.001).  Second, 

the result from model R1.4 shows that context-generic human capital was significantly related to 

performance (beta = 0.796, p < 0.001).  Third, performance was regressing on all independent 

variables and mediators in model R1.8.  Although the direct relationship between context-

specific human capital and performance was not significant (beta = -0.010, p > 0.05), the prior 

paragraph that tested hypothesis 6a, 6b, 6c, and 6d shows that context-specific human capital 

significantly affected performance through in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, and OCB-O.  

Moreover, the relationship between context generic human capital and performance in model 

R1.8 (beta = 0.181, p < 0.001) was substantially smaller than that in model R1.4 (beta = 0.796, 

p < 0.001), but was still significant.  Therefore, context-specific human capital partially mediated 

the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance.  In sum, hypothesis 3 

was supported (partially mediated).  

 Moreover, hypothesis 5 was also tested using the three-step procedure from Baron and 

Kenny (1986).  First, model R3.2 has been conducted to test the relationship between strong 

ties (social capital) and access to formation resources.  The relationship between strong ties 

(social capital) was significantly related to access to information resources (beta = 0.124, p < 

0.05).  Second, model R2.4 has been conducted to test the direct relationship between strong 

ties (social capital) and context-specific human capital.  The result shows that the direct 

relationship between strong ties (social capital) and context-specific human capital was not 

significant (beta = -0.007, p > 0.05).  Third, the result from model R2.5 shows that the 
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relationship between access to information resources and context-specific human capital was 

not significant (beta = 0.036, p > 0.05).  Therefore, hypothesis 5 was not supported. 

 In addition, hypothesis 7a, 7b, 7c, and 7d were also tested using the three-step 

procedure from Baron and Kenny (1986).  First, four relationships between context-generic 

human capital and four types of behaviors have been conducted.  From model R4.3, the 

relationship between context-generic human capital and in-role behavior was significant (beta = 

0.669, p < 0.001).  From model R4.6, the relationship between context-generic human capital 

and OCB-I was significant (beta = 0.435, p < 0.001).  From model R4.9, the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and OCB-S was significant (beta = 0.268, p < 0.001).  

From model R4.12, the relationship between context-generic human capital and OCB-O was 

significant (beta = 0.409, p < 0.001).  Second, the relationship between context-generic human 

capital and performance has been examined.  From model R1.7, the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and performance was significant (beta = 0.566, p < 0.001).  

Third, performance was regressing on all independent variables and the four mediators in 

model R1.8.  As a result, in-role behavior (beta = 0.188, p < 0.01), OCB-I (beta = 0.267, p < 

0.001), OCB-S (beta = -0.136, p < 0.01), and OCB-O (beta = 0.439, p < 0.001) were 

significantly related to performance.  Furthermore, the relationship between context-generic 

human capital and performance was still significant (beta = 0.181, p < 0.001).  Moreover, the 

indirect effects of context-specific human capital on performance were tested by a two-tailed 

Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).  The results show that in-role behavior (z = 3.036, p < 0.01), OCB-I (z 

= 4.533, p < 0.001), OCB-S (z = -2.677, p < 0.01), and OCB-O (z = 6.074, p < 0.001) partially 

mediated the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance.  The details 

of Sobel test are in Table 5.13.  However, the relationship between OCB-S and performance 

was negative, thus contradicting the hypothesized direction.  Therefore, hypothesis 7a, 7b, and 

7d were supported (partially mediated).  The relationship between context-generic human 

capital and performance was partially mediated by in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O.  On the 
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other hand, hypothesis 7c was not supported because the direction of the relationship was 

opposite of the hypothesized direction.   

 Finally, hypothesis 8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d were also tested using the three-step procedure 

from Baron and Kenny (1986).  First, the relationship between context-generic human capital 

and context-specific human capital has been examined.  From model R2.3, the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and context-specific human capital was significant (beta 

= 0.823, p < 0.001).  Second, four relationships between context-generic human capital and four 

types of behaviors have been conducted.  From model R4.2, the relationship between context-

generic human capital and in-role behavior was significant (beta = 0.906, p < 0.001).  From 

model R4.5, the relationship between context-generic human capital and OCB-I was significant 

(beta = 0.755, p < 0.001).  From model R4.8, the relationship between context-generic human 

capital and OCB-S was significant (beta = 0.718, p < 0.001).  From model R4.11, the 

relationship between context-generic human capital and OCB-O was significant (beta = 0.793, p 

< 0.001).  Third, four relationships were regressing on all independent variables in model R4.3, 

model R4.6, model R4.9, and model R4.12.  As a result, the relationships between context-

specific human capital were significantly related to in-role behavior (beta = 0.287, p < 0.001), 

OCB-I (beta = 0.387, p < 0.001), OCB-S (beta = -0.544, p < 0.001), and OCB-O (beta = 0.465, 

p < 0.001).  Furthermore, the relationships between context-generic human capital and in-role 

behavior (beta = 0.669, p < 0.001), OCB-I (beta = 0.435, p < 0.001), OCB-S (beta = -0.268, p < 

0.001), and OCB-O (beta = 0.409, p < 0.001) were still significant.  Moreover, the indirect 

effects of context-generic human capital on four types of behaviors were tested by a two-tailed 

Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).  The results show that context specific human capital partially 

mediated the relationships between context-generic human capital and in-role behavior (z = 

7.679, p < 0.001), OCB-I (z = 6.709, p < 0.001), OCB-S (z = 9.465, p < 0.001), and OCB-O (z = 

9.086, p < 0.001).  The details of Sobel test are in Table 5.14.  Therefore, hypothesis 8a, 8b, 8c, 

and 8d were supported (partially mediated).  That is, the relationship between context-generic 
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human capital and four types of behaviors were partially mediated by context-specific human 

capital.   
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Table 5.7 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations a 

 
 Variables Mean Std. 

Deviation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 Context-Generic  
Human Capital 4.70 0.90 1                

2 Job Tenure 113.28 103.50 .152** 1               

3 Job Tenure  
(Logarithm) 1.79 0.57 .201*** .859*** 1              

4 Strong Ties 5.77 5.31 .117* .070 .069 1             

5 Access to Information 
Resources 4.59 1.09 .082+ .018 .023 .116* 1            

6 Context-Specific  
Human Capital 4.43 0.96 .830*** .114* .169*** .089 .105* 1           

7 In-Role Behavior 4.70 0.97 .903*** .141** .189*** .117* .103* .836*** 1          

8 OCB Individuals 4.82 1.05 .744*** .098* .112* .130** .051 .736*** .811*** 1         

9 OCB Supervisor 4.45 1.14 .731*** .182*** .212*** .141** .057 .778*** .785*** .798*** 1        

10 OCB Organization 4.81 0.95 .796*** .089+ .094+ .147** .094+ .806*** .822*** .843*** .803*** 1       

11 Performance 5.07 1.01 .808*** .139** .156** .155** .102* .759*** .826*** .808*** .723*** .860*** 1      

12 Age 34.63 8.86 .109* .814*** .727*** .035 .006 .088+ .106* .037 .145** .086+ .129** 1     

13 Gender1 0.92 0.27 .092+ .141** .135** .031 .023 .120* .060 .067 .127* .114* .119* .161** 1    

14 Hospital2 0.15 0.35 .069 .000 .067 -.097+ .063 .077 .036 -.040 .093+ .056 .126* -.018 .069 1   

15 Department Size 18.24 10.44 -.043 .007 -.073 .127* -.153** .002 -.049 .019 -.123* .024 .043 .006 -.135** -.252*** 1  

16 Training 2.73 1.08 .119* .081 .155** .051 .210** .112* .177** .091 .148** .064 .050 .009 .037 .052 -.343** 1 
a n = 406 
1 Gender: 0 = Male / 1 = Female 
2 Hospital: 0 = Mahasarakham / 1 = Kosumphisai 
+   Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed). 
*   Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**  Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*** Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 5.8 Multiple Regressions Analysis Results: Predicting Performance a 

 
 Model  

R1.1 
Model  
R1.2 

Model  
R1.3 

Model  
R1.4 

Model  
R1.5 

Model  
R1.6 

Model  
R1.7 

Model  
R1.8 

Control Variables 
- Age 
- Gender1 
- Hospital2 

 
0.116* 
0.092+ 

0.122* 

 
0.061** 
0.028 
0.111*** 

 
0.062+ 
0.014 
0.069* 

 
0.038 
0.035 
0.069* 

 
0.062** 
0.027 
0.110*** 

 
0.060** 

0.024 
0.106*** 

 
0.040 
0.023 
0.065* 

 
0.060** 

0.024 
0.106*** 

Behaviors 
- In-Role 
- OCB-Individuals 
- OCB-Supervisor 
- OCB-Organization 

  
0.327*** 
0.257*** 
-0.140*** 
0.472*** 

   
0.312*** 
0.260*** 
-0.146*** 
0.463*** 

 
0.185** 
0.268*** 
-0.139*** 
0.437*** 

  
0.188** 
0.267*** 
-0.136** 
0.439*** 

Context-Specific  
Human Capital 

  0.746***  0.030  0.278*** -0.010 

Context-Generic  
Human Capital 

   0.796***  0.178*** 0.566*** 0.181*** 

R2 0.041 0.808 0.585 0.660 0.808 0.813 0.684 0.813 
∆R2 compared to Model R1.1  0.766*** 0.544*** 0.619*** 0.767*** 0.772*** 0.643*** 0.772*** 
a Standardized coefficients were reported; n = 406 
1 Gender: 0 = Male / 1 = Female 
2 Hospital: 0 = Mahasarakham / 1 = Kosumphisai 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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Table 5.9 Multiple Regressions Analysis Results: Predicting Context-Specific Human Capital a 

 
 Model  

R2.1 
Model  
R2.2a 

Model  
R2.2b 

Model  
R2.3 

Model  
R2.4 

Model  
R2.5 

Control Variables 
- Age 
- Gender1 
- Hospital2 

 
0.072 
0.104* 

0.071 

 
-0.027 
0.103* 

0.069 

 
-0.080 
0.101* 

0.055 

 
-0.012 
0.044 
0.015 

 
-0.013 
0.045 
0.016 

 
-0.013 
0.045 
0.013 

Job Tenure 
Job Tenure (Logarithm) 

 0.122  
0.210** 

 
0.004 

 
0.005 

 
0.005 

Context-Generic Human Capital    0.823*** 0.826*** 0.824*** 
Access to Information Resources    0.035  0.036 
Strong Ties (Social Capital)     -0.007 -0.012 
R2 0.024 0.029 0.045 0.692 0.691 0.693 
∆R2 compared to Model R2.1  0.005 0.020** 0.668*** 0.667*** 0.668*** 
a Standardized coefficients were reported; n = 406 
1 Gender: 0 = Male / 1 = Female 
2 Hospital: 0 = Mahasarakham / 1 = Kosumphisai 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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Table 5.10 Multiple Regressions Analysis Results: Predicting Access to Information Resources a 

 
 Model  

R3.1 
Model  
R3.2 

Control Variables 
- Hospital1 
- Department Size  
- Training  

 
0.033 
-0.082 
0.180*** 

 
0.041 
-0.101+ 
0.167** 

Strong Ties (Social Capital)  0.124* 
R2 0.052 0.067 
∆R2 compared to Model R3.1  0.015* 

a Standardized coefficients were reported; n = 406 
1 Hospital: 0 = Mahasarakham / 1 = Kosumphisai 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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Table 5.11 Multiple Regressions Analysis Results: Predicting Behaviors a 

 
Variables In-Role OCB-I OCB-S OCB-O 

 Model 
R4.1 

Model 
R4.2 

Model 
R4.3 

Model 
R4.4 

Model 
R4.5 

Model 
R4.6 

Model 
R4.7 

Model 
R4.8 

Model 
R4.9 

Model 
R4.10 

Model 
R4.11 

Model 
R4.12 

Control Variable 
- Age 
- Gender1 
- Hospital2 

 
0.100* 
0.042 
0.035 

 
0.010 
-0.023 
-0.025 

 
0.013 
-0.035+ 
-0.030 

 
0.026 
0.065 
-0.044 

 
-0.049 
0.012 
-0.094** 

 
-0.045 
-0.006 
-0.100** 

 
0.130** 
0.100** 

0.089+ 

 
0.060+ 
0.049 
0.042 

 
0.065* 

0.025 
0.033 

 
0.071 
0.099* 
0.050 

 
-0.007 
0.043 
-0.002 

 
-0.003 
0.022 
-0.010 

Context-Generic  
Human Capital 

 0.906*** 0.669***  0.755*** 0.435***  0.718*** 0.268***  0.793*** 0.409*** 

Context-Specific  
Human Capital  

  0.287***   0.387***   0.544***   0.465*** 

R2 0.014 0.816 0.842 0.007 0.564 0.611 0.040 0.544 0.635 0.020 0.636 0.703 
∆R2  0.802*** 0.025***  0.557*** 0.046***  0.504*** 0.091***  0.616*** 0.067*** 

a Standardized coefficients were reported; n = 406 
1 Gender: 0 = Male / 1 = Female 
2 Hospital: 0 = Mahasarakham / 1 = Kosumphisai 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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Table 5.12 Sobel Tests from Multiple Regression Analysis (Specific - Behaviors - Performance) 
 

Mediator IV-Mediatora SD t Mediator-DVa SD t Sobel test value (z) 
In-Role Behavior 0.287 0.036 8.015 0.197 0.064 3.093 2.872** 
OCB-I 0.421 0.061 6.899 0.258 0.046 5.652 4.352*** 
OCB-S 0.642 0.064 10.008 -0.121 0.038 -3.161 -3.035** 
OCB-O 0.460 0.048 9.479 0.467 0.053 8.885 6.486*** 
a Unstandardized coefficients were reported; n = 406; IV = Context-Specific Human Capital; DV = Performance 

+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 

 
Table 5.13 Sobel Tests from Multiple Regression Analysis (Generic - Behaviors - Performance) 

 
Mediator IV-Mediatora SD t Mediator-DVa SD t Sobel test value (z) 

In-Role Behavior 0.721 0.039 18.704 0.197 0.064 3.093 3.036** 
OCB-I 0.508 0.066 7.754 0.258 0.046 5.652 4.533*** 
OCB-S 0.341 0.069 4.940 -0.121 0.038 -3.161 -2.677** 
OCB-O 0.436 0.052 8.353 0.467 0.053 8.885 6.074*** 
a Unstandardized coefficients were reported; n = 406; IV = Context-Generic Human Capital; DV = Performance 

+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 

 
Table 5.14 Sobel Tests from Multiple Regression Analysis (Generic - Specific - Behaviors) 

 
DV IV-Mediatora SD t Mediator-DVa SD t Sobel test value (z) 

In-Role Behavior 0.886 0.031 28.789 0.287 0.036 8.015 7.679*** 
OCB-I 0.886 0.031 28.789 0.421 0.061 6.899 6.709*** 
OCB-S 0.886 0.031 28.789 0.642 0.064 10.008 9.465*** 
OCB-O 0.886 0.031 28.789 0.460 0.048 9.479 9.086*** 
a Unstandardized coefficients were reported; n = 406; Mediator = Context-Specific Human Capital; IV = Context-Generic Human Capital 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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Figure 5.1 The Model by Multiple Regression Analysis a 

a Standardized coefficients were reported; n = 406 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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5.5 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Analysis  

 This study used the two-step modeling approach (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  A one-

step approach estimates the measurement model and structural submodels simultaneously 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  Two-step modeling approach is better than a one-step modeling 

approach because the one-step modeling approach may suffer from interpretational 

confounding (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  Interpretational confounding "occurs as the 

assignment of empirical meaning to an unobserved variable which is other than the meaning 

assigned to it by an individual a priori to estimating unknown parameters" (Burt, 1976, p. 4).  

The two-step approach will begin with the examination of the measurement model.  Once a 

satisfactory measurement model is obtained, the structural model will be examined using 

sequential chi-square difference tests.  This procedure was similar to the procedure conducted 

by Butts, Vandenberg, DeJoy, Schaffer, and Wilson (2009).  All hypotheses were tested with 

structural equation modeling (SEM) using LISREL 8 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1996).   

 According to Hair et al. (2006), at least one absolute index and one incremental index 

are recommended to test the model fit.  According to Hair et al. (2006), the chance of the 

significant chi-square is influenced by the sample size and the number of variables.  Chi-square 

is expected to be significant if the number of observations is more than 250 and the number of 

observed variables is more than 12. (Hair et al., 2006).  Hence, Hair et al. (2006) suggest that 

the model fit should be evaluated based on more than one index.  In this study, fives indexes 

were used to test the fitness of the model.  The recommended cutoff values are shown in Table 

5.5.  The good fit model should have non-significant chi-square (χ2) (Hair et al., 2006), fit indices 

(i.e., TLI and CFI) with values from 0.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999); a standardized root mean 

residual (SRMR) with a value no more than 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1998, 1999) and the root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA) with a value no more than 0.10 (Browne & Cudeck, 

1993).  The following discussion will describe the results from the two-step modeling approach. 
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 First, the measurement model was tested.  Although the chi-square was significant (χ2 = 

17748.69, df = 4951, p < 0.001), other indicators were acceptable (RMSEA = 0.099, SRMR = 

0.054, TLI or NNFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.98).  Furthermore, all factor loadings in the measurement 

model were statistically significant (p < 0.05).  Hence, the specification of the measurement 

model will be used in the structural model.   

 

Table 5.15 Fit Indexes for the Good Fit Model 
 

Fit Indexes Recommended Cutoff 
RMSEA1 0.10a 
SRMR2 0.08b 
TLI3 or NNFI4 0.95b 
CFI5 0.95b 

1 RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
2 SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual 
3 TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index  
4 NNFI = Non-Normed Fit Index 
5 CFI = Comparative Fit Index 
a Browne and Cudeck (1993) 
b Hu and Bentler (1998, 1999) 

 

 After the satisfactory measurement model was obtained, this study employed 

sequential chi-square difference tests (SCDTs) (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).  In order to test the 

mediation effect, this study compared a full mediation model with a partial mediation model and 

a direct-effects only model (Butt et al., 2009; Kelloway, 1998).  Five sets of models were created 

to test mediation effects of hypotheses 3 (See Figure 5.2), 5 (See Figure 5.3), 6a, 6b, 6c, 6d 

(See Figure 5.4), 7a, 7b, 7c, 7d (See Figure 5.5), 8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d (See Figure 5.6).  Several 

pairs of nested models were tested using a chi-square difference test.  In this study, ten pairs of 

nested models were tested.  According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988) the better model is the 

model with significantly lower chi-square.  If the chi-square difference test is not significant, the 

more constrained model (i.e., the model with more degree of freedom) is accepted to be a 

better fit model (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 
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 To test the mediation effect in hypothesis 3, model S1.1 (Partial mediation), model S1.2 

(Direct), and model S1.3 (Full mediation) were created (See Figure 5.2).  In model S1.1, 

context-specific human capital partially mediated the relationship between context-generic 

human capital and performance.  That is, both the direct relationship between context-generic 

human capital and performance and the relationship that is mediated by context-specific human 

capital are present.  In model S1.2, the relationship between context-generic human capital and 

context-specific human capital was removed (constrained to zero) from model S1.1.  In model 

S1.3, the direct relationship between context-generic human capital and performance was 

removed (constrained to zero) from model S1.1.   

 The first chi-square difference test was between model S1.1 (Partial mediation) and 

model S1.2 (Direct).  The result from Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was 

significant (Δχ2 = 601.44, Δdf = 1, p < 0.001).  Therefore, model S1.1 (χ2 = 18151.51, df = 4993) 

was better than model S1.2 (χ2 =18752.95, df = 4994).  The second chi-square difference test 

was between model S1.1 (Partial  mediation) and model S1.3 (Full mediation).  The result from 

Table 5.13 shows that the chi-square difference test was significant (Δχ2 = 6.64, Δdf = 1, p < 

0.01).  Therefore, model S1.1 (χ2 = 18151.51, df = 4993) was better than model S1.3 (χ2 

=18158.15, df = 4994).  These results show that context-specific human capital partially 

mediated the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance.  

 To test the mediation effect in hypothesis 5, model S2.1 (Partial mediation), model S2.2 

(Direct), and model S2.3 (Full mediation) were created (See Figure 5.3).  In model S2.1, access 

to information resources partially mediated the relationship between strong ties (social capital) 

and context-specific human capital.  That is, there are both the direct relationship between 

strong ties (social capital) and context-specific human capital and the relationship that is 

mediated by access to information resources.  In model S2.2, the relationship between strong 

ties (social capital) and access to information resources was removed (constrained to zero) 

from model S2.1.  In model S2.3, the direct relationship between strong ties (social capital) and 
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context-specific human capital was removed (constrained to zero) from model S2.1.  It should 

be noted that model S2.3 had the same specification as model S1.1.   

 First, the chi-square difference test was between model S2.1 (Partial mediation) and 

model S2.2 (Direct).  The result from Table 5.13 shows that the chi-square difference test was 

significant (Δχ2 = 6.4, Δdf = 1, p < 0.05).  Therefore, model S2.1 (χ2 = 18151.41, df = 4992) was 

better than model S2.2 (χ2 =18157.81, df = 4993).  Next, the chi-square difference test was 

between model S2.1 (Partial  mediation) and model S2.3 (Full mediation).  The result from 

Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was not significant (Δχ2 = 0.10, Δdf = 1, p > 

0.05).  Therefore, model S2.3 (χ2 = 18151.51, df = 4993) was better than model S2.1 (χ2 

=18151.41., df = 4992) because model S2.3 (full mediation) has more constrained relationships 

(i.e., more degrees of freedom) than model S2.1 (partial mediation).  These results show that 

the full mediation model was the best fit model.  However, the relationship between access to 

information resources and context-specific human capital was not significant (beta = 0.02, p > 

0.05).   

 To test the mediation effect in hypothesis 6a, 6b, 6c, and 6d, model S3.1 (Partial 

mediation), model S3.2 (Direct), and model S3.3 (Full mediation) were created (See Figure 5.4).  

In model S3.1, four types of behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, and OCB-O) 

partially mediated the relationship between context-specific human capital and performance.  

That is, there are both the direct relationship between context-specific human capital and 

performance and the relationship that is mediated by four types of behaviors.  This model had 

the same specifications as model S1.1 and model S2.3.  In model S3.2, the relationships 

between context-specific human capital and four types of behaviors were removed (constrained 

to zero) from model S3.1.  In model S3.3, the direct relationship between context-generic 

human capital and performance was removed (constrained to zero) from model S3.1.   

 First, the chi-square difference test was between model S3.1 (Partial mediation) and 

model S3.2 (Direct).  The result from Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was 
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significant (Δχ2 = 246.69, Δdf = 4, p < 0.001).  Therefore, model S3.1 (χ2 =18151.51, df = 4993) 

was better than model S3.2 (χ2 = 18398.20, df = 4997).  The second chi-square difference test 

was between model S3.1 (Partial  mediation) and model S3.3 (Full mediation).  The result from 

Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was not significant (Δχ2 = 2.68, Δdf = 1, p > 

0.05).  Therefore, model S3.3 (χ2 =18154.19, df = 4994) was better than model S3.1 (χ2 = 

18151.51, df = 4993) because model S3.3 (full mediation) has more constrained relationships 

(i.e., more degrees of freedom) than model S3.1 (partial mediation).  These results show that 

four types of behaviors fully mediated the relationship between context-specific human capital 

and performance.  However, the results show that the OCB-S was negatively related to 

performance (beta = -0.18, p < 0.001).  This was the opposite of the hypothesized direction.  

Next, model S3.3 will be used for further analysis. 

 To test the mediation effect in hypothesis 7a, 7b, 7c, and 7d, model S4.1 (Partial 

mediation), model S4.2 (Direct), and model S4.3 (Full mediation) were created (See Figure 5.5).  

In model S4.1, four types of behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, and OCB-O) 

partially mediated the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance.  

That is, there are both the direct relationship between context-generic human capital and 

performance and the relationship that is mediated by four types of behaviors.  This model had 

the same specifications as model S3.3.  In model S4.2, the relationships between context-

generic human capital and four types of behaviors were removed (constrained to zero) from 

model S4.1.  In model S4.3, the direct relationship between context-generic human capital and 

performance was removed (constrained to zero) from model S4.1.   

 First, the chi-square difference test was between model S4.1 (Partial mediation) and 

model S4.2 (Direct).  The result from Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was 

significant (Δχ2 = 136.6, Δdf = 4, p < 0.001).  Therefore, model S4.1 (χ2 =18154.19, df = 4994) 

was better than model S4.2 (χ2 = 18398.20, df = 4998).  The second chi-square difference test 

was between model S4.1 (Partial  mediation) and model S4.3 (Full mediation).  The result from 
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Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was significant (Δχ2 = 4.92, Δdf = 1, p < 

0.05).  Therefore, model S4.1 (χ2 =18154.19, df = 4994) was better than model S4.3 (χ2 = 

18159.11, df = 4995).  These results show that four types of behaviors partially mediated the 

relationship between context-generic human capital and performance.  However, the results 

show that the OCB-S was negatively related to performance (beta = -0.18, p < 0.001).  This was 

the opposite of the hypothesized direction.  Therefore, hypothesis 7a, 7b,7d were supported.  

On the other hand, hypothesis 7c was not supported.  Next, model S4.1 (model S3.3) will be 

used for further analysis. 

 To test the mediation effect in hypothesis 8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d, model S5.1 (Partial 

mediation), model S5.2 (Direct), and model S5.3 (Full mediation) were created (See Figure 5.6).  

In model S5.1, context-specific human capital partially mediated the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and four types of behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-S, 

and OCB-O).  That is, there are both the direct relationship between context-generic human 

capital and four types of behaviors and the relationships that is mediated by context-specific 

human capital.  This model had the same specifications as model S3.3 and model S4.1.  In 

model S5.2, the relationship between context-generic human capital and context-specific 

human capital was removed (constrained to zero) from model S5.1.  In model S5.3, the direct 

relationships between context-generic human capital and four types of behaviors were removed 

(constrained to zero) from model S5.1.   

 First, the chi-square difference test was between model S5.1 (Partial mediation) and 

model S5.2 (Direct).  The result from Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was 

significant (Δχ2 = 601.07, Δdf = 4, p < 0.001).  Therefore, model S5.1 (χ2 =18154.19, df = 4994) 

was better than model S5.2 (χ2 = 18755.26, df = 4995).  The second chi-square difference test 

was between model S5.1 (Partial  mediation) and model S5.3 (Full mediation).  The result from 

Table 5.17 shows that the chi-square difference test was significant (Δχ2 = 116.6, Δdf = 1, p < 

0.001).  Therefore, model S5.1 (χ2 =18154.19, df = 4994) was better than model S5.3 (χ2 = 
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18270.79, df = 4998).  These results show that context-specific human capital partially mediated 

the relationship between context-generic human capital and three types of behaviors (i.e., in-

role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O), except the relationship between context-generic and OCB-S 

which was a fully mediated relationship.  Next, model S5.1 (model S3.3) will be used for further 

analysis. 

 The fit indexes of model S3.3 has an acceptable fit (RMSEA = 0.10, SRMR = 0.065, TLI 

or NNFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.98).  Table 5.18 shows the descriptions of the control variables in 

model S3.3.  Access to information resources was related to training (beta = 0.18, p < 0.01).  

That is, registered nurses tended to access to information resources more when they have 

better training.  Context-generic human capital was related to age (beta = 0.11, p < 0.05).  That 

is, supervisors tended to rate better context-generic human capital in older registered nurses 

more than younger ones.  Context-specific human capital was related to gender (beta = 0.05, p 

< 0.05).  That is, supervisors tended to rate context-specific human capital in female more than 

male.  In-role behavior was related to gender (beta = -0.04, p < 0.05) and hospital (beta = -0.05, 

p < 0.01).  That is, supervisors tended to favor behavior of male registered nurses over female.  

Supervisors in Kosumphisai tended to rate behavior more than Mahasarakham hospital.  OCB-I 

was related to age (-0.06, p < 0.05) and hospital (beta = -0.10, p < 0.01).  That is, supervisors 

tended to rate OCB-I in younger registered nurses more than older registered nurses and in 

Mahasarakham hospital more than in Kosumphisai hospital.  Performance was related to 

hospital (beta = 0.10, p < 0.001).  That is, supervisors in Mahasarakham hospital rated their 

subordinates higher than supervisors in Kosumphisai hospital rated their subordinates. 

 Next, all hypotheses were examined using model S3.3.  From model S3.3, the 

relationship between context-generic human capital and performance was significant (beta = 

0.16, p < 0.05).  Hence, hypothesis 1 was supported.  From model S3.3, the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and context-specific human capital was significant (beta 

= 0.89, p < 0.001).  Hence, hypothesis 2 was supported.  From model S3.3, the relationship 
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between context-generic human capital and context-specific human capital was significant (beta 

= 0.89, p < 0.001).  The relationship between context-generic human capital and performance 

was significant (beta = 0.16, p < 0.001).  Although there was no direct relationship between 

context-specific human capital and performance, four types of behaviors were fully mediated the 

relationship between context-specific human capital and performance.  Hence, hypothesis 3 

was supported (partially mediated).  From model S3.3, the relationship between job tenure 

(logarithm) and context-specific human capital was not significant (beta = 0.00, p > 0.05).  

Hence, hypothesis 4 was not supported.  From model S3.3, the relationship between strong ties 

(social capital) and access to information resources was significant (beta = 0.13, p < 0.05), but 

the relationship between access to information resources was not significant (beta = 0.02, p > 

0.05).  Hence, hypothesis 5 was not supported.   

 Furthermore, the indirect effects of context-specific human capital on performance 

through four types of behaviors were tested by a two-tailed Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).  The 

details of the Sobel test are in Table 5.19.  From model S3.3, the relationship between context 

specific human capital and in-role behavior was significant (beta = 0.38, p < 0.001) and the 

relationship between in-role behavior and performance was significant (beta = 0.15, p < 0.01).  

The Sobel test supported the full mediation effect of in-role behavior (z = 2.016, p < 0.05).  

Hence, hypothesis 6a was supported (fully mediated).  From model S3.3, the relationship 

between context specific human capital and OCB-I was significant (beta = 0.60, p < 0.001) and 

the relationship between OCB-I and performance was significant (beta = 0.37, p < 0.001).  The 

Sobel test supported the full mediation effect of OCB-I on the relationship between context-

specific human capital and performance (z = 5.747, p < 0.001).  Hence, hypothesis 6b was 

supported (fully mediated).  From model S3.3, the relationship between context specific human 

capital and OCB-S was significant (beta = 0.70, p < 0.001) and the relationship between OCB-S 

and performance was significant (beta = -0.18, p < 0.001).  The Sobel test supported the full 

mediation effect of OCB-S on the relationship between context-specific human capital and 
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performance (z = -3.825, p < 0.001).  However, the direction was opposite of the hypothesized 

direction.  Hence, hypothesis 6c was not supported.  From model S3.3, the relationship 

between context specific human capital and OCB-O was significant (beta = 0.77, p < 0.001) and 

the relationship between OCB-O and performance was significant (beta = 0.44, p < 0.001).  The 

Sobel test supported the full mediation effect of OCB-O on the relationship between context-

specific human capital and performance (z = 6.193, p < 0.001).  Hence, hypothesis 6d was 

supported (fully mediated).  

 Furthermore, the indirect effects of context-specific human capital on performance 

through four types of behaviors were tested by a two-tailed Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).  The 

details of the Sobel test are in Table 5.20.  From model S3.3, the relationship between context-

generic human capital and in-role behavior was significant (beta = 0.60, p < 0.001) and the 

relationship between in-role behavior and performance was significant (beta = 0.15, p < 0.01).  

The Sobel test supported the full mediation effect of in-role behavior (z = 2.063, p < 0.05).  

Hence, hypothesis 7a was supported (partially mediated).  From model S3.3, the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and OCB-I was significant (beta = 0.25, p < 0.01) and 

the relationship between OCB-I and performance was significant (beta = 0.37, p < 0.001).  The 

Sobel test supported the partial mediation effect of OCB-I on the relationship between context-

generic human capital and performance (z = 3.108, p < 0.01).  Hence, hypothesis 7b was 

supported (partially mediated).  From model S3.3, the relationship between context specific 

human capital and OCB-S was significant (beta = 0.12, p > 0.05) and the relationship between 

OCB-S and performance was significant (beta = -0.18, p < 0.001).  The Sobel test supported 

the full mediation effect of OCB-S on the relationship between context-specific human capital 

and performance (z = -1.452, p > 0.05).  Also, the direction was opposite of the hypothesized 

direction.  Hence, hypothesis 7c was not supported.  From model S3.3, the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and OCB-O was significant (beta = 0.13, p < 0.05) and 

the relationship between OCB-O and performance was significant (beta = 0.44, p < 0.001).  
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Hence, hypothesis 7d was supported (partially mediated).  However, the Sobel test did not 

support the partial mediation effect of OCB-O on the relationship between context-specific 

human capital and performance (z = 1.943, p > 0.05).   

 Furthermore, the indirect effects of context-specific human capital on performance 

through four types of behaviors were tested by a two-tailed Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).  The 

details of the Sobel test are in Table 5.21.  From model S3.3, the relationship between context-

generic human capital and context-specific human capital and in-role behavior was significant 

(beta = 0.89, p < 0.001) and the relationship between context-specific human capital and in-role 

behavior was significant (beta = 0.38, p < 0.001).  The Sobel test supported the partial 

mediation effect of context-specific human capital (z = 6.382, p < 0.001).  Hence, hypothesis 8a 

was supported (partially mediated).  From model S3.3, the relationship between context-generic 

human capital and context specific human capital was significant (beta = 0.89, p < 0.001) and 

the relationship between context-specific human capital and OCB-I was significant (beta = 0.60, 

p < 0.001).  The Sobel test supported the partial mediation effect of context-specific human 

capital on the relationship between context-generic human capital and OCB-I (z = 6.817, p < 

0.001).  Hence, hypothesis 8b was supported (partially mediated).  From model S3.3, the 

relationship between context-generic human capital and context specific human capital was 

significant (beta = 0.89, p < 0.001) and the relationship between context-specific human capital 

and OCB-S was significant (beta = 0.70, p < 0.001).  The Sobel test supported the full mediation 

effect of context-specific human capital on the relationship between context-generic human 

capital and OCB-S (z = 7.930, p < 0.001).  Hence, hypothesis 8c was supported (fully 

mediated).  From model S3.3, the relationship between context-generic human capital and 

context specific human capital was significant (beta = 0.89, p < 0.001) and the relationship 

between context-specific human capital and OCB-O was significant (beta = 0.77, p < 0.001).  

The Sobel test supported the partial mediation effect of context-specific human capital on the 
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relationship between context-generic human capital and OCB-O (z = 8.451, p < 0.001).  Hence, 

hypothesis 8d was supported (partially mediated).  

 

 



 
 

 

103 

    Model S1.1 (Partial mediation)           Model S1.2 (Direct)       Model S1.3 (Full mediation)  

   
Figure 5.2 Testing a Mediation Effect of Context-Specific Human Capital (Context-Generic Human Capital - Performance) 

 

    Model S2.1 (Partial mediation)             Model S2.2 (Direct)      Model S2.3 (S1.1) (Full mediation) 

   
Figure 5.3 Testing a Mediation Effect of Access of Information Resources (Social Capital - Context-Specific Human Capital) 
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    Model S3.1 (S1.1) (Partial mediation)            Model S3.2 (Direct)       Model S3.3 (Full mediation) 

   
Figure 5.4 Testing Mediation Effects of Four Types of Behaviors (Context-Specific Human Capital - Performance) 

 

    Model S4.1 (S3.3) (Partial mediation)            Model S4.2 (Direct)       Model S4.3 (Full mediation) 

   
Figure 5.5 Testing Mediation Effects of Four Types of Behaviors (Context-Generic Human Capital - Performance) 
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    Model S5.1 (S3.3) (Partial mediation)           Model S5.2 (Direct)       Model S5.3 (Full mediation)  

   
Figure 5.6 Testing a Mediation Effect of Context-Specific Human Capital (Context-Generic Human Capital - Four Types of Behaviors) 
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Table 5.16 Names of Variables in Model S1.1, S1.2, S1.3, S2.1, S2.2, S2.3, S3.1, S3.2, S3.3, S4.1, S4.2, S4.3, S5.1, S5.2, and S5.3 
 

Variables Control Variables 

1 Context-Generic Human Capital 

2 Job Tenure (Logarithm) 

3 Strong Ties (Social Capital) 

4 Access to Information Resources 

5 Context-Specific Human Capital 

6 In-Role Behavior 

7 Organizational Citizenship Behavior toward Individuals 

8 Organizational Citizenship Behavior toward the Supervisor 

9 Organizational Citizenship Behavior toward the Organization 

10 Performance 

1 Age 

2 Gender 

3 Hospital 

4 Department Size 

5 Training  
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Table 5.17 Sequential Chi-Square Difference Tests 
 

 df χ2 RMSEA  SRMR TLI or  
NNFI  

CFI Compared 
to 

Δ df Δχ2 

CFA 4951 17748.69*** 0.099 0.054 0.98 0.98    
Hypothesis 3: Specific as a mediator 
Model S1.1 
(Partial mediation) 

4993 18151.51*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98    

Model S1.2 
(Direct) 

4994 18752.95*** 0.10 0.33 0.98 0.98 Model S1.1 1 601.44*** 

Model S1.3 
(Full Mediation) 

4994 18158.15*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98 Model S1.1 1 6.64** 

Hypothesis 5: Access to information resources as a mediator 
Model S2.1  
Partial mediation 

4992 18151.41*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98    

Model S2.2 
(Direct)  

4993 18157.81*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98 Model S2.1 1 6.4* 

Model S2.3 (S1.1) 
(Full mediation) 

4993 18151.51*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98 Model S2.1 1 0.10 

Hypotheses 6a, 6b, 6c, 6d: Behaviors as mediators 
Model S3.1 (S1.1) 
Partial mediation 

4993 18151.51*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98    

Model S3.2 
(Direct)  

4997 18398.20*** 0.10 0.072 0.98 0.98 Model S3.1 4 246.69*** 

Model S3.3  
(Full mediation) 

4994 18154.19*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98 Model S3.1 1 2.68 

Hypotheses 7a, 7b, 7c, 7d: Behaviors as mediators 
Model S4.1 (S3.3) 
Partial mediation 

4994 18154.19*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98    

Model S4.2 
(Direct)  

4998 18290.79*** 0.10 0.066 0.98 0.98 Model S4.1 4 136.6*** 

Model S4.3  
(Full mediation) 

4995 18159.11*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98 Model S4.1 1 4.92* 

Hypothesis 8a, 8b, 8c, 8d: Specific as a mediator 
Model S5.1 (S3.3) 
(Partial mediation) 

4994 18154.19*** 0.10 0.065 0.98 0.98    

Model S5.2 
(Direct) 

4995 18755.26*** 0.10 0.33 0.98 0.98 Model S5.1 1 601.07*** 

Model S5.3 
(Full Mediation) 

4998 18270.79*** 0.10 0.066 0.98 0.98 Model S5.1 4 116.6*** 

+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001    
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Figure 5.7 The Best Model by SEM Analysis (Model S3.3) a 

a Standardized coefficients were reported; n = 406 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001  
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Table 5.18 Control Variables in SEM Model S3.3 a 

 
Variables Age Gender Hospital Department Size Training 

Access to Information 
Resources 

  0.05 -0.11+ 0.18** 

Context-Generic Human 
Capital 

0.11* 0.07 0.07   

Context-Specific Human 
Capital 

0.02 0.05* 0.03   

In-role Behavior -0.01 -0.04* -0.05*   
OCB-I -0.06* 0.02 -0.10**   
OCB-S 0.03 0.01 0.02   
OCB-O -0.03 0.00 -0.01   
Performance 0.04+ 0.03 0.10***   
a Standardized coefficients were reported; n = 406 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
 

Table 5.19 Sobel Tests from SEM Analysis (Specific - Behaviors - Performance) 
Mediator IV-Mediator a Std t Mediator-DV a Std t Sobel  

test value (z) 
In-Role  
Behavior 

0.34 0.05 7.44 0.19 0.09 2.08 2.016* 

OCB-I 0.66 0.09 7.55 0.37 0.04 8.76 5.747*** 
OCB-S 0.79 0.09 8.50 -0.17 0.04 -4.42 -3.825*** 
OCB-O 0.76 0.08 10.06 0.49 0.06 8.53 6.193*** 
a Unstandardized coefficients were reported; n = 406; IV = Context-Specific Human Capital; DV = Performance 

+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
 

Table 5.20 Sobel Tests from SEM Analysis (Generic - Behaviors - Performance) 
 

Mediator IV-Mediatora SD t Mediator-DVa SD t Sobel  
test value (z) 

In-Role  
Behavior 

0.68 0.07 10.44 0.19 0.09 2.08 2.063* 

OCB-I 0.33 0.10 3.27 0.37 0.04 8.76 3.108** 
OCB-S 0.17 0.11 1.61 -0.17 0.04 -4.42 -1.452 
OCB-O 0.16 0.08 2.01 0.49 0.06 8.53 1.943+ 
a Unstandardized coefficients were reported; n = 406; IV = Context-Generic Human Capital; DV = Performance 

+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
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Table 5.21 Sobel Tests from SEM Analysis (Generic - Specific - Behaviors) 
 

DV IV-Mediatora SD t Mediator-DVa SD t Sobel  
test value (z) 

In-Role  
Behavior 

1.11 0.06 17.36 0.34 0.05 7.44 6.382*** 

OCB-I 1.11 0.06 17.36 0.66 0.09 7.55 6.817*** 
OCB-S 1.11 0.06 17.36 0.79 0.09 8.50 7.930*** 
OCB-O 1.11 0.06 17.36 0.76 0.08 10.06 8.451*** 

a Unstandardized coefficients were reported; n = 406; Mediator = Context-Specific Human Capital; IV = Context-Generic 
Human Capital 
+  p < 0.10 
*   p < 0.05 
**  p < 0.01 
*** p < 0.001 
 

5.6 Summary 

This chapter examined the data for missing value analysis, common method bias, 

discriminant validity, and intenal consistency reliability.  Then, all hypotheses were tested using 

two approaches.  The first approach is multiple regression analysis.  The second approach is 

structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis.  Both approaches show similar results, except 

hypothesis 8c (See Table 5.16 for the summary).  The results show that (1) context-generic 

human capital was positively related to performance, (2) context-generic human capital was 

positively related to context-specific human capital, (3) in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O 

partially mediated the positive relationship between context-generic human capital and 

performance, and (4) context-specific human capital partially mediated the positive relationship 

between context-generic human capital and three types of behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior, 

OCB-I, and OCB-O).  Thus, hypothesis 1, 2, 3, 6a, 6b, 6d, 7a, 7b, 7d, 8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d were 

supported.  Conversely, job tenure and social capital were not significantly related to context-

specific human capital.  In addition, OCB-S was negatively related to performance.  Hence, 

hypothesis 4, 5, 6c, and 7c were not supported.  The next chapter will present the discussion of 

this study. 
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Table 5.22 Hypothesis Results 
 

Hypotheses Regression 
Results 

SEM 
Results 

Hypothesis 1: Context-generic human capital is positively related to 
performance. 

Supported Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Context-generic human capital is positively related to 
context-specific human capital. 

Supported Supported 

Hypothesis 3: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 
between context-generic human capital and 
performance. 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 4: Job tenure has a positive relationship with context-

specific human capital, but this association diminishes as 
job tenure increases. 

Not supported Not supported 

Hypothesis 5: Access to information resources mediates the 
relationship between social capital (specifically, strong 
ties) and context-specific human capital. 

Not supported Not supported 

Hypothesis 6a: In-role behavior mediates the relationship between 
context-specific human capital and performance. 

Supported 
(Fully 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Fully 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 6b: Organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals 

(OCB-I) mediates the relationship between context-
specific human capital and performance. 

Supported 
(Fully 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Fully 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 6c: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the 

supervisor (OCB-S) mediates the relationship between 
context-specific human capital and performance. 

Not Supported Not Supported 

Hypothesis 6d: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the 
organization (OCB-O) mediates the relationship between 
context-specific human capital and performance. 

Supported 
(Fully 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Fully 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 7a: In-role behavior mediates the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and performance. 
Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 7b: Organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals 

(OCB-I) mediates the relationship between context-
generic human capital and performance. 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 7c: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the 

supervisor (OCB-S) mediates the relationship between 
context-generic human capital and performance. 

Not Supported Not Supported 

Hypothesis 7d: Organizational citizenship behavior toward the 
organization (OCB-O) mediates the relationship between 
context-generic human capital and performance. 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 8a: Context-specific human capital mediates the 

relationship between context-generic human capital and 
in-role behavior. 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 
Hypothesis 8b: Context-specific human capital mediates the 

relationship between context-generic human capital and 
organizational citizenship behavior toward individuals 
(OCB-I). 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 
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Table 5.22 - Continued 
 
Hypothesis 8c: Context-specific human capital mediates the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and 
organizational citizenship behavior toward the supervisor 
(OCB-S). 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Fully 

Mediated) 

Hypothesis 8d: Context-specific human capital mediates the 
relationship between context-generic human capital and 
organizational citizenship behavior toward the 
organization (OCB-O). 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 

Supported 
(Partially 

Mediated) 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

6.1 Introduction 

 In the last chapter, the data were examined and then analyzed using multiple 

regression analysis and structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis.  Both methods yielded the 

same results.  The findings supported thirteen hypotheses (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 6a, 6b, 6d, 7a, 7b, 7d, 

8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d) and rejected four hypotheses (i.e., 4, 5, 6c and 7c).  This chapter will further 

discuss the results of this study.   

 

6.2 Discussion of Results 

 In this study, there are several findings.  First, the main effect of context-generic human 

capital is significantly related to performance.  This result was consistent with prior literature 

(e.g., McMahan et al., 1999; Wright & McMahan, 1992; Wright, McMahan, & McWilliams, 1994; 

Wright & McMahan, 2011) suggesting that context-generic human capital can improve 

performance.  That is, registered nurses with more general knowledge, skills, and abilities 

(KSAs) tended to perform better than those with less general KSAs.  Moreover, this relationship 

between context-generic human capital and performance was partially mediated by in-role 

behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O.  This result shows that employee behaviors are not the only 

reason that people with high context-generic human capital have better performance. 

 Furthermore, the relationship between context-generic human capital and three types of 

employee behavior (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O) was partially mediated by 

context-specific human capital.  In addition, the result of context-specific human capital as a 

mediator of the relationship between context-generic human capital and OCB-S was different 

between the multiple regression approach and the SEM approach.  From the multiple 
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regression approach, the relationship between context-generic human capital and OCB-S was 

partially mediated by context-specific human capital.  On the other hand, the relationship 

between context-generic human capital and OCB-S was fully mediated by context-specific 

human capital in the SEM approach.   

 From these results, registered nurses with more context-generic human capital were 

more likely to have more context-specific human capital.  Consequentially, these high context-

specific human capital registered nurses will have better in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O.  

As a result, registered nurses with higher in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O will perform 

better than other registered nurses.  This shows that behavior that aligns with the job 

description (i.e., in-role behavior), helping others (i.e., OCB-I) and helping organization (i.e., 

OCB-O) are better for registered nurses because it will increase their performance.  In other 

words, registered nurses with high context-generic human capital had high performance 

because they had high context-specific human capital, thus increasing performance through 

better in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O.   

 One surprising finding in this study was that registered nurses with high context-specific 

human capital tended to have more OCB-S, but registered nurses with high OCB-S tended to 

have less performance.  Contradicting the prior research (e.g., Pandey & McMahan, 2011), this 

result shows that helping supervisor excessively may not be a good idea because it could 

reduce performance.  OCB-S might be negatively related to performance for several reasons.   

 Based on the multifoci social exchange logic of the target similarity model, Lavelle et al. 

(2009) conducted a study of target-specific organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) of 

nurses in a hospital.  They found that OCB toward the supervisor (OCB-S) was positively 

related to perceived supervisor support.  In addition, they found that OCB toward the workgroup 

(OCB-I) was positively related to perceived workgroup support.  Finally, they found that OCB 

toward the organization was positively related to perceived organizational support (OCB-O).  It 

can be implied that workgroup support and organizational support enhanced the performance of 
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the registered nurses.  However, supervisor support might be negatively related to the 

performance of registered nurses.   

 In Eastern culture, people tend to prefer equality systems over equity systems because 

they want to create the harmony in the system.  According to inequity theory (Adams, 1965), 

people are motivated to resolve the inequity when an inequity occurs.  The supervisor may think 

that the equality system (i.e., treat everybody equally) is better than an equity system (i.e., treat 

each person based on their behavior).  When the supervisor treats every registered nurse 

equally, the registered nurses may perceive this treatment as an inequity because they did not 

receive the same ratio of support for their helping behavior that was related to the supervisor.  

That is, the supervisor may use the equality fairness system, but the registered nurses may 

judge the exchange relationship based on the equity system.  Therefore, registered nurses with 

more OCB-S may have less motivation to work, thus reducing their overall performance. 

 In addition, the negative effect of OCB-S might occur because the supervisor tried to be 

fair in their support to every nurse under his or her control regardless of their OCB-S.  

Therefore, everyone got the same support from their supervisor.  Unfortunately, registered 

nurses who had high OCB-S wasted their time on their supervisor's tasks, thus reducing their 

time to work on their necessary tasks.  On the other hand, registered nurses who had low OCB-

S had plenty of time to work on their necessary tasks, thus improving their performance.   

 Moreover, this difference might occur because of the different culture between Thai 

nurses and US nurses.  People in Thailand tend to be influenced by large power distance, low 

individualism, and strong uncertainty avoidance, while people in the US tend to be influenced by 

small power distance, high individualism, and weak uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980, 

1983).  That is, OCB-S might be considered as improper behavior for Thai people because of 

the cultural differences.  Therefore, registered nurses in this present study who tried to impress 

their supervisor might be rated as low performance workers.   
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 Furthermore, the supervisor might think that helping others (OCB-I) and helping the 

organization (OCB-O) were included in the job description of the Thai registered nurses 

because of the collectivism culture of Thai people.  In contrast, the supervisor might think that 

helping the supervisor (OCB-S) might be considered as an unimportant task for registered 

nurses.  Hence, registered nurses who had high OCB-S might waste their time on helping their 

supervisor and were unable to effectively perform their important tasks in their job, thus lowering 

their performance.  In other words, registered nurses might provide more time to work on their 

supervisor's unnecessary tasks, thus reducing time on their important tasks.   

 Finally, the supervisor may feel guilty that he or she rated registered nurses who were 

helping him or her higher than other registered nurses.  According to Folger’s referent 

cognitions theory (Folger, 1986a, 1986b, 1987, 1993; Cropanzano, Byrne, Bobocel, & Rupp, 

2001), an unfair judgment is a result from a situation where an individual believes a more 

favorable outcome would have resulted from an alternative procedure that should have been 

used.  Therefore, the supervisor might try to correct the evaluation by lowering the performance 

rating of those registered nurses to create fairness in the rating judgment.  However, the 

supervisor might overcorrect the performance rating.  Hence, the registered nurses with high 

OCB-S might be rated lower than their actual performance.   

 Moreover, job tenure (logarithm) was not significantly related to context-specific human 

capital when context-generic human capital was included in the model.  This might occur 

because of the high education of registered nurses.  According to McDaniel et al. (1988) 

employees who work in high-complexity jobs tend to have better education; therefore, they may 

not require more knowledge from experience.  Most of the registered nurses had at least an 

undergraduate degree (98.52%).  Additionally, all of the registered nurses in Thailand were 

trained as interns in real hospitals before they graduated.  As a result, they might learn most of 

the specific knowledge, skills, and abilities from the nursing college, thus reducing the effect of 

job tenure on context-specific human capital.   
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 In addition, when regressing context-specific human capital on job tenure without 

context-generic human capital in the model, job tenure (logarithm) was significantly related to 

context-specific human capital and it was a better predictor than original job tenure.  Although 

job tenure (logarithm) had a little effect on context-specific human capital compared to context-

generic human capital, this result shows evidence that the non-linear model of job tenure was a 

better model than the linear model   

 Furthermore, access to information resources did not mediate the relationship between 

strong ties (social capital) and context-specific human capital.  Although strong ties (social 

capital) was significantly related to access to information resources, access to information 

resources was not significantly related to context-specific human capital.  This finding shows 

that strong ties (social capital) increased access to information resources, but that access to 

information resources did not transfer to be more context-specific human capital.  As stated 

earlier, social capital could provide both advantages and disadvantages to registered nurses.  

According to the weak-tie theory (Granovetter, 1973), social network requires time and energy 

to maintain relationships especially those with strong ties (Boorman, 1975; Hansen, 1999).  For 

this reason, social capital neither increases nor decreases context-specific human capital. 

 Another explanation for the non-significant relationship between social capital and 

context-specific human capital is that this study might not have captured the valid social capital 

of registered nurses.  According to the longitudinal study by Conti, Galeotti, Mueller, and 

Pudney (2012), popularity of high school students can lead to better earnings 40 years later.  

Popularity that was related to adult earnings must be measured by the number of friendship 

nominations that the high school student received from his or her friends (Conti et al., 2012).  

On the other hand, popularity that was measured by the number of his or her friendships 

nominated by himself or herself was not related to his or her adult earnings (Conti et al., 2012).  

The study by Conti et al. (2012) shows that the measure of social capital in this study might be 

an inappropriate measurement because the strong ties are nominated by registered nurses 
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themselves.  For a good measurement, the strong ties of a particular registered nurse should be 

nominated by his or her friends. 

 

6.3 Summary 

In conclusion, this chapter discussed the results of this study.  There were thirteen 

supported hypotheses (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 6a, 6b, 6d, 7a, 7b, 7d, 8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d) and four rejected 

hypotheses (i.e., 4, 5, 6c, and 7c).  Consistent with the prior literature, context-generic human 

capital was directly related to performance and this relationship was partially mediated by 

context-specific human capital.  Moreover, in-role behavior and target-specific OCBs (i.e., OCB-

I, OCB-S, OCB-O) fully mediated the positive relationship between context-specific human 

capital and performance.  However, the relationship between OCB-S was negatively related to 

performance.  This negative relationship might occur because of the negative effect of 

supervisor support, the inequity of social exchange between registered nurses and their 

supervisor, the overcorrecting performance rating from the supervisor, and the cultural 

differences between Thaiand and the US.  In addition, strong ties (social capital) and job tenure 

(logarithm) did not significantly increase context-specific human capital.  The non-significant 

relationship between job tenure (logarithm) and context-specific human capital might occur 

because of the high education of the registered nurses.  Moreover, the non-significant 

relationship between strong ties (social capital) and context-specific human capital might occur 

because of the improper measurement of strong ties (social capital).  The next chapter will 

present the conclusions of this study. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

7.1 Introduction 

 The previous chapter discussed the results of this study.  The findings supported 

thirteen hypotheses (i.e., 1, 2, 3, 6a, 6b, 6d, 7a, 7b, 7d, 8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d) and rejected four 

hypotheses (i.e., 4, 5, 6c, and 7c).  In this chapter, the theoretical contributions and practical 

implications from these findings will be explained.  Then, the limitations and suggestions for 

future research will be explained. 

 

7.2 Theoretical Contributions 

 There are several theoretical contributions of this study to the strategic HRM literature.  

Since the culture is different between Thailand and the US (Hofstede, 1983; House et al., 2004), 

this study tested the generalizability of human capital and social capital theories in Thailand.  

Thirteen hypotheses were supported based on the theories developed in the US.  However, four 

hypotheses were not supported.  The following section will explain this findings in details.  

 First, this study shows that context-generic human capital was different from context-

specific human capital and there was a significant relationship between them.  Since the 

introduction of the context-generic and context-specific human capital by Ployhart and Moliterno 

(2011), there is little research on the relationship between context-generic human capital and 

context-specific human capital.  Ployhart et al. (2011) studied this relationship in a restaurant 

chain.  However, the study by Ployhart et al. (2011) was operated at the organizational level.  

As predicted, this study shows evidence that context-generic human capital was significantly 

related to context-specific human capital at the individual level.  Furthermore, this study shows 

that context-specific human capital can be measured by the four dimensions (i.e., value, 
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rareness, inimitability, and non-substitutability) of the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm.  

Hence, context-generic human capital can lead to context-specific human capital which is 

valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable. 

 Second, this study illustrates that in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O partially 

mediated the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance.  These 

results were in line with the model by Wright and McMahan (1992) that behavior is the mediator 

between human capital and performance.  Moreover, this study shows that context-specific 

human capital partially mediated the relationships between context-generic human capital and 

these three types of employee behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O).  Most 

research has been conducted on the direct relationship between each component of human 

capital and performance (e.g., Gathmann & Schönberg, 2010; Harris & McMahan, 2008; 

Hawkins & Dulewicz, 2007; Ng et al., 2005; Pil & Leana, 2009; Wright et al., 1995b).  For 

example, Harris and McMahan (2008) found that NCAA basketball teams consisting of players 

with better knowledge and skills were positively related to better team performance.  Therefore, 

this study extends the existing literature by examining the mediators of the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and performance (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, OCB-O, and 

context-specific human capital). 

 However, this study shows that OCB-S did not mediate the relationship between 

context-generic human capital and performance.  This result was contradictory to the study of 

US registered nurses by Pandey and McMahan (2011) which found that in-role behavior and all 

target-specific OCBs (OCB-I, OCB-S, and OCB-O) mediated the relationship between human 

capital and performance.  This difference might occur because of the different culture between 

Thai nurses and US nurses.  That is, OCB-S might not be considered as important for Thai 

nurses as for US nurses.  In addition, registered nurses might allot more time to work on their 

supervisor's unnecessary tasks, thus reducing time on their important tasks.  Finally, registered 
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nurses might try too hard to impress their supervisor.  These behaviors might consider as 

inappropriate behaviors, thus negatively affecting the performance of registered nurses.   

 Moreover, based on the multifoci social exchange logic of the target similarity model, 

Lavelle et al. (2009) conducted the study of target-specific organizational citizenship behaviors 

(OCBs) of nurses in a hospital.  First, they found that OCB toward the supervisor (OCB-S) was 

positively related to perceived supervisor support.  Second, they found that OCB toward the 

workgroup (OCB-I) was positively related to perceived workgroup support.  Finally, they found 

that OCB toward the organization (OCB-O) was positively related to perceived organizational 

support.  It can be implied that workgroup support and organizational support enhanced the 

performance of the registered nurses, but supervisor support might not relate to the 

performance of registered nurses.   

 Third, this study shows that the nonlinear effect of job tenure on context-specific human 

capital was low compared to context-generic human capital.  Several researchers (e.g., 

McDaniel et al., 1988; Ng et al., 2005; Ng & Feldman, 2010; Quinones et al., 1995; Sturman, 

2003) found that job experience increased performance.  For example, a meta-analysis by 

McDaniel et al. (1988) found a nonlinear relationship between experience and performance.  

However, this study shows that job experience has a minor impact on performance and context-

specific human capital did not mediate the relationship between job experience and 

performance. 

 Fourth, this study found that the benefits of social capital to human capital were very 

minimal.  Several researchers have found a relationship between social capital and 

performance (e.g., Bruderl & Preisendorfer, 1998; Burt, 1997; Coleman, 1988; Pil & Leana, 

2009; Sagas & Cunningham, 2005).  For example, Burt (1997) found that managers with more 

social capital tended to have early promotions and better bonuses.  The study by Burt (1997) 

shows that social capital can be the source of information.  Moreover, social capital can improve 

context-specific human capital by increasing the number of information sources (Burt, 1997; 
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Coleman, 1988).  In addition, social capital can improve employee behaviors by increasing the 

willingness to share knowledge among employees (Chisholm & Nielsen, 2009).  However, these 

benefits of social capital did not transfer to better context-specific human capital in this study.   

 Fifth, this study shows that the cultural differences between Thailand and the US 

(Hofstede, 1983; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004) might play a role in the 

non-significant relationship.  People in Thailand tend to be influenced by large power distance, 

low individualism, and strong uncertainty avoidance, while people in the US tend to be 

influenced by small power distance, high individualism, and weak uncertainty avoidance 

(Hofstede, 1980, 1983).  Social capital increased access to information resources, but it did not 

increase context-specific human capital.  This might be due to the fact that Thai people often 

learn more from formal training than from their social networks.  

 

7.3 Practical Implications 

 This study offers a number of important practical implications.  From the individual point 

of view, registered nurses need to consider having more education in order to improve their 

productivity.  Registered nurses can gain context-specific human capital if they have higher 

context-generic human capital (i.e., knowledge, skills, and ability).  Since there is evidence that 

ability increases with years of schooling (Becker, 1964; Jensen, 1998; Hitt et al., 2001), 

registered nurses might consider having more education if possible before entering the 

workforce.  Moreover, registered nurses should perform in-role behavior, help other individuals 

(i.e., OCB-I), and help the organization (i.e., OCB-O) because these behaviors increase their 

performance.  In contrast, registered nurses should avoid impressing the supervisor by helping 

him or her because this behavior (i.e., OCB-S) might reduce their performance.  Likewise, 

registered nurses should not pay too much attention to their social capital because it is less 

likely to contribute to their human capital.  Furthermore, registered nurses should focus on their 
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formal training since the evidence shows that experience from one's job has little impact on 

context-specific human capital.   

 From the organizational point of view, hospitals will gain the most benefits if they invest 

in registered nurses with high context-generic human capital.  Hence, hospitals might select 

only high talent candidates in order to gain the most benefits from their investments.  

Nevertheless, this selective recruitment should not discriminate against particular gender or skin 

color (Strober, 1990).  In addition, since this study found that the experience of the registered 

nurses was not related to context-specific human capital, the hospital should not use the 

experience of the registered nurses as the sole criterion for recruitment. 

 Moreover, a high performance work system (HPWS) might need to be introduced in the 

organization because it was found to be related to better human capital (Jiang et al., 2012).  

According to Jiang et al. (2012), a high performance work system (HPWS) includes skill-

enhancing HR practices (i.e., recruitment, selection, and training), motivation-enhancing HR 

practices (i.e., performance appraisal, compensation, incentive, benefit, promotion and career 

development, and job security), and opportunity enhancing HR practices (i.e., job design, work 

teams, employee involvement, formal grievance and complaint processes, and information 

sharing).  Therefore, the hospital should employ the best HR practices in terms of skill-

enhancing, motivation-enhancing, and opportunity-enhancing. 

 

7.4 Limitations 

 Several limitations should be noted in this current study.  First, this study was not a 

multilevel study.  According to Kozlowski and Klein (2000) the research that integrates two or 

more levels is called a multilevel study.  Since this study emphasizes individual performance, it 

may not be generalized to the organizational level.  That is, employees with better performance 

may not lead to better firm performance (Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011; Wright & McMahan, 2011).   



124 
 

 

 Second, this study uses a cross-sectional research method, so the relationships should 

be interpreted with caution in that the direction of the relationships might be reversed.  

According to Cook and Campbell (1979), three criteria should be met in order to infer cause: 

covariation between the presumed cause and effect, the temporal precedence of the cause, and 

the ability to control or rule out alternative explanations for a possible cause-and-effect 

connection.  In order to achieve the covariation, an effect must be present when the cause is 

present and must be absent when the cause is absent (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Wright, 

Gardner, Moynihan, & Allen, 2005).  Furthermore, temporal precedence requires that the cause 

must exist before the outcome (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Wright et al., 2005).  Finally, all other 

variables that might cause the outcome must be controlled (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Wright et 

al., 2005).  In this study, these criteria were not met, thus limiting the conclusions regarding the 

direction of the relationships. 

 

7.5 Future Research 

 As previously discussed in the last chapter, OCB-S was negatively related to 

performance.  Thus, future research should examine the reasons for the negative relationship 

between OCB-S and performance.  Perceived support from one's supervisor may need to be 

measured in order to test whether it is a key factor for a negative effect of the relationship 

between OCB-S and performance.  Moreover, performance may need to be measured using 

objective items rather than subjective items.  These objective items will test whether the 

supervisor is biased or the registered nurses are indeed underperforming.   

 Moreover, since employee behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, and OCB-O) 

partially mediated the relationship between context-generic human capital and performance, 

there could be other mediators that explain the relationship between these two variables.  For 

example, people with better context-generic human capital might have greater attention from 
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the supervisor; hence, they might get greater support from the supervisor.  Hence, future 

research should include these mediators in the model.  

 Furthermore, social capital has little effect on context-specific human capital.  

Therefore, future research may try to find another way to measure social capital.  According to 

the longitudinal study by Conti et al. (2012), only popularity that was measured by the number of 

friendship nominations that the high school student received from his or her friends was related 

to adult earnings.  In contrast, popularity that was measured by the number of one's friendships 

nominated by himself or herself had no effect on his or her adult earnings.  Based on the 

longitudinal study by Conti et al. (2012), the key to measuring social capital (strong ties) is not 

the number the names nominated by the registered nurse (i.e., the number of his or her friends 

that this registered nurse knew well), but the number of friendship nominations by his or her 

friends (i.e., the number of his or her friends who considered this registered nurse as their close 

friend.  This new measurement may improve the effect of the relationship between social capital 

and context-specific human capital. 

 According to Cook and Campbell (1979), three criteria should be met in order to infer 

cause: covariation between the presumed cause and effect, the temporal precedence of the 

cause, and the ability to control or rule out alternative explanations for a possible cause-and-

effect connection.  Since this study cannot fulfill these three criteria because it was a cross-

sectional study, future research should employ a longitudinal study or an experimental study in 

order to test the causal links between relationships.  The longitudinal study and the 

experimental study can measure the cause before the outcome.  Also, the experimental study 

can measure the outcome when there is no cause. 

 As previous noted, this study was not a multilevel study, thus limiting the inference 

across organizational levels.  According to Kozlowski and Klein (2000), the research that 

integrates two or more levels is called a multilevel study.  However, Ployhart and Moliterno 

(2011) argue that "there is no fully articulated multilevel theory describing how the human 
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capital resource is created and transformed across organizational levels" (p. 127).  Therefore, 

future research should employ human capital at both an individual level and an organizational 

level.  Moreover, performance should be measured from both an individual level and an 

organizational level to test whether the relationships in this study are consistent in both levels.   

 

7.6 Summary 

 The purpose of this study was to theoretically develop and empirically test the 

relationships among multiple dimensions of human capital, social capital, employee behaviors, 

and performance by emphasizing the mechanisms (i.e., the mediators) between them.  This 

chapter concluded the study with the theoretical contributions, suggested practical 

implementations, limitations, and possible future research.   

 This study answered the first research question by showing that in-role behavior, OCB-

I, and OCB-O partially mediated the relationship between context-generic human capital and 

performance.  Moreover, context-specific human capital mediated the relationships between 

context-generic human capital and these four types of behaviors (i.e., in-role behavior, OCB-I, 

OCB-S, and OCB-O).  However, the second and third research questions were unable to be 

answered because job tenure and social capital were not significantly related to context-specific 

human capital. 
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Informed Consent Document 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR 
Pakorn Sujchaphong  
 
USA Address: 
Department of Management, College of Business, 
University of Texas at Arlington, USA 
e-mail: pakorn.sujchaphong@mavs.uta.edu 
phone: (1) 817-323-8345 
 
THAILAND Address: 
Mahasarakham Business School, 
Mahasarakham University, Thailand 
phone: (66) 81-483-2241 
 
FACULTY ADVISOR 
Dr. Gary C. McMahan 
Associate Professor 
Department of Management, College of Business, 
University of Texas at Arlington, USA 
e-mail: gmcmahan@uta.edu 
 
TITLE OF PROJECT  
Individual Human Capital and Performance: An Empirical Study in Thailand 
 
INTRODUCTION 
You are being asked to participate in a research study about human capital and social capital in 
your hospital.  Your participation is voluntary.  Refusal to participate or discontinuing your 
participation at any time will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise 
entitled.  Please ask questions if there is anything you do not understand. 
 
PURPOSE  
The purpose of this study is to explore the relationship between human capital, social capital, 
and performance of nurses in Thailand. 
 
DURATION  
Nurses: Participation in this study will last approximately 10 minutes. 
Supervisors: Participation in this study will last approximately 20 minutes per each 
questionnaire.  The total time will depend on the number of your subordinates. 
 
NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS 
The number of anticipated participants in this research study is 550.   
Nurses: 500 
Supervisors: 50 
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PROCEDURES  
Nurses: You will be asked to fill the questionnaire about your demographic data and social 
networks in you department. 
Supervisors: You will be asked to fill the questionnaire about your subordinates in your 
department.  
 
POSSIBLE BENEFITS  
This study will add the new knowledge of human capital and social capital to the literature.  
Also, the hospital could efficiently manage human capital and social capital of nurses in order to 
improve their performance. 
 
POSSIBLE RISKS/DISCOMFORTS  
There are no perceived risks or discomforts for participating in this research study.  Should you 
experience any discomfort please inform the researcher, you have the right to quit any study 
procedures at any time at no consequence.  
 
COMPENSATION  
There is no compensation. 
 
ALTERNATIVE PROCEDURES 
There are no alternative procedures offered for this study.  However, you can elect not to 
participate in the study or quit at any time at no consequence. 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION 
Participation in this research study is voluntary.  You have the right to decline participation in 
any or all study procedures or quit at any time at no consequence.   
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Every attempt will be made to see that your study results are kept confidential.  A copy of this 
signed consent form and all data collected from this study will be stored in Department of 
Management, College of Business, University of Texas at Arlington for at least three (3) years 
after the end of this research.  The results of this study may be published and/or presented at 
meetings without naming you as a participant.  Additional research studies could evolve from 
the information you have provided, but your information will not be linked to you in anyway; it 
will be anonymous.  Although your rights and privacy will be maintained, the Secretary of the 
Department of Health and Human Services, the UTA Institutional Review Board (IRB), and 
personnel particular to this research have access to the study records.  Your records will be 
kept completely confidential according to current legal requirements.  They will not be revealed 
unless required by law, or as noted above.  The IRB at UTA has reviewed and approved this 
study and the information within this consent form.  If in the unlikely event it becomes necessary 
for the Institutional Review Board to review your research records, the University of Texas at 
Arlington will protect the confidentiality of those records to the extent permitted by law.   
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CONTACT FOR QUESTIONS 
Questions about this research study may be directed to Pakorn Sujchaphong 
(pakorn.sujchaphong@mavs.uta.edu or Thai phone: (66) 81-483-2241 / USA phone: (1) 817-
323-8345) or Dr. Gary McMahan (gmcmahan@uta.edu).  Any questions you may have about 
your rights as a research participant or a research-related injury may be directed to the Office of 
Research Administration; Regulatory Services at (1) 817-272-2105 or 
regulatoryservices@uta.edu.   
 
As a representative of this study, I have explained the purpose, the procedures, the benefits, 
and the risks that are involved in this research study: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature and printed name of principal investigator or person obtaining consent           Date 
 
CONSENT 
 
By signing below, you confirm that you are 18 years of age or older and have read or had this 
document read to you.  You have been informed about this study’s purpose, procedures, 
possible benefits and risks, and you have received a copy of this form. You have been given the 
opportunity to ask questions before you sign, and you have been told that you can ask other 
questions at any time. 
 
You voluntarily agree to participate in this study.  By signing this form, you are not waiving any 
of your legal rights.  Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you 
are otherwise entitled.  You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of 
benefits, to which you are otherwise entitled. 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
SIGNATURE OF VOLUNTEER                                                                                       DATE 
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For Nurse 
 

Confidential 
Your answers in this questionnaire and all other information you give us will be held in strictest 
confidence.  If the results of this research are published or presented at scientific meetings, your 
identity will not be disclosed. 
 
Nurse ID: _____________________  Supervisor ID: _____________________ 
 
Part 1: Background Information 

Instruction: Please fill in the blanks or mark X on  that matches you. 

 

1. Gender: (Male / Female) 

2. When were you born? _______________ 

3. Education: (Associate's Degree / Bachelor's Degree /  

   Higher than Bachelor's Degree: Please indicate __________) 

4. When did you graduate? _____________ 

5. What is your current department? ______________________________________________ 

6. What is your present job called? _______________________________________________ 

7. What do you do on your present job? ___________________________________________ 

8. What is your position level? (Practitioner / Professional / Senior Professional / 

Expert) 

9. How long have you been on your present job?  ________ years _______ months  

10. How long have you been in this hospital? ________ years _______ months  

11. How long have you been in other hospitals? ________ years _______ months  

12. What is your present salary? _________ Bath / Month  

13. What is your incentive in each month, on average?  

 Position allowance _________ Bath / Month 

 Overtime  _________ Bath / Month 

 Government Support _________ Bath / Month 

 Others   _________ Bath / Month 

14. To what extent have you participated in work-related training programs since joining this 

hospital?  

 ( not at all /  rarely /  once a year /  2 or 3 times per year /  

 more than 3 times per year) 
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For Nurse 
 
Part 2: Social Capital 
Please think about people in your department who have acted to help your career by speaking 
on your behalf, providing you with information, career opportunities, advice, or psychological 
support or whom you have regularly spoken regarding difficulties at work, alternative job 
opportunities or long-term goals 
Instruction: Please mark X on the empty cells that represent each person 
 

Number How close you felt to this person* Organizational level 
 Especially 

close 
Close Less 

close 
Distant Lower Same Higher 

1        
2        
3        
4        

5        
6        
7        
8        
9        
10        

11        
12        
13        
14        
15        
16        

17        
18        
19        
20        
* Essentially close: can communicate in every topic 
  Close: can communicate in almost all topics 
  Less close: can communicate in many topics 
  Distant: can communicate in some topics. 
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For Nurse 
 
Part 3: Access to Information Resources 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement by circling your 
answer on the right.  
 
 Strongly                       Strongly  
 Disagree                        Agree 

1. You can obtain information resources necessary to support your 
new ideas.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

2. When you need additional information resources to do your job, 
you can usually get them.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3. You have access to information resources you need to do your 
job well.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

 
 

Thank you very much for your co-operation 
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For Supervisor 
 

Confidential 
Your answers in this questionnaire and all other information you give us will be held in strictest 
confidence.  If the results of this research are published or presented at scientific meetings, your 
identity will not be disclosed. 
 
Nurse ID _____________________  Supervisor ID _____________________ 
 
Part 1.1: Knowledge 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each statement describes 
knowledge of this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has knowledge as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Nursing: Knowledge of the information and techniques needed 
to diagnose and treat human injuries, diseases, and deformities. 
This includes symptoms, treatment alternatives, drug properties 
and interactions, and preventive health-care measures. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

2 Patient Service: Knowledge of principles and processes for 
providing patient services. This includes patient needs 
assessment, meeting quality standards for services, and 
evaluation of patient satisfaction. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 Psychology: Knowledge of human behavior and performance; 
individual differences in ability, personality, and interests; learning 
and motivation; psychological research methods; and the 
assessment and treatment of behavioral and affective disorders. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

4 Language: Knowledge of the structure and content of the 
language including the meaning and spelling of words, rules of 
composition, and grammar. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

5 Education and Training: Knowledge of principles and methods 
for curriculum and training design, teaching and instruction for 
individuals and groups, and the measurement of training effects. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

6 Therapy and Counseling: Knowledge of principles, methods, 
and procedures for diagnosis, treatment, and rehabilitation of 
physical and mental dysfunctions, and for career counseling and 
guidance. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

7 Biology: Knowledge of plant and animal organisms, their 
tissues, cells, functions, interdependencies, and interactions with 
each other and the environment. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

8 Mathematics: Knowledge of arithmetic, algebra, geometry, 
calculus, statistics, and their applications.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

9 Sociology and Anthropology: Knowledge of group behavior 
and dynamics, societal trends and influences, human migrations, 
ethnicity, cultures and their history and origins. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

10 Public Safety and Security: Knowledge of relevant 
equipment, policies, procedures, and strategies to promote 
effective local, state, or national security operations for the 
protection of people, data, property, and institutions. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 
Part 1.2: Skills 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each statement describes skills 
of this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has skills as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  
 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Social Perceptiveness: Being aware of others' reactions and 
understanding why they react as they do.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

2 Active Listening: Giving full attention to what other people are 
saying, taking time to understand the points being made, asking 
questions as appropriate, and not interrupting at inappropriate 
times. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 Coordination: Adjusting actions in relation to others' actions.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
4 Speaking: Talking to others to convey information effectively.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
5 Critical Thinking: Using logic and reasoning to identify the 
strengths and weaknesses of alternative solutions, conclusions or 
approaches to problems. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

6 Reading Comprehension: Understanding written sentences 
and paragraphs in work related documents.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

7 Service Orientation: Actively looking for ways to help people.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
8 Monitoring: Monitoring/Assessing performance of yourself, 
other individuals, or organizations to make improvements or take 
corrective action. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

9 Judgment and Decision Making: Considering the relative 
costs and benefits of potential actions to choose the most 
appropriate one. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

10 Science: Using scientific rules and methods to solve problems.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 
Part 1.3 Abilities 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each statement describes 
abilities of this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has abilities as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  
 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Problem Sensitivity: The ability to tell when something is wrong 
or is likely to go wrong. It does not involve solving the problem, 
only recognizing there is a problem. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

2 Inductive Reasoning: The ability to combine pieces of 
information to form general rules or conclusions (includes finding a 
relationship among seemingly unrelated events). 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 Oral Comprehension: The ability to listen to and understand 
information and ideas presented through spoken words and 
sentences. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

4 Deductive Reasoning: The ability to apply general rules to 
specific problems to produce answers that make sense.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

5 Information Ordering: The ability to arrange things or actions in 
a certain order or pattern according to a specific rule or set of rules 
(e.g., patterns of numbers, letters, words, pictures, mathematical 
operations). 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

6 Oral Expression: The ability to communicate information and 
ideas in speaking so others will understand.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

7 Written Comprehension: The ability to read and understand 
information and ideas presented in writing.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

8 Speech Clarity: The ability to speak clearly so others can 
understand you.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

9 Speech Recognition: The ability to identify and understand the 
speech of another person.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

10 Written Expression: The ability to communicate information 
and ideas in writing so others will understand.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 
Part 2.1: Value  
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each statement describes 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has knowledge, skills, and abilities that ... 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 are instrumental for creating innovations.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 create patient value.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
3 help minimize costs of service.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
4 enable your hospital to provide exceptional patient service.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
5 contribute to the development of new service opportunities.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
6 develop services that are considered the best in the hospital 
industry.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

7 directly affect organizational efficiency and productivity.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
8 enable your hospital to respond to new or changing patient 
demands.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

9 allow your hospital to offer low prices.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
10 directly affect patient satisfaction.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
11 are needed to maintain high quality services.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
12 are instrumental for making process improvements.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 
Part 2.2: Rareness 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each statement describes 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has knowledge, skills, and abilities that ... 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 are not widely available in the labor market.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 are not available to other nurses.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 are widely considered the best in the hospital.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

4 are customized to the nurse's particular needs.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

 
Part 2.3: Inimitability 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each statement describes 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has knowledge, skills, and abilities that ... 
 Strongly                       Strongly  
 Disagree                        Agree 

1 are developed through on the job experiences.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 are difficult for other nurses to learn from this nurse.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 are difficult for other nurses to imitate or duplicate.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

 
Part 2.4: Non-Substitutability 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree that each statement describes 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has knowledge, skills, and abilities that ... 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 would be very difficult to replace.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 are unique to this nurse.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 distinguish this nurse from other nurses.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 
Part 3.1: In-Role Behavior  
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements regarding this nurse by circling your answer on the right. 
 
This nurse has behavior as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Assisting and Caring for Others: Providing personal 
assistance, medical attention, emotional support, or other personal 
care to others such as coworkers or patients. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

2 Documenting/Recording Information: Entering, transcribing, 
recording, storing, or maintaining information in written or 
electronic/magnetic form. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 Getting Information: Observing, receiving, and otherwise 
obtaining information from all relevant sources.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

4 Communicating with Supervisor, Peers, or Subordinates: 
Providing information to supervisors, co-workers, and 
subordinates by telephone, in written form, e-mail, or in person. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

5 Making Decisions and Solving Problems: Analyzing 
information and evaluating results to choose the best solution and 
solve problems. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

6 Identifying Objects, Actions, and Events: Identifying 
information by categorizing, estimating, recognizing differences or 
similarities, and detecting changes in circumstances or events. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

7 Establishing and Maintaining Interpersonal Relationships: 
Developing constructive and cooperative working relationships 
with others, and maintaining them over time. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

8 Organizing, Planning, and Prioritizing Work: Developing 
specific goals and plans to prioritize, organize, and accomplish 
your work. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

9 Evaluating Information to Determine Compliance with 
Standards: Using relevant information and individual judgment to 
determine whether events or processes comply with laws, 
regulations, or standards. 

   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

10 Updating and Using Relevant Knowledge: Keeping up-to-
date technically and applying new knowledge to your job.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 
Part 3.2: Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Individual) 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements regarding this nurse by circling your answer on the right. 
 
This nurse has behavior as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Helps coworkers who have been absent    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 Willingly gives his or her time to help coworkers who have work-
related problems    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

3 Adjusts his or her work schedule to accommodate coworkers' 
requests for time off    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

4. Goes out of the way to make newer nurses feel welcome in the 
work group    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

5 Shows genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even 
under the most trying business or personal situations    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

6 Assists coworkers with their duties    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
7 Passes along work-related information to coworkers    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

 
Part 3.3: Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Supervisor) 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements regarding this nurse by circling your answer on the right. 
 
This nurse has behavior as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Accepts added responsibility when you are absent    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 Helps you when you have a heavy work load    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
3 Assists you with your work (when not asked)    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
4 Takes a personal interest in you    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
5 Passes along work-related information to you    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
6 Shows genuine concern and courtesy toward you, even under 
the most trying business or personal situations    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 

Part 3.4: Organizational Citizenship Behavior (Organization) 
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements regarding this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has behavior as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Punctuality    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 Attendance at work is above the norm    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
3 Gives advance notice if unable to come to work    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
4 Does not take unnecessary time off work    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
5 Does not take extra breaks    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
6 Does not spend time in idle conversation    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
7 Attends functions that are not required but that help the hospital 
image    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

8 Attends and participates in voluntary meetings regarding the 
hospital    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

9 Defends the hospital when other nurses criticize it    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
10 Shows pride when representing the hospital in public    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
11 Offers ideas to improve the functioning of the hospital    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
12 Expresses loyalty toward the hospital    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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For Supervisor 
 
Part 4: In-Role Performance  
Instruction: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements regarding this nurse by circling your answer on the right.  
 
This nurse has performance as follows: 
 Strongly                       Strongly  

 Disagree                        Agree 

1 Adequately completes assigned duties    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
2 Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
3 Performs tasks that are expected of him/her    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
4 Meets formal performance requirements of the job    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
5 Engages in activities that will directly affect his/her performance 
evaluation    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 

 
 

Thank you very much for your co-operation 
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE (THAI) 
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เอกสารแสดงความยินยอม 

ช่ือผู้วจัิย 

ปกรณ์ สัจจพงษ ์

นกัศึกษาปริญญาเอก  

THAILAND Address: 

คณะบญัชีและการจดัการ, มหาวทิยาลยัมหาสารคาม 

เบอร์โทร: (66) 81-483-2241 

USA Address: 

Department of Management, College of Business, 

University of Texas at Arlington, USA 

e-mail: pakorn.sujchaphong@mavs.uta.edu 

phone: (1) 817-323-8345 

 

THAILAND Address: 

Mahasarakham Business School, 

Mahasarakham University, Thailand 

phone: (66) 81-483-2241 

 

ช่ือทีป่รึกษา 

Dr. Gary C. McMahan 

Associate Professor 

Department of Management, College of Business, 

University of Texas at Arlington, USA 

e-mail: gmcmahan@uta.edu 

 

หัวข้อการศึกษาวจัิย 

ทุนมนุษยแ์ละผลการปฏิบติังาน: การศึกษาวจิยัในประเทศไทย 
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บทนํา 

คุณกาํลงัถูกขอใหเ้ขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัเก่ียวกบัทุนมนุษยแ์ละทุนทางสังคมใน

โรงพยาบาลของคุณ การเขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามของคุณเป็นความสมคัรใจ การปฏิเสธท่ีจะเขา้ร่วม

ตอบแบบสอบถามหรือหยดุในเวลาใดๆ จะไม่มีบทลงโทษหรือการสูญเสียผลประโยชน์ท่ีคุณจะ

ไดรั้บสิทธิอยา่งอ่ืน กรุณาถามคาํถามถา้คุณมีอะไรท่ีไม่เขา้ใจ 

 

วตัถุประสงค์ 

วตัถุประสงคข์องการศึกษาวิจยัคร้ังน้ีคือการสาํรวจความสัมพนัธ์ระหวา่งทุนมนุษย ์ทุนทางสังคมและ

ผลการปฏิบติังานของพยาบาลในประเทศไทย ทุนมนุษยใ์นการศึกษาวจิยัน้ีประกอบดว้ยความรู้ทกัษะ

ความชาํนาญและความสามารถของพยาบาล ทุนทางสังคมในการศึกษาวจิยัน้ีคือความสัมพนัธ์ของ

พยาบาลในหน่วยงาน 

 

ระยะเวลา 

พยาบาล: การศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะมี 1 ช่วงเวลา การเขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะใชเ้วลา

ประมาณ 10 นาที 

ผู้บังคับบัญชา: การศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะมี 1 ช่วงเวลา การเขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะใช้

เวลาประมาณ 20 นาทีต่อแบบสอบถามต่อช่วงเวลา เวลารวมทั้งหมดจะข้ึนอยูก่บัจาํนวนของ

ผูใ้ตบ้งัคบับญัชาของคุณ 

 

จํานวนผู้เข้าร่วมตอบแบบสอบถาม 

จาํนวนผูเ้ขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามท่ีคาดการณ์ไวใ้นการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ีคือ 550 คน 

พยาบาล: 500 คน 

ผู้บังคับบัญชา: 50 คน 
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ข้ันตอน 

พยาบาล: คุณจะตอ้งกรอกแบบสอบถามเก่ียวกบัขอ้มูลส่วนตวัของคุณและเครือข่ายทางสังคมใน

หน่วยงานของคุณ การศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะจดัข้ึนในโรงพยาบาลของคุณใน 1 ช่วงเวลา ผูบ้งัคบับญัชาของ

คุณจะไม่เห็นขอ้มูลของคุณ 

ผู้บังคับบัญชา: คุณจะตอ้งกรอกแบบสอบถามเก่ียวกบัผูใ้ตบ้งัคบับญัชาในหน่วยงานของคุณ การ

ศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะจดัข้ึนในโรงพยาบาลของคุณใน 1 ช่วงเวลา  

 

ประโยชน์ทีค่าดว่าจะได้ครับ 

การศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ีจะเพิ่มความรู้ใหม่ดา้นทุนมนุษยแ์ละทุนทางสังคม นอกจากน้ีโรงพยาบาลจะ

สามารถจดัการทุนมนุษยแ์ละทุนทางสังคมของพยาบาลใหมี้ประสิทธิภาพมากยิง่ข้ึน 

 

ความเส่ียงทีเ่ป็นไปได้  

ไม่มีความเส่ียงใดๆ สาํหรับการเขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ี หากท่านรู้สึกไม่

สบายใจในการตอบแบบสอบถามน้ี โปรดแจง้ผูว้ิจยั คุณมีสิทธิท่ีจะออกจากการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ีได้

ตลอดเวลาโดยไม่มีผลกระทบใดๆ 

 

ค่าตอบแทน 

ไม่มีค่าตอบแทน 

 

ตัวเลอืกอืน่ 

ไม่มีทางเลือกอ่ืนสาํหรับการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ี อยา่งไรก็ตามคุณสามารถเลือกท่ีจะไม่เขา้ร่วมตอบ

แบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัหรือเลิกเม่ือใดก็ได ้โดยไม่มีผลกระทบใดๆ 

 

การเข้าร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามโดยความสมัครใจ 

การเขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ีเป็นความสมคัรใจ คุณมีสิทธิท่ีจะปฏิเสธการเขา้

ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัหรือเลิกเม่ือใดก็ได ้โดยไม่มีผลกระทบใดๆ การศึกษาวจิยัน้ี
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จะไม่เก่ียวของกบัการจา้งงานของคุณ คาํตอบของคุณจะถูกเก็บเป็นความลบัและไม่มีช่ือระบุเม่ือ

ขอ้มูลถูกประมวลผล 

 

การรักษาความลบั 

1. ผูว้จิยัจะพยายามอยา่งเตม็ท่ีเพื่อเก็บขอ้มูลของคุณเป็นความลบั  

2. สาํเนาของเอกสารแสดงความยนิยอมท่ีถูกลงนามในคร้ังน้ีและขอ้มูลทั้งหมดท่ีเก็บรวบรวมจากการ

ศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะถูกเก็บไวใ้นภาควชิาบริหารธุรกิจ มหาวทิยาลยัเทก็ซสัแห่งอาร์ลิงตนัเป็นเวลาอยา่งนอ้ย

สามปีหลงัจากส้ินสุดการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ี  

3. ผลการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ีอาจจะถูกเผยแพร่และ/หรือนาํเสนอในท่ีประชุมโดยไม่มีการเปิดเผยช่ือของ

คุณวา่เป็นผูเ้ขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถาม  

4. อาจจะมีการศึกษาวจิยัเพิ่มเติมจากขอ้มูลท่ีคุณให ้แต่ขอ้มูลของคุณจะไม่ถูกเช่ือมโยงกบัคุณ ขอ้มูล

ทั้งหมดจะไม่มีช่ือระบุไว ้ 

5. ถึงแมสิ้ทธิและความเป็นส่วนตวัของคุณจะถูกรักษาไว ้เลขานุการของกรมสุขภาพและบริการ

มนุษยม์หาวทิยาลยัเทก็ซสัแห่งอาร์ลิงตนั คณะกรรมการ IRB และนกัวจิยัจะสามารถเขา้ถึงขอ้มูลน้ี  

6. ขอ้มูลของคุณจะถูกเก็บเป็นความลบัอยา่งสมบูรณ์ตามขอ้กาํหนดของกฎหมายในปัจจุบนั  

7. ขอ้มูลพวกน้ีจะไม่ถูกเปิดเผยเวน้แต่กฎหมายกาํหนดหรือตามหมายเหตุท่ีระบุไวข้า้งตน้  

8. คณะกรรมการ IRB ท่ีมหาวทิยาลยัเทก็ซสัแห่งอาร์ลิงตนั ไดต้รวจสอบและอนุมติัการศึกษาวจิยัน้ี

และขอ้มูลท่ีอยูใ่นระยะเอกสารแสดงความยนิยอมน้ี  

9. หากเกิดกรณีท่ีสุดวสิัยซ่ึงเป็นส่ิงท่ีจาํเป็นท่ีคณะกรรมการ IRB ตอ้งตรวจสอบขอ้มูลของคุณ 

มหาวทิยาลยัเทก็ซสัแห่งอาร์ลิงตนัจะปกป้องความลบัของขอ้มูลเหล่าน้ีในขอบเขตท่ีกฎหมายกาํหนด 

 

ติดต่อสอบถาม 

คาํถามเก่ียวกบัการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ีสามารถสอบถาม นายปกรณ์ สัจจพงษ ์

(pakorn.sujchaphong@mavs.uta.edu หรือโทรศพัทใ์นเมืองไทย: (66) 81-483-2241 / โทรศพัทใ์น

สหรัฐอเมริกา: (1) 817-323-8345) หรือ Dr. Gary McMahan (gmcmahan@uta.edu) คาํถามต่างๆท่ีคุณ

มีท่ีเก่ียวกบัสิทธิของคุณในการเป็นผูเ้ขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัหรือการบาดเจบ็ท่ีเกิด
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จากการศึกษาวจิยัสามารถส่งมาท่ีคณะกรรมการบริหารงานวจิยั หน่วยงานบริการกฎขอ้บงัคบั ท่ี (1) 

817-272-2105 หรือ regulatoryservices@uta.edu 

 

ในฐานะท่ีเป็นตวัแทนของการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ี ผมไดอ้ธิบายวตัถุประสงค ์ขั้นตอน ผลประโยชน์และ

ความเส่ียงท่ีเก่ียวของกบัการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ี 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

ลายมือช่ือและช่ือของนกัวจิยัหลกัหรือบุคคลท่ีไดรั้บความยนิยอม    วนัท่ี 

 

ยนิยอม 

1. โดยการลงนามดา้นล่างน้ี เป็นการยนืยนัวา่คุณอาย ุ18 ปีข้ึนไปและไดอ่้านหรือมีคนอ่านเอกสาร

ฉบบัน้ีใหคุ้ณ  

2. คุณไดรั้บทราบเก่ียวกบัวตัถุประสงค ์ขั้นตอน ผลประโยชน์และความเส่ียงท่ีเป็นไปไดข้องการ

ศึกษาวจิยัน้ี และคุณไดรั้บสาํเนาของเอกสารน้ี  

3. คุณไดรั้บโอกาสท่ีจะถามคาํถามก่อนท่ีจะลงลายมือช่ือของคุณ และไดรั้บการบอกวา่คุณสามารถ

ถามคาํถามอ่ืน ๆ ไดต้ลอดเวลา 

4. คุณสมคัรใจในการเขา้ร่วมในการศึกษาวจิยัคร้ังน้ี  

5. โดยการลงนามในเอกสารน้ี คุณจะไม่เสียสิทธิตามกฎหมายใดๆ  

6. การปฏิเสธท่ีจะเขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัน้ีจะไม่มีการลงโทษหรือการสูญเสีย

ผลประโยชน์ใดๆ ท่ีคุณควรไดรั้บอยา่งอ่ืน  

7. คุณอาจจะหยุดการเขา้ร่วมตอบแบบสอบถามในการศึกษาวจิยัน้ีไดต้ลอดเวลาโดยไม่มีการลงโทษ

หรือการสูญเสียผลประโยชน์ใดๆ ท่ีคุณควรไดรั้บอยา่งอ่ืน 

 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

ลายมือช่ือของอาสาสมคัร        วนัท่ี 
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สําหรับพยาบาล 

ข้อตกลงความลบัของข้อมูล 

คาํตอบใบแบบสอบถามนีแ้ละข้อมลูอ่ืน ๆ ท้ังหมดท่ีท่านให้เราจะถกูเกบ็เป็นความลบั  

หากผลการศึกษาวิจัยคร้ังนีมี้การเผยแพร่หรือนาํเสนอในท่ีประชุมทางวิทยาศาสตร์ ช่ือของคุณจะไม่ถกูเปิดเผย 

รหสัพยาบาล .....................................  รหสัหวัหนา้ ................................................ 

 

ส่วนที ่1: ข้อมูลส่วนตัว  

วธีิการ: โปรดเติมคาํตอบลงในช่องวา่งหรือทาํเคร่ืองหมาย X ใน  ท่ีตรงกบัตวัคุณ 

1 เพศ: ( ผูช้าย / ผูห้ญิง) 

2 ปีเกิด ........................................... 

3 การศึกษา: ( อนุปริญญา /  ปริญญาตรี /  สูงกวา่ปริญญาตรี: โปรดระบุ .........................)  

4 ปีท่ีจบการศึกษา ......................................................................... 

5 ช่ือหน่วยงาน/หอผูป่้วย .............................................................. 

6 ช่ือของงานปัจจุบนั .................................................................... 

7 หนา้ท่ีของท่านในงานปัจจุบนั ...........................................................................................................  

8 ระดบัตาํแหน่ง ( ปฏิบติัการ /  ชาํนาญการ /  ชาํนาญการพิเศษ /  เช่ียวชาญ) 

9 อายขุองงานปัจจุบนั    ........ ปี ...... เดือน 

10 อายกุารทาํงานในโรงพยาบาลน้ี  ........ ปี ...... เดือน 

11 อายกุารทาํงานในโรงพยาบาลอ่ืน  ........ ปี ...... เดือน 

12 เงินเดือนปัจจุบนัของคุณ   ............... บาท / เดือน 

13 เงินพิเศษเพิ่มเติมในแต่ละเดือนโดยเฉล่ีย 

 เงินประจาํตาํแหน่ง  ............... บาท / เดือน 

 เงินค่าล่วงเวลา (OT)  ............... บาท / เดือน 

 เงินค่าวชิาชีพท่ีรัฐบาลจ่ายให้ ............... บาท / เดือน 

 เงินอ่ืนๆ     ............... บาท / เดือน 

14 คุณเขา้รับการฝึกอบรมท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบังานตั้งแต่เขา้มาทาํงานในโรงพยาบาลน้ีมากนอ้ยเพียงใด  

( ไม่เคย /  นานๆคร้ัง /  ปีละคร้ัง /  ปีละ 2-3คร้ัง /  มากกวา่ปีละ 3 คร้ัง)   
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สําหรับพยาบาล 

ส่วนที่ 2: ทุนทางสังคม  

กรุณานึกถึงบุคคลในหน่วยงานของคุณท่ีช่วยเหลืออาชีพการงานของคุณ เป็นตวัแทนของคุณในการ

ส่ือสาร ใหข้อ้มูลข่าวสาร ให้โอกาสทางอาชีพ ขอ้แนะนาํ หรือ ช่วยเหลือดา้นจิตใจ หรือ เป็นบุคคลท่ี

คุณพดูคุยเก่ียวกบัความยากง่ายของงาน โอกาสในงานต่างๆ หรือ เป้าหมายระยะยาว 

วธีิการ: โปรดทาํเคร่ืองหมาย X ลงในช่องวา่งท่ีตรงกบับุคคลแต่ละคน 

 

คนท่ี ความสนิทกบับุคคลน้ี* ระดบัในหน่วยงาน 

 สนิทมาก สนิท ค่อนขา้งสนิท ห่างไกล ตํ่ากวา่คุณ เท่ากบัคุณ สูงกวา่คุณ 

1        
2        
3        
4        
5        
6        
7        
8        
9        
10        
11        
12        
13        
14        
15        
16        
17        
18        
19        
20        
หมายเหต ุ* สนิทมาก หมายถึง ติดต่อพดูคุยไดทุ้กเร่ือง 

  สนิท หมายถึง ติดต่อพดูคุยไดเ้กือบทุกเร่ือง 

ค่อนขา้งสนิท หมายถึง ติดต่อพดูคุยไดห้ลายเร่ือง 

  ห่างไกล หมายถึง ติดต่อพดูคุยไดเ้ฉพาะบางเร่ืองเท่านั้น   
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สําหรับพยาบาล 

ส่วนที่ 3: การเข้าถึงแหล่งข้อมูลต่างๆ 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความดา้นล่าง โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

 

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1. คุณสามารถหาแหล่งขอ้มูลต่างๆไดอ้ยา่งเพียงพอในการสนบัสนุน

แนวความคิดใหม่ๆของคุณ 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2. เม่ือคุณตอ้งการแหล่งขอ้มูลต่างๆเพ่ิมเติมในการทาํงาน คุณมกัจะเขา้ถึง

แหล่งขอ้มูลนั้นๆได ้
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3. คุณสามารถเขา้ถึงแหล่งขอ้มูลต่างๆท่ีคุณตอ้งการในการทาํงานของคุณได้

เป็นอยา่งดี 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

 

ขอบคุณอย่างสูงสําหรับความร่วมมือของคุณ 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ข้อตกลงความลบัของข้อมูล 

คาํตอบใบแบบสอบถามนีแ้ละข้อมลูอ่ืน ๆ ท้ังหมดท่ีท่านให้เราจะถกูเกบ็เป็นความลบั  

หากผลการศึกษาวิจัยคร้ังนีมี้การเผยแพร่หรือนาํเสนอในท่ีประชุมทางวิทยาศาสตร์ ช่ือของคุณจะไม่ถกูเปิดเผย 

รหสัพยาบาล ..........................   รหสัหวัหนา้ ............................................... 

 

ส่วนที ่1.1: ความรู้  

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัความรู้ของพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลม

คาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีความรู้ดังต่อไปนี ้

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ความรู้ด้านพยาบาลศาสตร์: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัขอ้มูลและเทคนิคท่ีใชใ้นการ

วนิิจฉยัและรักษาคนไขท่ี้บาดเจบ็, เจบ็ป่วย, ผิดปกติ, หรือพิการ ความรู้น้ี

ไดแ้ก่ อาการของโรค, วธีิการรักษาแบบต่างๆ, คุณสมบติัและผลขา้งเคียงของ

ยาชนิดต่างๆ, และวธีิดูแลสุขภาพเชิงป้องกนั 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 การบริการคนไข้: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัหลกัการและวธีิการบริการคนไข ้ความรู้น้ี

ประกอบดว้ย การประเมินความตอ้งการของคนไข,้ การประเมินมาตรฐาน

คุณภาพของการบริการ, และการประเมินความพึงพอใจของคนไข ้

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 จติวทิยา: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัพฤติกรรมและประสิทธิภาพของมนุษย;์ ความ

เขา้ใจในความแตกต่างของบุคคลในเร่ืองความสามารถ, บุคลิกภาพ, และความ

สนใจ; การเรียนรู้และการจูงใจ; วธีิวจิยัทางจิตวทิยา; และการประเมินและ

รักษาความผิดปกติทางพฤติกรรมและอารมณ์ 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ภาษา: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัโครงสร้างและเน้ือหาของภาษา ซ่ึงประกอบดว้ย

ความหมายและการสะกดคาํ, กฎของสร้างประโยค, และไวยากรณ์ 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 การศึกษาและการฝึกอบรม: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัหลกัการและวธีิการสาํหรับการ

ออกแบบหลกัสูตรและการฝึกอบรม, การสอนและการแนะแนวสาํหรับบุคคล

และกลุ่ม, และการประเมินผลการฝึกอบรม 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

6 การบําบัดและการให้คาํปรึกษา: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัหลกัการ, วธีิการ, และ

ขั้นตอนการวนิิจฉยั, การรักษา, และการฟ้ืนฟคูวามผิดปกติทางร่างกายและ

จิตใจ, และการใหค้าํปรึกษาและแนะแนวทางในการประกอบอาชีพ 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

7 ชีววทิยา: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัพืชและสตัว,์ เน้ือเยือ่, เซลล,์ การทาํงาน, การพ่ึงพา

กนั, และปฏิสมัพนัธ์ระหวา่งกนัและต่อส่ิงแวดลอ้ม 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

8 คณิตศาสตร์: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัเลขคณิต, พีชคณิต, เรขาคณิต, แคลคูลสั, สถิติ, 

และการประยกุตใ์ช ้
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

9 สังคมวทิยาและมานุษยวทิยา: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัพฤติกรรมและการ

เปล่ียนแปลงของกลุ่มคน, แนวโนม้และอิทธิพลของสงัคม, การอพยพของ

มนุษย,์ เช้ือชาติ, วฒันธรรม, และประวติัศาสตร์และตน้กาํเนิดของวฒันธรรม 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

10 ความปลอดภัยในชีวติและทรัพย์สิน: ความรู้เก่ียวกบัอุปกรณ์, นโยบาย, 

ขั้นตอน, และกลยทุธ์ท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งในการส่งเสริมความปลอดภยัสาํหรับทอ้งถ่ิน

หรือประเทศชาติในการปกป้องผูค้น, ขอ้มูล, ทรัพยสิ์นและสถาบนัอยา่งมี

ประสิทธิภาพ 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่1.2: ทกัษะความชํานาญ 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัทกัษะความชาํนาญของพยาบาลท่านน้ี 

โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีทกัษะความชํานาญดังต่อไปนี้ 

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 การรับรู้ทางสังคม: การรับรู้ปฏิกิริยาของผูอ่ื้นและเขา้ใจวา่ทาํไมพวกเขามี

ปฏิกิริยาแบบนั้น 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 การเป็นผู้ฟังทีด่:ี การใหค้วามสนใจอยา่งเตม็ท่ีกบัส่ิงท่ีผูอ่ื้นพดู, การใชเ้วลา

ในการทาํความเขา้ใจจุดสาํคญัของเน้ือหา, การตั้งคาํถามตามความเหมาะสม, 

และไม่รบกวนในช่วงเวลาท่ีไม่เหมาะสม 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 การประสานงาน: การปรับพฤติกรรมใหส้มัพนัธ์กบัพฤติกรรมของผูอ่ื้น   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 การพูด: การพดูคุยกบัผูอ่ื้นเพ่ือถ่ายทอดขอ้มูลไดอ้ยา่งมีประสิทธิภาพ   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 การคดิเชิงวเิคราะห์: การใชต้รรกะและเหตผุลในการระบุจุดแขง็และจุดอ่อน

ของทางเลือกของวธีิการ, ขอ้สรุปหรือแนวทางในการแกไ้ขปัญหา 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

6 การอ่านเพือ่ความเข้าใจ : การเขา้ใจประโยคและเน้ือหาในเอกสารท่ี

เก่ียวขอ้งกบัการทาํงาน 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

7 จติใจในการบริการ: กระตือรือร้นในการมองหาวธีิการช่วยเหลือผูอ่ื้น   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

8 การตรวจสอบและการประเมนิ: การตรวจสอบ/การประเมินประสิทธิภาพ

การทาํงานของตวัเอง, บุคคลอ่ืน, หรือองคก์ร เพ่ือใหเ้กิดการปรับปรุง หรือ

ดาํเนินการแกไ้ข 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

9 ดุลพนิิจและการตดัสินใจ: การใชข้อ้ดีและขอ้เสียของทางเลือกต่างๆ เพ่ือ

พิจารณาเลือกส่ิงท่ีเหมาะสมท่ีสุด 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

10 วทิยาศาสตร์: การใชก้ฎและวิธีการทางวทิยาศาสตร์ในการแกปั้ญหา   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่1.3:ความสามารถ  

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัความสามารถของพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยให้

วงกลมคาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีความสามารถดังต่อไปนี ้

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ความไวในการรับรู้ปัญหา : ความสามารถในการรับรู้วา่มีส่ิงผิดปกติหรือมี

โอกาสท่ีจะเกิดส่ิงผดิปกติ ความสามารถน้ีไม่เก่ียวขอ้งกบัการแกปั้ญหา เพียงแต่

เป็นการรับรู้วา่มีปัญหาเกิดข้ึน 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 การใช้เหตุผลแบบจุดเลก็สู่ภาพรวม: ความสามารถในการรวบรวมขอ้มูล

เลก็ๆนอ้ยๆใหอ้ยูใ่นรูปแบบกฎทัว่ไปหรือขอ้สรุป (รวมถึงการหาความสมัพนัธ์

ระหวา่งเหตุการณ์ท่ีดูเหมือนไม่เก่ียวขอ้งกนั) 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ความเข้าใจในการใช้ภาษาพูด: ความสามารถท่ีจะฟังและทาํความเขา้ใจขอ้มูล

และความคิดท่ีนาํเสนอผา่นทางคาํพดู 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 การใช้เหตุผลจากภาพรวมสู่จุดเลก็: ความสามารถในการประยกุตก์ฎทัว่ไป

ในการแกไ้ขปัญหาเฉพาะอยา่งเพ่ือใหไ้ดค้าํตอบท่ีสมเหตุสมผล 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 การเรียงลาํดบัข้อมูล: ความสามารถในการจดัส่ิงของหรือพฤติกรรมใหอ้ยูใ่น

ลาํดบัหรือรูปแบบตามกฎเฉพาะอยา่งหรือกรอบกฎเกณฑ ์(เช่น รูปแบบของ

ตวัเลข, ตวัอกัษร, คาํ, รูปภาพ, เคร่ืองหมายคณิตศาสตร์) 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

6 การแสดงออกทางภาษาพูด: ความสามารถในการส่ือสารขอ้มูลและความคิด

โดยการพดูเพ่ือใหผู้อ่ื้นเขา้ใจ 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

7 ความเข้าใจในงานเขียน: ความสามารถท่ีจะอ่านและทาํความเขา้ใจขอ้มูลและ

ความคิดท่ีนาํเสนอในงานเขียน 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

8 ความชัดเจนในการออกเสียงพูด: ความสามารถในการออกเสียงพดูอยา่ง

ชดัเจนเพ่ือใหผู้อ่ื้นสามารถเขา้ใจคุณ 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

9 การรับรู้คาํพูด: ความสามารถในการแยกแยะและเขา้ใจคาํพดูของบุคคลอ่ืน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

10 การแสดงออกโดยการเขียน: ความสามารถในการส่ือสารขอ้มูลและความคิด

โดยการเขียนเพ่ือใหผู้อ่ื้นเขา้ใจ 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่2.1: คุณค่า  

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัความรู้, ทกัษะความชาํนาญ, และ

ความสามารถของพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีความรู้ ทกัษะความชํานาญ และความสามารถ ที ่..... 

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 มีบทบาททาํใหเ้กิดความคิดสร้างสรรค ์   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 สร้างความคุม้ค่าแก่คนไข ้   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ช่วยลดค่าใชจ่้ายในการบริการ    1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ช่วยใหโ้รงพยาบาลน้ีมีบริการท่ีดีต่อคนไข ้   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 ช่วยใหเ้กิดการพฒันาการบริการในแบบใหม ่   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

6 พฒันาบริการท่ีถือวา่ดีท่ีสุดเม่ือเทียบกบัโรงพยาบาลอ่ืน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

7 เพ่ิมประสิทธิภาพและประสิทธิผลของโรงพยาบาลน้ี   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

8 ช่วยใหโ้รงพยาบาลน้ีตอบสนองต่อความตอ้งการใหม่ๆหรือความตอ้งการท่ี

เปล่ียนแปลงไปของคนไขไ้ด ้
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

9 ช่วยใหโ้รงพยาบาลน้ีบริการคนไขไ้ดใ้นราคาถูก   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

10 สร้างความพึงพอใจต่อคนไข ้   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

11 จาํเป็นในการรักษาคุณภาพของการบริการ   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

12 มีบทบาทในการปรับปรุงกระบวนการต่างๆ   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่2.2: ความหายาก 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัความรู้, ทกัษะความชาํนาญ, และ

ความสามารถของพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีความรู้ ทกัษะความชํานาญ และความสามารถ ที ่..... 

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 มีไม่มากในตลาดแรงงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 ไม่มีในพยาบาลท่านอ่ืน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ดีท่ีสุดในโรงพยาบาล   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ถูกปรับใหเ้หมาะสมกบัความตอ้งการในงานของพยาบาลท่านน้ี   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
 

 

ส่วนที ่2.3: เลยีนแบบไม่ได้ 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัความรู้, ทกัษะความชาํนาญ, และ

ความสามารถของพยาบาลน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีความรู้ ทกัษะความชํานาญ และความสามารถ ที ่..... 

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 พฒันาจากประสบการณ์ทาํงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 ยากท่ีพยาบาลท่านอ่ืนจะเรียนรู้ไปจากพยาบาลท่านน้ี   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ยากในการเลียนแบบจากพยาบาลท่านอ่ืน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่2.4: ไม่สามารถทดแทนได้ 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัความรู้, ทกัษะความชาํนาญ, และ

ความสามารถของพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีความรู้ ทกัษะความชํานาญ และความสามารถ ที ่..... 

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ยากในการหาพยาบาลท่านอ่ืนมาแทน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 เป็นเอกลกัษณ์ของพยาบาลท่านน้ี   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ทาํใหพ้ยาบาลท่านน้ีแตกต่างจากพยาบาลท่านอ่ืน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่3.1: พฤติกรรมในหน้าที ่ 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบใน

ช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีพฤติกรรมดังต่อไปนี ้

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ช่วยเหลอืและดูแลผู้อืน่: ใหค้วามช่วยเหลือในงาน, รักษาพยาบาล, สนบัสนุน

ทางอารมณ์, หรือดูแลผูอ่ื้น เช่น เพ่ือนร่วมงาน หรือ คนไข ้
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 ทาํรายงานและจดัเกบ็ข้อมูล: ป้อน, คดัลอก, บนัทึก, จดัเก็บ, หรือรักษาขอ้มูล

ในรูปแบบเป็นลายลกัษณ์อกัษรหรือส่ืออิเลก็ทรอนิกส์ 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 เข้าถึงข้อมูล: สงัเกต, รับ, และเก็บขอ้มูลจากแหล่งขอ้มูลท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งทั้งหมด   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ตดิต่อส่ือสารกบั หัวหน้า เพือ่นร่วมงาน และลูกน้อง: ใหข้อ้มูลกบั

ผูบ้งัคบับญัชา, เพ่ือนร่วมงาน, และผูใ้ตบ้งัคบับญัชาผา่นทางโทรศพัท,์ เอกสาร,

จดหมายอิเลก็ทรอนิกส์, หรือตวัต่อตวั 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 ตดัสินใจ และ แก้ไขปัญหา: วเิคราะห์ขอ้มูลและประเมินผลลพัธ์เพ่ือเลือก

ทางออกท่ีดีท่ีสุด และนาํไปแกปั้ญหา 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

6 แยกแยะ ส่ิงของ, พฤตกิรรม, และ เหตุการณ์ต่างๆ: แยกแยะขอ้มูลโดยการ

จดัหมวดหมู่, การประมาณการ, การรับรู้ถึงความแตกต่างหรือคลา้ยคลึงกนัของ

ขอ้มูล, และการตรวจสอบการเปล่ียนแปลงของส่ิงแวดลอ้มหรือเหตุการณ์ 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

7 สร้าง และ รักษาความสัมพนัธ์ระหว่างบุคคล: พฒันาความสมัพนัธ์อนัดีกบั

ผูอ่ื้น และรักษาความสมัพนัธ์น้ีตลอดเวลา 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

8 จดัการ, วางแผน, และ จดัลาํดบังาน : พฒันาเป้าหมายและแผนงานท่ีชดัเจน 

เพ่ือจดัลาํดบัความสาํคญั, จดัระเบียบ, และบรรลุเป้าหมาย 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

9 ประเมนิข้อมูลเพือ่รักษามาตรฐาน: ใชข้อ้มูลท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งและวจิารณญาณส่วน

บุคคลเพ่ือตรวจสอบเหตุการณ์หรือกระบวนการวา่ถูกตอ้งตามกฎหมาย, 

ระเบียบ, หรือมาตรฐาน 

  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

10 ปรับปรุงและนําความรู้ทีเ่กีย่วข้องมาใช้: เรียนรู้เทคนิคท่ีทนัสมยั และใช้

ความรู้ใหม่ๆกบังาน 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่3.2: พฤติกรรมที่นอกเหนือหน้าที ่(บุคคล) 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบใน

ช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีพฤติกรรมดังต่อไปนี ้

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ช่วยเหลือเพ่ือนร่วมงานท่ีขาดงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 เตม็ใจสละเวลาของเขาเพ่ือช่วยเหลือเพ่ือนร่วมงานท่ีมีปัญหาดา้นงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ปรับตารางเวลาทาํงานของเขาเพ่ือรองรับการขาดงานของเพ่ือนร่วมงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ช่วยทาํใหพ้ยาบาลใหม่คุน้เคยกบัหน่วยงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 แสดงความเป็นห่วงเป็นใยและจริงใจต่อเพ่ือนร่วมงาน ทั้งในสถานท่ีทาํงาน

หรือสถานการณ์ส่วนตวั 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

6 ช่วยเหลือเพ่ือนร่วมงานในงานต่างๆ   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

7 กระจายขอ้มูลท่ีเก่ียวกบังานใหเ้พ่ือนร่วมงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

 

ส่วนที ่3.3: พฤติกรรมที่นอกเหนือหน้าที ่(หัวหน้า) 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบใน

ช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีพฤติกรรมดังต่อไปนี ้

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ยอมรับผดิชอบงานเพ่ิมเม่ือคุณหยดุงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 ช่วยเหลือคุณเม่ือคุณทาํงานหนกั   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ช่วยเหลืองานของคุณ (แมคุ้ณไม่ไดข้อร้อง)   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ใหค้วามสนใจกบัคุณเป็นการส่วนตวั   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 บอกขอ้มูลท่ีเก่ียวขอ้งกบังานกบัคุณ   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

6 แสดงความเป็นห่วงเป็นใยและจริงใจต่อคุณ ทั้งในสถานท่ีทาํงานหรือ

สถานการณ์ส่วนตวั 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่3.4: พฤติกรรมที่นอกเหนือหน้าที ่(องค์กร) 

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลมคาํตอบใน

ช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีพฤติกรรมดังต่อไปนี ้

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย 

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ตรงต่อเวลา   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 มาทาํงานมากกวา่พนกังานอ่ืน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 แจง้ใหท้ราบล่วงหนา้ก่อนท่ีจะหยดุงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ไม่หยดุพกัโดยไม่มีเหตุผล   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 ไม่หยดุพกัเกินเวลา   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

6 ไม่ใชเ้วลากบัการสนทนาท่ีไม่เก่ียวกบังาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

7 เขา้ร่วมกิจกรรมท่ีไม่ไดบ้งัคบัตามหนา้ท่ี แต่ช่วยสร้างภาพลกัษณ์ท่ีดีใหก้บั

โรงพยาบาล 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

8 เขา้ร่วมและมีส่วนร่วมในการประชุมท่ีไม่ไดบ้งัคบัตามหนา้ท่ี แต่เก่ียวกบั

โรงพยาบาล 
  1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

9 ปกป้องโรงพยาบาลเม่ือพยาบาลท่านอ่ืนวพิากษว์จิารณ์   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

10 โชวค์วามภาคภูมิใจเม่ือไดเ้ป็นตวัแทนของโรงพยาบาลในท่ีสาธารณะ   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

11 ใหค้วามคิดเห็นในการปรับปรุงการทาํงานของโรงพยาบาล   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

12 แสดงความจงรักภกัดีต่อโรงพยาบาล   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 
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สําหรับหัวหน้า 

ส่วนที ่4: ผลงาน  

วธีิการ: โปรดระบุวา่คุณเห็นดว้ยเพียงใดกบัขอ้ความเก่ียวกบัของพยาบาลท่านน้ี โดยใหว้งกลม

คาํตอบในช่องดา้นขวา 

พยาบาลท่านนีม้ีผลงานดังต่อไปนี ้

 ไม่เห็นดว้ย                           เห็นดว้ย  

 อยา่งมาก                            อยา่งมาก 

1 ทาํงานตามหนา้ท่ีไดค้รบถว้น   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

2 รับผดิชอบงานตามรายละเอียดของงาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

3 ทาํงานตามท่ีไดรั้บมอบหมาย   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

4 ทาํงานผา่นเกณฑก์ารประเมินผลการปฏิบติังาน   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

5 เขา้ร่วมกิจกรรมท่ีเป็นส่วนหน่ึงการของประเมิลผลการปฏิบติังานของเขา   1       2       3       4       5       6       7 

 

ขอบคุณอย่างสูงสําหรับความร่วมมือของคุณ 
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Table C1 Context-Generic Human Capital : Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [30 items] 
 

 
Item-Total 
Correlation K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 K6 K7 K8 K9 K10 S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10 

K1 .773 1.000 .819 .690 .650 .693 .725 .586 .496 .527 .628 .652 .603 .560 .665 .691 .693 .605 .655 .689 .642 
K2 .808 .819 1.000 .762 .668 .713 .764 .635 .558 .601 .663 .662 .646 .631 .715 .702 .698 .666 .687 .708 .668 
K3 .810 .690 .762 1.000 .715 .647 .734 .673 .602 .730 .689 .743 .718 .733 .709 .651 .665 .654 .668 .689 .684 
K4 .783 .650 .668 .715 1.000 .664 .666 .713 .658 .679 .718 .618 .637 .617 .685 .616 .689 .578 .638 .642 .728 
K5 .731 .693 .713 .647 .664 1.000 .702 .663 .579 .640 .685 .606 .563 .509 .592 .628 .637 .544 .609 .612 .641 
K6 .822 .725 .764 .734 .666 .702 1.000 .685 .584 .665 .686 .697 .639 .626 .705 .689 .711 .675 .700 .708 .676 
K7 .731 .586 .635 .673 .713 .663 .685 1.000 .815 .770 .708 .584 .586 .538 .578 .546 .592 .541 .546 .570 .705 
K8 .658 .496 .558 .602 .658 .579 .584 .815 1.000 .785 .684 .502 .562 .478 .524 .521 .548 .488 .508 .510 .664 
K9 .733 .527 .601 .730 .679 .640 .665 .770 .785 1.000 .761 .631 .636 .602 .615 .559 .602 .580 .594 .591 .691 

K10 .834 .628 .663 .689 .718 .685 .686 .708 .684 .761 1.000 .711 .706 .679 .703 .672 .734 .673 .742 .703 .711 
S1 .828 .652 .662 .743 .618 .606 .697 .584 .502 .631 .711 1.000 .768 .786 .716 .679 .713 .698 .700 .734 .700 
S2 .817 .603 .646 .718 .637 .563 .639 .586 .562 .636 .706 .768 1.000 .793 .785 .673 .732 .697 .710 .720 .691 
S3 .803 .560 .631 .733 .617 .509 .626 .538 .478 .602 .679 .786 .793 1.000 .792 .703 .713 .731 .706 .722 .680 
S4 .876 .665 .715 .709 .685 .592 .705 .578 .524 .615 .703 .716 .785 .792 1.000 .809 .820 .750 .785 .764 .745 
S5 .847 .691 .702 .651 .616 .628 .689 .546 .521 .559 .672 .679 .673 .703 .809 1.000 .804 .719 .810 .816 .752 
S6 .890 .693 .698 .665 .689 .637 .711 .592 .548 .602 .734 .713 .732 .713 .820 .804 1.000 .746 .811 .824 .808 
S7 .815 .605 .666 .654 .578 .544 .675 .541 .488 .580 .673 .698 .697 .731 .750 .719 .746 1.000 .782 .760 .710 
S8 .860 .655 .687 .668 .638 .609 .700 .546 .508 .594 .742 .700 .710 .706 .785 .810 .811 .782 1.000 .852 .757 
S9 .870 .689 .708 .689 .642 .612 .708 .570 .510 .591 .703 .734 .720 .722 .764 .816 .824 .760 .852 1.000 .801 

S10 .860 .642 .668 .684 .728 .641 .676 .705 .664 .691 .711 .700 .691 .680 .745 .752 .808 .710 .757 .801 1.000 
A1 .874 .731 .739 .703 .661 .635 .751 .596 .521 .591 .717 .773 .718 .718 .774 .779 .797 .759 .777 .803 .718 
A2 .856 .708 .710 .661 .599 .662 .751 .571 .494 .590 .679 .752 .680 .670 .760 .792 .781 .722 .769 .798 .737 
A3 .887 .672 .690 .694 .667 .593 .704 .612 .531 .588 .710 .747 .743 .735 .816 .734 .833 .740 .760 .780 .748 
A4 .848 .674 .677 .659 .625 .608 .684 .551 .477 .556 .691 .720 .684 .661 .762 .778 .788 .714 .789 .789 .728 
A5 .872 .653 .665 .661 .737 .638 .701 .687 .600 .627 .721 .702 .688 .661 .763 .759 .785 .708 .769 .769 .802 
A6 .866 .605 .640 .683 .650 .550 .664 .563 .498 .577 .700 .733 .746 .732 .816 .744 .816 .711 .762 .736 .733 
A7 .852 .659 .652 .617 .629 .610 .679 .583 .482 .537 .696 .687 .676 .677 .763 .744 .809 .701 .736 .752 .744 
A8 .807 .587 .597 .575 .609 .505 .645 .512 .431 .464 .650 .668 .654 .660 .753 .705 .787 .684 .691 .705 .687 
A9 .847 .625 .638 .614 .626 .524 .655 .546 .480 .528 .683 .709 .688 .698 .766 .721 .805 .721 .755 .764 .738 

A10 .835 .618 .654 .622 .630 .579 .664 .559 .492 .530 .691 .677 .649 .647 .740 .718 .778 .699 .740 .742 .724 
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Table C1 - Continued 
 

 A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 A10 
K1 .731 .708 .672 .674 .653 .605 .659 .587 .625 .618 
K2 .739 .710 .690 .677 .665 .640 .652 .597 .638 .654 
K3 .703 .661 .694 .659 .661 .683 .617 .575 .614 .622 
K4 .661 .599 .667 .625 .737 .650 .629 .609 .626 .630 
K5 .635 .662 .593 .608 .638 .550 .610 .505 .524 .579 
K6 .751 .751 .704 .684 .701 .664 .679 .645 .655 .664 
K7 .596 .571 .612 .551 .687 .563 .583 .512 .546 .559 
K8 .521 .494 .531 .477 .600 .498 .482 .431 .480 .492 
K9 .591 .590 .588 .556 .627 .577 .537 .464 .528 .530 

K10 .717 .679 .710 .691 .721 .700 .696 .650 .683 .691 
S1 .773 .752 .747 .720 .702 .733 .687 .668 .709 .677 
S2 .718 .680 .743 .684 .688 .746 .676 .654 .688 .649 
S3 .718 .670 .735 .661 .661 .732 .677 .660 .698 .647 
S4 .774 .760 .816 .762 .763 .816 .763 .753 .766 .740 
S5 .779 .792 .734 .778 .759 .744 .744 .705 .721 .718 
S6 .797 .781 .833 .788 .785 .816 .809 .787 .805 .778 
S7 .759 .722 .740 .714 .708 .711 .701 .684 .721 .699 
S8 .777 .769 .760 .789 .769 .762 .736 .691 .755 .740 
S9 .803 .798 .780 .789 .769 .736 .752 .705 .764 .742 

S10 .718 .737 .748 .728 .802 .733 .744 .687 .738 .724 
A1 1.000 .834 .805 .791 .761 .748 .765 .721 .749 .717 
A2 .834 1.000 .784 .853 .751 .743 .747 .687 .721 .721 
A3 .805 .784 1.000 .811 .801 .861 .832 .812 .836 .788 
A4 .791 .853 .811 1.000 .786 .765 .734 .700 .734 .747 
A5 .761 .751 .801 .786 1.000 .802 .783 .752 .782 .785 
A6 .748 .743 .861 .765 .802 1.000 .840 .852 .847 .825 
A7 .765 .747 .832 .734 .783 .840 1.000 .816 .821 .843 
A8 .721 .687 .812 .700 .752 .852 .816 1.000 .865 .792 
A9 .749 .721 .836 .734 .782 .847 .821 .865 1.000 .839 

A10 .717 .721 .788 .747 .785 .825 .843 .792 .839 1.000 
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Table C2 Access to Information Resources: Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [3 items] 
 

  Item-Total 
Correlation 

Access1 Access2 Access3 

Access1 .829 1.000 .780 .802 
Access2 .846 .780 1.000 .825 
Access3 .862 .802 .825 1.000 

 
 

Table C3 Context-Specific Human Capital: Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [22 items] 
 

  Item-Total 
Correlation 

Value1 Value2 Value3 Value4 Value5 Value6 Value7 Value8 Value9 Value10 Value11 Value12 Rare1 Rare2 Rare3 Rare4 

Value1 .777 1.000 .803 .700 .711 .817 .768 .758 .753 .638 .724 .758 .821 .572 .491 .491 .505 
Value2 .831 .803 1.000 .815 .852 .814 .815 .823 .802 .661 .825 .832 .807 .610 .498 .532 .571 
Value3 .798 .700 .815 1.000 .816 .791 .788 .818 .786 .772 .742 .775 .752 .578 .433 .524 .547 
Value4 .815 .711 .852 .816 1.000 .820 .806 .842 .791 .652 .846 .833 .776 .621 .485 .521 .568 
Value5 .830 .817 .814 .791 .820 1.000 .855 .855 .842 .714 .764 .782 .834 .604 .496 .518 .564 
Value6 .848 .768 .815 .788 .806 .855 1.000 .893 .853 .705 .764 .791 .809 .644 .506 .583 .587 
Value7 .863 .758 .823 .818 .842 .855 .893 1.000 .874 .751 .776 .809 .824 .663 .527 .575 .576 
Value8 .824 .753 .802 .786 .791 .842 .853 .874 1.000 .720 .759 .811 .817 .621 .493 .525 .552 
Value9 .721 .638 .661 .772 .652 .714 .705 .751 .720 1.000 .644 .634 .644 .530 .401 .509 .481 

Value10 .804 .724 .825 .742 .846 .764 .764 .776 .759 .644 1.000 .849 .782 .587 .465 .531 .609 
Value11 .822 .758 .832 .775 .833 .782 .791 .809 .811 .634 .849 1.000 .857 .609 .482 .517 .592 
Value12 .833 .821 .807 .752 .776 .834 .809 .824 .817 .644 .782 .857 1.000 .644 .519 .527 .594 

Rare1 .814 .572 .610 .578 .621 .604 .644 .663 .621 .530 .587 .609 .644 1.000 .794 .774 .738 
Rare2 .730 .491 .498 .433 .485 .496 .506 .527 .493 .401 .465 .482 .519 .794 1.000 .802 .658 
Rare3 .760 .491 .532 .524 .521 .518 .583 .575 .525 .509 .531 .517 .527 .774 .802 1.000 .737 
Rare4 .761 .505 .571 .547 .568 .564 .587 .576 .552 .481 .609 .592 .594 .738 .658 .737 1.000 
Inimit1 .722 .599 .638 .640 .594 .632 .666 .637 .613 .579 .602 .636 .650 .552 .430 .502 .596 
Inimit2 .694 .446 .450 .409 .418 .465 .447 .479 .436 .464 .433 .417 .456 .662 .775 .676 .607 
Inimit3 .679 .425 .423 .416 .405 .452 .452 .474 .455 .483 .422 .433 .449 .642 .726 .622 .611 

NonSub1 .749 .501 .503 .467 .484 .498 .526 .532 .482 .476 .487 .495 .507 .712 .802 .799 .648 
NonSub2 .820 .564 .616 .613 .610 .592 .668 .661 .611 .514 .627 .630 .631 .745 .664 .697 .727 
NonSub3 .812 .549 .602 .576 .594 .576 .625 .637 .580 .483 .597 .604 .607 .751 .716 .724 .712 
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Table C3 - Continued 
 

  Inimit1 Inimit2 Inimit3 NonSub1 NonSub2 NonSub3 

Value1 .599 .446 .425 .501 .564 .549 
Value2 .638 .450 .423 .503 .616 .602 
Value3 .640 .409 .416 .467 .613 .576 
Value4 .594 .418 .405 .484 .610 .594 
Value5 .632 .465 .452 .498 .592 .576 
Value6 .666 .447 .452 .526 .668 .625 
Value7 .637 .479 .474 .532 .661 .637 
Value8 .613 .436 .455 .482 .611 .580 
Value9 .579 .464 .483 .476 .514 .483 

Value10 .602 .433 .422 .487 .627 .597 
Value11 .636 .417 .433 .495 .630 .604 
Value12 .650 .456 .449 .507 .631 .607 

Rare1 .552 .662 .642 .712 .745 .751 
Rare2 .430 .775 .726 .802 .664 .716 
Rare3 .502 .676 .622 .799 .697 .724 
Rare4 .596 .607 .611 .648 .727 .712 
Inimit1 1.000 .506 .498 .506 .666 .609 
Inimit2 .506 1.000 .896 .798 .630 .677 
Inimit3 .498 .896 1.000 .748 .625 .661 

NonSub1 .506 .798 .748 1.000 .732 .785 
NonSub2 .666 .630 .625 .732 1.000 .914 
NonSub3 .609 .677 .661 .785 .914 1.000 
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Table C4 In-Role Behavior: Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [10 items] 
 

  Item-Total 
Correlation 

Behav1 Behav2 Behav3 Behav4 Behav5 Behav6 Behav7 Behav8 Behav9 Behav10 

Behav1 .790 1.000 .693 .706 .715 .700 .695 .770 .687 .709 .674 
Behav2 .826 .693 1.000 .871 .718 .747 .726 .637 .720 .730 .766 
Behav3 .861 .706 .871 1.000 .768 .795 .787 .639 .749 .766 .788 
Behav4 .846 .715 .718 .768 1.000 .791 .770 .761 .736 .744 .753 
Behav5 .901 .700 .747 .795 .791 1.000 .896 .719 .848 .838 .815 
Behav6 .896 .695 .726 .787 .770 .896 1.000 .718 .861 .849 .802 
Behav7 .794 .770 .637 .639 .761 .719 .718 1.000 .707 .723 .704 
Behav8 .879 .687 .720 .749 .736 .848 .861 .707 1.000 .878 .802 
Behav9 .892 .709 .730 .766 .744 .838 .849 .723 .878 1.000 .844 

Behav10 .873 .674 .766 .788 .753 .815 .802 .704 .802 .844 1.000 

 
 

Table C5 OCB-I: Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [7 items] 
 

  Item-Total 
Correlation 

OCB_I1 OCB_I2 OCB_I3 OCB_I4 OCB_I5 OCB_I6 OCB_I7 

OCB_I1 .843 1.000 .813 .865 .734 .744 .737 .703 
OCB_I2 .886 .813 1.000 .837 .782 .798 .808 .768 
OCB_I3 .851 .865 .837 1.000 .753 .738 .738 .705 
OCB_I4 .870 .734 .782 .753 1.000 .840 .806 .826 
OCB_I5 .888 .744 .798 .738 .840 1.000 .879 .831 
OCB_I6 .885 .737 .808 .738 .806 .879 1.000 .846 
OCB_I7 .856 .703 .768 .705 .826 .831 .846 1.000 

 
 

Table C6 OCB-S: Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [6 items] 
 

  
Item-Total 
Correlation OCB_S1 OCB_S2 OCB_S3 OCB_S4 OCB_S5 OCB_S6 

OCB_S1 .811 1.000 .859 .788 .657 .735 .705 
OCB_S2 .889 .859 1.000 .894 .731 .798 .765 
OCB_S3 .898 .788 .894 1.000 .790 .804 .803 
OCB_S4 .848 .657 .731 .790 1.000 .816 .894 
OCB_S5 .880 .735 .798 .804 .816 1.000 .856 
OCB_S6 .884 .705 .765 .803 .894 .856 1.000 
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Table C7 OCB-O: Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [12 items] 
 

 Item-Total 
Correlation 

OCB_O1 OCB_O2 OCB_O3 OCB_O4 OCB_O5 OCB_O6 OCB_O7 OCB_O8 OCB_O9 OCB_O10 OCB_O11 OCB_O12 

OCB_O1 .753 1.000 .660 .618 .609 .689 .592 .605 .583 .623 .509 .561 .610 
OCB_O2 .714 .660 1.000 .541 .539 .549 .574 .587 .589 .584 .537 .619 .567 
OCB_O3 .690 .618 .541 1.000 .727 .655 .555 .468 .483 .517 .495 .558 .517 
OCB_O4 .721 .609 .539 .727 1.000 .822 .530 .516 .495 .525 .546 .542 .544 
OCB_O5 .759 .689 .549 .655 .822 1.000 .671 .543 .496 .574 .551 .559 .589 
OCB_O6 .742 .592 .574 .555 .530 .671 1.000 .642 .600 .651 .522 .604 .641 
OCB_O7 .792 .605 .587 .468 .516 .543 .642 1.000 .879 .746 .616 .667 .739 
OCB_O8 .772 .583 .589 .483 .495 .496 .600 .879 1.000 .758 .611 .657 .704 
OCB_O9 .832 .623 .584 .517 .525 .574 .651 .746 .758 1.000 .744 .772 .846 

OCB_O10 .745 .509 .537 .495 .546 .551 .522 .616 .611 .744 1.000 .792 .713 
OCB_O11 .802 .561 .619 .558 .542 .559 .604 .667 .657 .772 .792 1.000 .768 
OCB_O12 .819 .610 .567 .517 .544 .589 .641 .739 .704 .846 .713 .768 1.000 

 
 

Table C8 Performance: Item-Total Statistics & Inter-Item Correlation Matrix [5 items] 
 

  Item-Total  
Correlation 

Perform1 Perform2 Perform3 Perform4 Perform5 

Perform1 .941 1.000 .926 .927 .872 .878 
Perform2 .943 .926 1.000 .943 .868 .871 
Perform3 .950 .927 .943 1.000 .884 .875 
Perform4 .913 .872 .868 .884 1.000 .893 
Perform5 .912 .878 .871 .875 .893 1.000 

 

 



170 
 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Ackerman, P. C. (1987) Individual differences in skill learning: A integration of psychometric and 
information processing perspectives. Psychological Bulletin, 102 (1), 3-27. 

Adams, J. S. (1965) Inequity in social exchange. Advance in Experimental Social Psychology, 
2, 267-299. 

Ambrosini, V., Bowman, C., & Burton-Taylor, S. (2007) Inter-team coordination activities as a 
source of customer satisfaction. Human Relations, 60 (1), 59-98. 

Anderson, E., & Oliver, R. L. (1987) Perspectives on behavior-based versus outcome-based 
salesforce control systems. Journal of Marketing, 51 (4), 76-88. 

Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988) Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and 
recommended two-step approach, Psychological Bulletin, 103 (3), 411-423.  

Arthur, J. B. (1992) The link between business strategy and industrial relations systems in 
American steel minimills. Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 45 (3), 488-506.  

Arthur, J. B. (1994) Effects of human resource systems on manufacturing performance. 
Academy of Management Journal, 37 (3), 670-687. 

Arvey, R. D., Bouchard, T. J., Segal, N. L., & Abraham, L. M. (1989) Job satisfaction: 
Environmental and genetic components. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74 (2), 187-192. 

Barney, J. (1991) Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of 
Management, 17 (1), 99-120.  

Barney, J. B., & Wright, P. M. (1998) On becoming a strategic partner: The role of human 
resources in gaining competitive advantage. Human Resource Management, 37 (1), 31-46.  

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986) The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social 
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 51 (6), 1173-1182.  

Barrett, G. V., Caldwell, M. S., & Alexander, R. A. (1989) The predictive stability of ability 
requirements for task performance: A critical reanalysis. Human Performance, 2 (3), 167-
181. 

Barrick, M. R., Bradley, B. H., & Colbert, A. E. (2007) The moderating role of top management 
team interdependence: Implications for real teams and working groups. Academy of 
Management Journal, 50 (3), 544-557. 



171 
 

 

Becker, G. S. (1962) Investment in human capital: A theoretical analysis. The Journal of 
Political Economy, 70 (5), 9-49. 

Becker, G. S. (1964) Human capital: A theoretical and empirical analysis, with special reference 
to education. New York and London: Columbia University Press. 

Becker, G. S. (2002) The Age of human capital. In E. P. Lazear, Education in twenty-first 
century, 3-8. Palo Alto: Hoover Institution Press. 

Behrman, D. N., Perreault, W. D. (1984) A role stress model of the performance and satisfaction 
of industrial salespersons. Journal of Marketing, 48 (4), 9-11. 

Benson, G. S., Finegold, D., & Mohrman, S. A. (2004) You paid for the skills, now keep them: 
Tuition reimbursement and voluntary turnover. Academy of Management Journal, 47 (3), 
315-331. 

Bloom, M. (1999) The performance effects of pay dispersion on individuals and organizations. 
Academy of Management Journal, 42 (1), 25-40. 

Boorman, S. A. (1975) A combinatorial optimization model for transmission of job information 
through contact networks. Bell Journal of Economics, 6 (1), 216-249. 

Brass, D. J., Galaskiewicz, J., Greve, H. R., & Tsai, W. (2004) Taking stock of networks and 
organizations: A multilevel perspective. Academy of Management Journal. 47 (6), 795-817. 

Brewer, M. B. (1999) The psychology of prejudice: Ingroup love or outgroup hate? Journal of 
Social Issues, 55 (3), 429-444.  

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993) Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K.A. Bollen, & 
J. S. Long (Eds.) Testing structural equation models. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, 136–162. 

Bruderl, J., & Preisendorfer, P. (1998) Network support and the success of newly founded 
businesses. Small Business Economics, 10, 213-225. 

Burt, R. S. (1997) The contingent value of social capital. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42 
(2), 339-365. 

Butts, M. M., Vandenberg, R. J., DeJoy, D. M., Schaffer, B. S. and Wilson, M. G. (2009) 
Individual reactions to high involvement work processes: investigating the role of 
empowerment and perceived organizational support, Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology, 14 (2), 122-136. 

Campbell, J. P. (1990) Modeling the performance prediction problem in industrial and 
organizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnette & L. M. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of Industrial 
and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 1, 2nd ed., 687-732. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting 
Psychologists Press. 

Chisholm, A. M., & Nielsen, K. (2009) Social capital and the resource-based view of the firm. 
International Studies of Management and Organization, 39 (2), 7-32. 



172 
 

 

Coff, R. W. (2002) Human capital, share expertise, and the likelihood of impasse in corporate 
acquisitions. Journal of Management, 28 (1), 107-128. 

Coleman, J. S. (1988) Social capital in the creation of human capital. The American Journal of 
Sociology, 94, S95-S120. 

Coleman, J. S. (1990) Foundations of social theory. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard 
University Press. 

Combs, J. G., Liu, Y., Hall, A., & Ketchen, D. J. Jr. (2006) How much do high performance work 
practices matter? A meta-analysis of their effects on organizational performance. Personnel 
Psychology, 59 (3), 501-528.  

Conti, G., Galeotti, A., Mueller, G., & Pudney, S. (2012) Popularity. NBER Working Paper, No. 
18475 

Cook, D., & Campbell, D. (1979) Quasi-experimentation. New York: Holt Rinehart. 

Cronbach, L. J. (1951) Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests, Psychometrika, 16 
(3), 297-334. 

Crook, T. R., Ketchen, D. J. Jr., Combs, J. G., & Todd, S. Y. (2008) Strategic resource and 
performance: A meta-analysis. Strategic Management Journal, 29 (11), 1141-1154. 

Crook, T. R., Todd, S. Y., Combs, J. G., Woehr, D. J., & Ketchen, D. J. Jr. (2011) Does human 
capital matter? A meta-analysis of the relationship between human capital and firm 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96 (3), 443-456. 

Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. (2005) Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review, 
Journal of Management, 31 (6), 874–900. 

Cropanzano, R., Byrne, Z. S., Bobocel, D. R., & Rupp, D. E. (2001) Moral virtues, fairness 
heuristics, social entities, and other denizens of organizational justice. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior, 58 (2), 164-209.  

Cummings, J. L., & Teng, B. S. (2003) Transferring R&D knowledge: The key factors affecting 
knowledge transfer success. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 20(1–
2): 39–68. 

Delery, J. E., & Doty, D. H. (1996) Modes of theorizing in strategic human resource 
management: Tests of universalistic, contingency, and configurational performance 
predictions. Academy of Management Journal, 39 (4), 802-835.  

Dierickx, I., & Cool, K. (1989) Asset stock accumulation and sustainability of competitive 
advantage. Management Science, 35 (12), 1504-1511. 

Draft, R. (1983) Organizational theory and design. New York: West. 

Dreher, G. F., & Bretz, R. D. (1991) Cognitive and career attainment: Moderating effects of early 
career success. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76 (3), 392-397. 



173 
 

 

Earley, P. C. (1993) East meets west meets mideast: Further explorations of collectivistic and 
individualistic work groups. Academy of Management Journal, 36 (2), 319-348.  

Felin, T., & Foss, N. J. (2005) Strategic Organization: A field in search of micro-foundations. 
Paper presented at the DRUID Tenth Anniversary Summer Conference 2005, Copenhagen, 
Denmark. June 27-29. 

Felin, T., & Hesterly, W. S. (2007) The knowledge-based view nested heterogeneity, and new 
value creation: Philosophical considerations on the locus of knowledge. Academy of 
Management Review, 32 (1), 195-218. 

Fiske, S. T. (2004) Social being: Core motives in social psychology. New York: Wiley. 

Fleishman, E. A., & Mumford, M. D. (1989) Abilities as causes of individual differences in skill 
acquisition. Human Performance. 2 (3), 201-223. 

Folger, R. (1986a) Rethinking equity theory: A referent cognitions model. In H. W. Beirhoff, R. L. 
Cohen, & J. Greenberg (Eds.), Justice in social relations, 145–162. New York: Plenum 
Press. 

Folger, R. (1986b) A referent cognitions theory of relative deprivation. In J. M. Olson, C. P. 
Herman, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), Relative deprivation and social comparison: The Ontario 
symposium, Vol. 4, 33–55. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Folger, R. (1987) Reformulating the preconditions of resentment: A referent cognitions model. In 
J. C. Masters & W. P . Smith (Eds.), Social comparison, social justice, and relative 
deprivation, 183–215. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Folger, R. (1993) Reactions to mistreatment atwork. In J. K. Murnighan (Ed.), Social psychology 
in organizations: Advances in theory and research, 161–183. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice 
Hall. 

Gathmann, C., & Schönberg, U. (2010) How general is human capital? A task-based approach. 
Journal of Labor Economics, 28 (1), 1-49. 

Gherardi, S., & Nicolini, D. (2000) To transfer is to transform: The circulation of safety 
knowledge. Organization, 7, 329-348. 

Gibbons, R., & Waldman, M. (2004) Task-specific human capital. American Economic Review, 
94 (2), 203-207.  

Granovetter, M. S. (1973) The strength of weak ties. American Journal of Sociology, 78 (6), 
1360-1380. 

Grant, R. M. (1996) Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management 
Journal, 17, 109-122. 

Hansen, M. T. (1999) The search-transfer problem: The role of weak ties in sharing knowledge 
across organization subunits.  Administrative Science Quarterly, 44 (1), 82-111. 



174 
 

 

Hansen, M. T. (2002) Knowledge networks: Explaining effective knowledge sharing in multiunit 
companies. Organization Science 13(3): 232–248. 

Harris, C. M., & McMahan, G. C. (2008) An empirical Investigation of Human Capital and 
Performance: NCAA men’s basketball teams. Academy of Management Proceedings, 1-6. 

Harris, C. M., McMahan, G. C., & Wright, P. M. (2012) Talent and time together: The impact of 
human capital and overlapping tenure on unit performance. Personnel Review, 41 (4), 408-
427.  

Hawkins, J., & Dulewicz, V. (2007) The relationship between performance as a leader and 
emotional itelligence, intellectual and managerial competences. Journal of General 
Management, 33 (2), 57-78. 

Hitt, M. A., Bierman, L. Shimizu, K., & Kochhar, R. (2001) Direct and moderating effects of 
human capital on strategy and performance in professional service firms: A resource-based 
perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 44 (1), 13-28. 

Hitt, M. A., Bierman, L., Uhlenbruck, K., & Shimizu, K. (2006) The importance of resources in 
the internationalization of professional service firms: The good, the bad, and the ugly. 
Academy of Management Journal, 49 (6), 1137-1157. 

Hofstede, G. (1980) Culture’s consequence: International differences in work-related values. 
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Hofstede, G. (1983) The cultural relativity of organizational practices and theories. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 14 (2), 75-89. 

Hofstede, G., & Hofstede, G. J. (2005) Culture and organizations: Software of mind, Revised 
and expanded, 2nd ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Hoskisson, R. E., Hitt, M. A., Wan, W. P., & Yiu, D. (1999) Theory and research in strategic 
management: Swings of a pendulum. Strategic Management Journal, 25 (3), 417–456. 

House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. (2004) Culture leadership 
and organizations: the GLOBE study of 62 societies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1998) Fit indices in covariance structure Modeling: sensitivity to 
underparameterized model misspecification, Psychological Methods, 3 (4), 424–453. 

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999) Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: 
conventional criteria versus new alternatives, Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1–55. 

Hunter, J. E. (1983) A causal analysis of cognitive ability, job knowledge, job performance, and 
supervisory rating. In F. Landy, S. Zedeck, & J. Cleveland (Eds.), Performance 
measurement and theory, 257-266. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Huselid, M. A. (1995) The impact of human resource management practices on turnover, 
productivity, and corporate financial performance. Academy of Management Journal, 38 (3), 
635-672. 



175 
 

 

Ibarra, H. (1995) Race, opportunity, and diversity of social circles in managerial networks. 
Academy of Management Journal, 38 (3), 673-703. 

Ichniowski, C., Shaw, K., & Prennushi, G. (1997) The effects of human resource management 
practices on productivity: A study of steel finishing lines. American Economic Review, 87 
(3), 291-313.  

Isaacson, W. (2011) Steve Jobs. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster. 

Iverson, R. D., & Maguire, C. (2000) The relationship between job and life satisfaction: Evidence 
from a remote mining community. Human Relations, 53 (6), 807-839. 

James, E. H. (2000) Race-related differences in promotions and support: Underlying effects of 
human and social capital. Organization Science, 11 (5), 493-508. 

Jensen, A. R. (1998) The g factor: The science of mental ability. Westport, CT: Praeger. 

Jiang, K., Lepak, D. P., Hu, J., & Baer, J. C. (2012) How does human resource management 
influence organizational outcomes? A meta-analytic investigation of mediating mechanisms. 
Academy of Management Journal, 55 (6), 1264-1294. 

Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1996) LISREL 8: user’s reference guide. 2nd edn. Lincolnwood, 
IL: Scientific Software International.  

Judge, T. A., Cable, D. M., Boudreau, J. W., & Bretz, R. D. Jr. (1995) An empirical investigation 
of the predictors of executive career success. Personnel Psychology, 48 (3), 485-519. 

Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Bono, J. E., & Patton, G. K. (2001) The job satisfaction-job 
performance relationship: A qualitative and quantitative review. Psychological Bulletin, 127 
(3), 376-407. 

Kanfer, R. (1990) Motivation theory and industrial/organizational psychology. In M. D. Dunnette, 
& L. Hough (Eds.), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology, Vol. 1, 75-170. 
Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Katungi, E., Edmeades, S., & Smale, M. (2008) Gender, social capital and information 
exchange in rural Uganda. Journal of International Development, 20, 35-52. 

Kelloway, E. K. (1998) Using LISREL for structural equation modeling. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage. 

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000) A multilevel approach to theory and research in 
organizations: Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. 
Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations: Foundations, 
extensions, and new directions, 3–90. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Lavelle, J. J., McMahan, G. C., & Harris, C. M. (2009) Fairness in human resource 
management, social exchange relationships, and citizenship behavior: Testing linkages of 
the target similarity model among nurses in the United States. The International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 20 (12), 2419–2434. 



176 
 

 

Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002) Organizational Citizenship Behavior and workplace deviance: The 
role of affect and cognitions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87 (1), 131-142. 

Lepak, D. P., & Snell, S. A. (2002) Examining the human resource architecture: The 
relationships among human capital, employment, and human resource configurations. 
Journal of Management, 28 (4), 517-543. 

Liebeskind, J. P. (1996) Knowledge, strategy, and the theory of the firm. Strategic Management 
Journal, 17 (special issue), 93-107. 

MacDuffie, J. P. (1995) Human resource bundles and manufacturing performance: 
Organizational logic and flexible production systems in the world auto industry. Industrial 
and Labor Relations Review, 48 (2), 197-221.  

Mackie, D. M., Worth, L. T., & Asuncion, A. G. (1990) Processing of persuasive in-group 
messages. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58 (5), 812-822. 

McCloy, R. A., Campbell, J. P., & Cudeck, R. (1994) A confirmatory test of a model of 
performance determinants. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79 (4), 493-505. 

McDaniel, M. A., Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (1988) Job experience correlates of job 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 73 (2), 327-330. 

McGue, M., & Bouchard, T. J. (1998) Genetic and environmental influences on human 
behavioral differences.  Annual Review of Neuroscience, 21, 1-24. 

McHenry, J. J., Hough, L. M., Toquam, J. L., Hanson, M., & Ashworth, S. (1990) Project a 
validity results: The relationship between predictor and criterion domains. Personnel 
Psychology, 43 (2), 355-354. 

McMahan, G. C., & Harris, C. M. (in press) Measuring human capital. In D. Guest, J. Paawe, & 
P. Wright (Eds.), HR and Performance: What’s next? Wiley-Blackwell Publishers. 

McMahan, G. C., Bell, M. P., & Virick, M. (1998) Strategic human resource management: 
Employee involvement, diversity, and international issues. Human Resource Management 
Review, 8 (3), 193-214 

McMahan, G. C., Virick, M., & Wright, P. M. (1999) Alternative theoretical perspectives for 
strategic human resource management revisited: Progress, problems, and prospects. In P. 
M. Wright, L. D. Dyer, J. W. Boudreau, & G. T. Milkovich (Eds.), Research in Personnel and 
Human Resources Management, Supplement 4, 99-122, Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

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

Molloy, J. C., Ployhart, R. E., Wright, P. M. (2011) The myth of the micro-macro divide. Journal 
of Management, 37 (2), 581-609. 

Motowidlo, S. J., Borman, W. C., & Schmit, M. J. (1997) A theory of individual differences in 
task and contextual performance. Human Performance, 10 (2), 71-84. 



177 
 

 

Murphy, K. R. (1989) Is the relationship between cognitive ability and job performance stable 
over time? Human Performance. 2 (3), 183-200. 

Ng, T. W., & Feldman, D. C. (2010) Organizational tenure and job performance. Journal of 
Management, 36 (5), 1220-1250. 

Ng, T. W., Eby, L. T., Sorensen, K. L., & Feldman, D. C. (2005) Predictors of objective and 
subjective career success: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 58 (2), 367-408. 

Nunnally, J. C. (1978) Psychometric theory. 2nd ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

O-Net (2012) 29-1141.00 Registered Nurses (Updated 2010) 
www.onetonline.org/link/summary/29-1141.00 Access January, 20, 2012 

O'Reilly, C. A., & Chatman, J. A. (1994) Working smarter and harder: A longitudinal study of 
managerial success. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39 (4), 603-627. 

Organ, D. W. (1988) Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier syndrome. 
Lexington, MA: Lexington Books. 

Organ, D. W. (1990) The motivational basis of organizational citizenship behavior. In B. Staw, & 
L. L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 12, 43–72. Greenwich, 
CT: JAI Press. 

Pandey, A., & McMahan, G. C. (2011) Competence and connections: Human Capital and 
relational coordination influences on outcomes. Academy of Management Annual Meeting, 
San Antonio, TX.  

Pendlebury, C. (1970) Application form design. Industrial & Commercial Training, 2 (11), 527-
530. 

Penrose, E. (1959) The theory of the growth of the firm. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Pfeffer, J. (1994) Competitive advantage through people. Boston: Harvard Business School 
Press. 

Piercy, N. F., Cravens, D. W., Lane, N., & Vorhies, D. W. (2006) Driving organizational 
citizenship behaviors and salesperson in-role behavior performance: The role of 
management control and perceived organizational support. Journal of the Academy of 
Marketing Science, 34 (2), 244-262. 

Pil, F. K., & Leana, C. (2009) Applying organizational research to public school reform: The 
effects of teacher human and social capital on student performance. Academy of 
Management Journal, 52 (6), 1101-1124. 

Ployhart, R. E. (2012) The psychology of competitive advantage: An adjacent possibility. 
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 5 (1), 62-81. 

Ployhart, R. E., & Molitierno, T. P. (2011) Emergence of the human capital resource: A 
multilevel model. Academy of Management Review, 36 (1), 127-150. 



178 
 

 

Ployhart, R. E., Iddekinge, C. H. V., & MacKenzie, W. I. Jr. (2011) Acquiring and developing 
human capital in service contexts: The interconnectedness of human capital resources. 
Academy of Management Journal, 54 (2), 353-368. 

Ployhart, R. E., Weekley, J. A., & Ramsey, J. (2009) The consequences of human resource 
stocks and flows: A longitudinal examination of unit service orientation and unit 
effectiveness. Academy of Management Journal, 52 (5), 996-1015. 

Podolny, J. M., & Baron, J. N. (1997) Resources and relationships: Social networks and mobility 
in the workplace. American Sociological Review, 62 (5), 673-693. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003) Common method 
biases in behavioral research: A critical review of the literature and recommended 
remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88 (5), 879-903. 

Priem, R. L., & Bulter, J. E. (2001) Is the resource-based view' a useful perspective for strategic 
management research? Academy of Management Review, 26 (1), 22-40. 

Quinones, M. A., Ford, J. K., & Teachout, M. S. (1995) The relationship between work 
experience and job performance: A conceptual and meta-analytic review. Personnel 
Psychology, 48 (4), 887-910.  

Ree, M. J., & Earles, J. A. (1991) Predicting training success: Not much more than g. Personnel 
Psychology, 44 (2), 321-332. 

Reuber, A. R., & Fischer, E. (1999) Understanding the consequences of founders' experience. 
Journal of Small Business Management, 37 (2), 30-45. 

Robinson, J. P., Shaver, P. R., & Wrightsman, L. S. (1991) Criteria for scale selection and 
evaluation.  In J. P. Robinson, P. R. Shaver, & L. S. Wrightsman (Eds.), Measures of 
Personality and Social Psychological Attitudes. San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 

Rosen, S. (1972) Learning by Experience as Joint Production. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 
86 (3), 366–382. 

Rupp, D. E., & Cropanzano, R. (2002) The mediating effects of social exchange relationships in 
predicting workplace outcomes from multifoci organizational justice. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 89 (1), 925-946. 

Schmidt, F. L., Hunter, J. E., & Outerbridge, A. N. (1986) The impact of job experience and 
ability on job knowledge, work sample performance, and supervisory ratings of job 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71 (3), 432-439. 

Schultz, T. W. (1961) Investment in human capital. The American Economic Review, 51 (1), 1-
17. 

Scott, J. (2000) Social network analysis: A handbook, 2nd ed. London: Sage. 

Seibert, S. E., Kraimer, M. L., & Liden, R. C. (2001) A social capital theory of career success. 
Academy of Management Journal, 44 (2), 210-237. 



179 
 

 

Smith, C., Organ, D. W., & Near, J. P. (1983) Organizational citizenship behavior: Its nature and 
antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68 (4), 653-663. 

Sobel, M. E., (1982) Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in structural equation 
models. In S. Leinhardt (Ed.), Sociological Methodology, 290-312. Washington, DC: 
American Sociological Association.  

Spencer, L. M. Jr., & Spencer, S. M. (1993) Competence at work: Models for superior 
performance. New York: Wiley. 

Spreitzer, G. M. (1996) Social structural characteristics of psychological empowerment. 
Academy of Management Journal, 39 (2), 483-504. 

Starr, J. A., & Bygrave, W. D. (1992) The second time around: The outcomes, assets and 
liabilities of prior start-up experience. In S. Birley, & I. C. MacMillan (Eds.), International 
perspectives on entrepreneurship research, 340-363. Amsterdam: North Holland. 

Strober, M. (1990) Human capital theory: Implications for HR managers. Industrial Relations, 29 
(2), 214-239. 

Sturman, M. C. (2003) Searching for the inverted U-shaped relationship between time and 
performance: Meta-analyses of the experience/performance, tenure/performance, and 
age/performance relationships. Journal of Management, 29 (5), 609-640. 

Subramaniam, M., & Youndt, M. A. (2005) The influence of intellectual capital on the types of 
innovative capabilities. Academy of Management Journal, 48 (3), 450-463. 

Szulanski, G. (1996) Exploring internal stickiness: Impediments to the transfer of best practice 
within the firm. Strategic Management Journal,17, 27–43. 

Takeuchi, R., Lepak, D. P., Wang, H., & Takeuchi, K. (2007) An empirical examination of the 
mechanisms mediating between high-performance work systems and the performance of 
Japanese organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92 (4), 1069-1083. 

Theodosiou, M., & Katsikea, E. (2007) How management control and job-related characteristics 
influence the performance of export sales managers. Journal of Business Research, 60 
(12), 1261-1271. 

Thompson, J. (1967) Organization in action. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

Tomer, J. F. (1987) Organizational capital: The path to higher productivity and well-being. 
Dallas: Business Publications.  

Trevor, C. (2001) Interactions among actual ease-of-movement determinants and job 
satisfaction in the prediction of voluntary turnover. Academy of Management journal, 44 (4), 
621-638. 

Turner, R. H. (1960) Sponsored and contest mobility and the school system. American 
Sociological Review, 25 (6), 855-867. 



180 
 

 

Unger, J. M., Rauch, A., Frese, M., & Rosenbusch, N. (2011) Human capital and 
entrepreneurial success: A meta-analytical review. Journal of Business Venturing, 26 (2), 
341-358. 

Vallano, A. (2006) Your career in nursing, 4th ed. New York: Kaplan. 

Wei, J., Zheng, W., & Zhang, M. (2011) Social capital and knowledge transfer: A multi-level 
analysis. Human Relations, 64 (11), 1401-1423. 

Weick, K. E., & Roberts, K. H. (1993) Collective mind in organizations: Heedful interrelating on 
flight decks. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38 (3), 357-381.  

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991) Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as 
predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors. Journal of Management, 17 
(3), 601-617. 

Williamson, O. (1975) Markets and hierarchies. New York: Free Press. 

Wright, P. M., & McMahan, G. C. (1992) Theoretical perspectives for strategic human resource 
management. Journal of Management, 18 (2), 295-320. 

Wright, P. M., & McMahan, G. C. (2011) Exploring human capital: Putting "Human" back into 
strategic human resource management. Human Resource Management Journal, 21 (2), 93-
104. 

Wright, P. M., & Snell, S. A. (1991) Toward an integrative view of strategic human resource 
management, Human Resource Management Review, 1 (3), 203-225. 

Wright, P. M., Dunford, B. B., & Snell, S. A. (2001) Human resources and the resource based 
view of the firm. Journal of Management, 27 (6), 701-721. 

Wright, P. M., Gardner, T. M., Moynihan, L. M., & Allen, M. R. (2005) The relationship between 
HR practices and firm performance: Examining causal order. Personnel Psychology, 58 (2), 
409-446. 

Wright, P. M., Kacmar, K. M., McMahan, G. C., & Deleeuw, K. (1995a) P=f(M X A): Cognitive 
ability as a moderator of the relationship between personality and job performance. Journal 
of Management, 21 (6), 1129-1139. 

Wright, P. M., McMahan, G. C., & McWilliams, A. (1994) Human resources as a source of 
sustained competitive advantage: A resource-based perspective. International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, 5 (2), 301-326. 

Wright, P. M., Smart, D. L., & McMahan, G. C. (1995b) Matches between human resource and 
strategy among NCAA basketball teams. Academy of Management Journal, 38 (4), 1052-
1074. 

Youndt, M. A., Subramaniam, M., & Snell, S. A. (2004) Intellectual capital profiles: An 
examination of investments and returns. Journal of Management Studies, 41 (2), 335-361. 

 



181 
 

 

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 

 

Pakorn Sujchaphong received his Bachelor of Engineering (Computer) from 

Chulalongkorn University, Bangkok, Thailand.  He also received his Master of International 

Business from Monash University, Melbourne, Victoria, Australia.  His research interests include 

strategic human resource management and organizational behavior management. 

 

 
 


	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	ABSTRACT
	LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS
	LIST OF TABLES
	CHAPTER 1
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 Conceptual Underpinnings
	1.2.1 Human Capital
	1.2.2 Social Capital

	1.3 Problem Statements and Research Questions
	1.3.1 General Ability, Education, and Past Experience
	1.3.2 Experience
	1.3.3 Social Capital

	1.4 Expected Contributions
	1.5 Summary

	CHAPTER 2
	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 Resource-Based View of the Firm
	2.3 General Human Capital and Specific Human Capital
	2.4 Context-Generic Human Capital and Context-Specific Human Capital
	2.5 Cognitive Human Capital
	2.5.1 Experience
	2.5.2 Ability
	2.5.3 Knowledge
	2.5.4 Skills

	2.6 Measurement of Human Capital
	2.6.1 Subjective Measures
	2.6.2 Proxies
	2.6.3 Direct Assessments

	2.7 Social Capital
	2.8 Employee Behaviors
	2.8.1 In-Role Behavior
	2.8.2 Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

	2.9 Gaps in the Literature
	2.10 Summary

	CHAPTER 3
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Human Capital and Performance
	3.3 Social Capital
	3.4 Mediator Roles of Employee Behaviors and Context-Specific Human Capital
	3.5 Summary

	CHAPTER 4
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Sample
	4.2.1 Procedure
	4.2.2 Why Does This Study Use a Sample of Nurses?
	4.2.3 Why Does This Study Need to Be Conducted in Thailand?

	4.3 Measures
	4.3.1 Independent Variables
	4.3.1.1 Context-Generic Human Capital
	4.3.1.2 Job Tenure
	4.3.1.3 Strong Ties (Social Capital)

	4.3.2 Mediated Variables
	4.3.2.1 Access to Information Resources
	4.3.2.2 Context-Specific Human Capital
	4.3.2.3 In-Role Behavior
	4.3.2.4 Target-Specific Organizational Citizenship Behaviors

	4.3.3 Dependent Variable
	4.3.3.1 Performance

	4.3.4 Control Variables
	4.3.4.1 Age
	4.3.4.2 Gender
	4.3.4.3 Hospital
	4.3.4.4 Department Size
	4.3.4.5 Training


	4.4 Summary

	CHAPTER 5
	5.1 Introduction
	5.2 Sampling
	5.3 Data Examinations
	5.3.1 Missing Value Analysis
	5.3.2 Missing Value Remedies
	5.3.2.1 A Regression Imputation Approach
	5.3.2.2 A Hot Deck Imputation Approach

	5.3.3 Common Method Bias
	5.3.4 Discriminant Validity
	5.3.5 Internal Consistency Reliability

	5.4 Multiple Regression Analysis
	5.5 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Analysis
	5.6 Summary

	CHAPTER 6
	6.1 Introduction
	6.2 Discussion of Results
	6.3 Summary

	CHAPTER 7
	7.1 Introduction
	7.2 Theoretical Contributions
	7.3 Practical Implications
	7.4 Limitations
	7.5 Future Research
	7.6 Summary

	APPENDIX A
	APPENDIX B
	APPENDIX C
	REFERENCES
	BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

