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Abstract 

The current study explores how employees’ perceptions of high-performance work systems (HPWS) indirectly stimulate innovative 

behaviour (IB) by examining two mediating pathways, focusing on the combined effect of work engagement and knowledge-sharing at 

the individual level. Drawing on a sample of professors and researchers from a Spanish state university, the study applies partial least 

squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) to investigate how engagement and knowledge-sharing jointly mediate the relationship 

between HPWS perceptions and IB. The analysis demonstrates that work engagement and knowledge-sharing operate in a sequential 

mediating manner, suggesting that HPWS positively impact IB primarily when engagement is present. The findings emphasize the need 

for careful planning and implementation of HPWS to ensure employees are motivated and committed, thereby maximizing innovative 

outcomes. This research sheds light on the mechanisms linking HPWS to IB, highlighting the crucial roles of engagement and knowledge-

sharing in translating high-performance work practices into innovative behaviour. 
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Introduction 

Universities and research institutions, as knowledge-driven organisations, rely heavily on key knowledge processes such as 

creation, dissemination, and organizational learning [1]. Individual faculty members and researchers play a central role in 

these processes, particularly in knowledge generation and dissemination through scholarly publications [2]. In this context, 

learning is critical for fostering both academic excellence and innovation [3]. Knowledge-sharing is a prerequisite for learning, 

especially in academic environments where collaboration and information exchange are essential for professional 

advancement [4].  

In such institutions, knowledge-sharing significantly influences collaborative research outcomes [3]. Fullwood et al. [5] 

identify factors that encourage knowledge-sharing in universities, including a collaborative culture, frequent in-person 

interactions, and mutual trust. Engagement is another key determinant, as studies indicate that employees are more likely to 

share knowledge when they are highly engaged [6, 7]. Engaged employees are also associated with higher organisational 

performance, greater job satisfaction, and enhanced creativity [8]. Moreover, the deployment of strategic human resource 

(HR) practices is pivotal in stimulating creativity and, consequently, innovative behaviour (IB), particularly in service-

oriented organisations [9]. This has led to growing interest in examining the effects of HRM systems on employees’ IB [10-
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14], as well as the underlying mechanisms of this relationship [13, 15], with engagement being highlighted as a significant 

explanatory factor. 

Accordingly, understanding how HR practices drive knowledge-related processes—especially knowledge-sharing—has 

become a central focus in contemporary research [16, 17]. Although much of the existing literature focuses on private-sector 

organisations [2], there is increasing recognition of the importance of knowledge management in public-sector settings [18, 

19]. Despite this, empirical studies on knowledge management in universities remain limited [2, 20].  

Universities face mounting pressure to generate innovations and produce new knowledge. Yet, many institutions lack formal 

knowledge-management strategies [20]. Creating supportive contexts and strategic initiatives is essential to enhance 

knowledge processes within universities [21]. In the Spanish higher education context, there has been a shift from a general 

reluctance toward innovation to an environment where academics increasingly view innovation and entrepreneurship as 

integral to their roles [22]. This trend has been reinforced by the 2015 Spanish University Strategy, which emphasizes 

knowledge transfer and technological development as core elements of universities’ missions [23]. 

Structurally, Spanish universities are highly formalized and stable, with employees enjoying significant job security and HR 

policies largely unchanged over the past decade. This stability is influenced by Spain’s legislative framework, which 

establishes a unitary and homogeneous university system, resulting in similar organisational structures across institutions [24]. 

As noted by Sanchez-Barrioluengo [24], “although universities depend on regional government, a model of homogeneity 

prevails within the Spanish Higher Education system at the national level.” 

Nevertheless, Spanish universities have been affected by crises, economic recessions, and environmental changes [25]. These 

challenges have led to reductions in employee purchasing power, increased workloads due to sector competitiveness and 

workforce ageing, and recognition systems that are overly tied to individual performance. In this context, engagement and 

knowledge-sharing, which support professional and intellectual growth, are vital tools for motivating and retaining talent, 

making them central to this study. 

Building on these insights, this research aims to clarify the extent to which employee engagement and knowledge-sharing 

function as mediating mechanisms between HR systems and IB. Furthermore, the study highlights the sequential influence of 

engagement followed by knowledge-sharing in explaining the relationship between HRM practices and innovative behaviour. 

Theoretical Framework 

The relationship between HRM systems and innovative behaviour 

The link between high-performance work systems (HPWS) and innovative behaviour (IB) has emerged as a central research 

topic [9, 15]. Innovative behaviour is widely regarded as a critical driver of organisational effectiveness, efficiency, and long-

term survival [26]. At the individual level, IB describes employees’ capacity to generate novel ideas and perspectives and to 

translate them into actual innovations. 

HPWS represent coherent bundles of human resource practices aimed at enhancing organisational performance by improving 

employees’ abilities, motivation, and opportunities to contribute [27]. Although scholars do not fully agree on the exact 

composition of HPWS [28], leading studies typically identify core practices such as selective recruitment, extensive training, 

career development opportunities, performance-based appraisal, incentive compensation, and employment security [15].  

When examining the influence of HPWS on IB, it is essential to distinguish between the intended design and managerial 

implementation of these practices and employees’ actual perceptions of them [29-31]. Employees’ subjective experience of 

HR practices—for instance, whether they view training as valuable and relevant—ultimately determines the practices’ impact 

on attitudes and behaviours. 

A growing body of research shows that HPWS can stimulate knowledge creation and innovation-related behaviours [13-15, 

32, 33]. Prior studies consistently identify several mediating mechanisms, including knowledge and learning processes, 

motivational factors, and employee engagement [11, 12, 29, 34, 35]. Consequently, the relationship between HPWS and IB 

is generally considered indirect rather than direct. The present study therefore focuses on deepening our understanding of 

these mediating processes and exploring whether they operate sequentially to better explain how employees’ perceptions of 

HPWS ultimately foster innovative behaviour. 

The mediating role of employee engagement in the HPWS–innovative behaviour relationship 

Since Kahn’s [36] foundational contribution, the construct of employee engagement has received increasing theoretical and 

empirical attention, resulting in a variety of definitions, measurement approaches, and theoretical models [8, 37-39]. Schaufeli 

and Bakker [39] conceptualise work engagement as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind characterised by vigour, 

dedication, and absorption. Building on this view, Alfes et al. [29] describe engagement as a positive attitude toward the 

organisation and its values, in which employees invest intellectual effort, experience positive emotions, and form meaningful 

connections with colleagues. 
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Most studies examining how HR practices influence performance rely on Social Exchange Theory [11, 29, 40], which suggests 

that HRM systems and employee engagement are deeply interconnected [29]. High-performance work systems (HPWS) are 

designed to provide supportive work environments that encourage engagement and productivity [41-44]. When employees 

perceive that their organization is genuinely investing in them through HR policies and managerial support, they tend to 

respond with higher engagement and improved performance [11]. Similarly, Huang et al. [43] argue that HPWS create 

expectations for employees to reciprocate with greater commitment and dedication. 

Research consistently shows that engagement is positively linked to both individual performance [11, 45, 46]  and innovative 

behaviors (IB) [29]. Because engaging in IB requires effort, employees are more likely to demonstrate it when they feel 

energized, focused, and challenged by their work [10], indicating a direct positive association between engagement and IB. 

Further inquiry is needed to understand the pathways through which HRM practices shape behaviors like IB. For instance, 

Rabiul et al. [47] suggest that the effect of HR practices on engagement is indirect, operating through psychological states 

such as feelings of safety and availability. Other studies provide evidence that engagement acts as a mediator between HPWS 

and positive work outcomes [29, 44]. Engagement thus appears to be a critical mechanism linking HPWS to IB, given its 

influence on a wide spectrum of behavioral and attitudinal outcomes [46, 48, 49]. 

Specifically, engagement has been shown to mediate the relationship between supervisory support and IB [10], as perceived 

organizational support and sufficient job resources drive IB through heightened engagement. Employees who are highly 

engaged are more likely to introduce and experiment with novel ideas. Similarly, Salanova and Schaufeli [38] found that 

engagement fully mediates the impact of job resources on proactive behavior, which is closely related to IB, reflecting 

initiative and pursuit of challenges. Garg and Sharma [50] also demonstrated, using Social Exchange Theory, that engagement 

mediates the effect of HPWS on job performance. 

Alfes et al. [11, 29] emphasize that employee engagement is crucial for translating HR practices into IB, as engaged employees 

are motivated to perform efficiently and explore innovative approaches. Huang et al. [43] note that HPWS shape the workplace 

climate, affecting moods, satisfaction, engagement, and subsequent behaviors. Similarly, Stirpe et al. [49] confirm that 

engagement mediates the link between satisfaction with HR practices and extra-role performance. 

Based on these findings, work engagement is expected to mediate the connection between employees’ perceptions of HPWS 

and IB. Employees who clearly recognize and understand HPWS are more likely to experience enthusiasm, energy, and 

positive workplace relationships, which, in turn, drive them to contribute novel ideas and behaviors, supported by the tools 

and resources provided by the organization. Accordingly, we propose the following hypothesis: 

H1. Work engagement mediates the relationship between employees’ perceptions of HPWS and IB. 

The Role of Knowledge-Sharing in Connecting Employee Perceptions of HPWS to IB 

Knowledge-sharing has been defined in multiple ways, reflecting its complex nature [34, 51]. Van den Hooff and de Ridder 

[52] describe it as the collaborative exchange of knowledge that allows new knowledge to emerge. HR practices, particularly 

HPWS, can play a crucial role in creating conditions that encourage such exchanges. Within the Ability–Motivation–

Opportunity (AMO) framework, Radaelli et al. [12] emphasize that employees must see clear benefits in sharing knowledge 

to be motivated to do so, possess the necessary skills, and have organizational structures that enable this process. In line with 

this, Almadana et al. [53] highlight that fostering a supportive environment for knowledge-sharing is an explicit objective of 

HR practices, and Kuvaas et al. [54] show that intensive training—especially when aimed at shaping attitudes and values—

facilitates employees’ willingness and ability to share knowledge. Carmeli et al. [55] further suggest that engaging in 

knowledge-sharing promotes critical and creative thinking, which in turn helps generate novel ideas. Given that innovative 

behavior (IB) relies on creativity, proactivity, and risk-taking [32], knowledge-sharing emerges as a key enabler of IB. 

Empirical support for the connection between knowledge-sharing and IB is still limited. Sousa et al. [56] argue that innovation 

originates at the individual level, where knowledge is processed and transformed into actionable ideas. Knowledge-sharing 

involves combining, adapting, and applying knowledge in new ways, and individuals engaged in this process are more likely 

to experiment with novel strategies and opportunities [12]. Recent research by Anser et al. [57] confirms that employees who 

actively share knowledge are more likely to exhibit IB, particularly in small business settings. 

Regarding its mediating role, evidence suggests that knowledge-sharing can bridge HR practices and innovation outcomes. 

Chen and Huang [34] found that knowledge management capabilities, including knowledge-sharing, mediate the effect of 

strategic HR practices on innovation performance. More recent literature emphasizes that the influence of knowledge on 

individual employees is central to understanding how HR practices translate into knowledge-driven outcomes, including IB 

[30, 58-60]. This highlights the relevance of examining knowledge-sharing at the individual level, especially in diverse 

organizational contexts [60].  

Studies adopting the AMO perspective further confirm this mediating role. Bhatti et al. [61] report that knowledge-sharing 

mediates the relationship between HPWS and innovation, particularly through practices that enhance employee ability and 

motivation. Anser et al. [62] similarly show that knowledge-sharing mediates the link between knowledge-management 

infrastructure capabilities (KMICs)—defined as mechanisms that support organizational learning—and IB, supported by HR 
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practices such as autonomy, participation, training, and performance-linked rewards. Nguyen and McGuirk [63] also find that 

commitment mediates the effects of autonomy and supervisor/co-worker support on IB. 

Based on these findings, we propose that employees’ perceptions of HPWS promote IB through knowledge-sharing: when 

employees perceive HPWS as supportive, they are more likely to share knowledge, which in turn stimulates innovative 

behaviors. Thus, we hypothesize: 

H2. Knowledge-sharing at the individual level mediates the relationship between perceived HPWS and IB. 

The Sequential Mediating Role of Engagement and Knowledge-Sharing in the HPWS–IB Link 

A key contribution of this study lies in examining the sequential mediating effect of work engagement and knowledge-sharing 

in the relationship between employees’ perceptions of HPWS and IB. Research exploring the connection between engagement 

and knowledge-sharing remains limited [6, 64, 65]. For instance, Jacobson et al. [65] analyzed organizational factors that 

drive researchers’ involvement in knowledge transfer at universities, highlighting that HR practices—such as promotion 

policies—combined with long-term strategies for developing knowledge transfer infrastructure (including access to resources 

and training) are essential for prioritizing engagement in knowledge-sharing activities. 

Work engagement fosters a collaborative climate grounded in trust, which supports broader organizational objectives such as 

innovation, change, and knowledge-sharing [66]. Empirical studies also show that engagement positively influences 

knowledge-sharing behaviors [6, 7, 64]. For example, Yadav et al. [67] demonstrate that transformational leadership 

encourages knowledge-sharing among freelancers by enhancing engagement, positioning engagement as an antecedent of 

knowledge-sharing. Similarly, Fullwood and Rowley [68], in a qualitative study of nonprofit and volunteer organizations, 

identify engagement, culture, socialization, and a positive work environment as drivers of both formal and tacit knowledge-

sharing. Conversely, Fait et al. [69] argue that creating an environment conducive to knowledge-sharing can itself foster 

engagement, indicating a reverse causal pathway from what is proposed here. 

Chen et al. [6] provide three primary explanations for why engagement promotes knowledge-sharing: (a) employees must be 

deeply involved in their work to accumulate sufficient expertise to share; (b) sharing knowledge requires that employees care 

about their work and perceive extra effort as worthwhile; and (c) engaged employees exhibit enthusiasm that motivates them 

to share knowledge to improve performance [6]. Engagement theory similarly suggests that highly engaged employees, being 

fully absorbed and committed, are more likely to engage in knowledge-sharing [70]. However, Ford et al. [70] also note that 

engagement can have potential downsides: through the lens of Adaptive Costs Theory [71, 72], highly engaged employees 

may focus so intensely on their primary tasks that they deprioritize additional tasks such as knowledge-sharing, which could 

be perceived as overly demanding. 

Based on this reasoning, HPWS are expected first to enhance employee engagement [11, 43], which then encourages 

employees to share knowledge [6], ultimately fostering IB. This sequence forms the basis for the third theoretical proposition: 

H3. Work engagement and knowledge-sharing sequentially mediate the relationship between employees’ perceptions of 

HPWS and IB. 

Figure 1 presents the conceptual model and the hypothesized relationships examined in this study. 

 
Figure 1. Theoretical framework 

Research Methodology 

Procedure and sample 

A survey was designed to assess the constructs examined in this study, with all variables measured using multi-item seven-

point Likert scales adapted from prior research [33, 54]. The questionnaire underwent a pre-test with thirty-one participants 

from the same faculty to ensure clarity of the items—particularly due to translation—and to verify that the scales effectively 

captured the intended information. Insights from the pre-test were used to refine the survey before its distribution. The final 

https://www.emerald.com/view-large/figure/98578334/EJMBE-07-2022-0206001.tif
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version was emailed to approximately 2,500 employees from faculties and research institutes that agreed to participate, all 

affiliated with the University of Valencia, selected due to the nature of its research work and its prominence in international 

rankings. Primary data were collected from individuals as the unit of analysis. The survey targeted scholars and researchers 

across nine faculties and ten research institutes (out of the university’s total of eighteen faculties and twelve institutes). The 

final dataset consisted of 304 valid responses, corresponding to a response rate of 12%, collected during 2014–2015. 

Control variables were gathered from respondents and cross-checked against secondary sources. Non-response bias was 

assessed by comparing the demographic characteristics of respondents with the overall population, focusing on gender and 

educational level; no significant differences were found, supporting the representativeness of the sample. Common-method 

bias was examined using the procedure proposed by Kock [73] for PLS-SEM, with all variance inflation factor (VIF) values 

below 3.3, indicating that common-method bias was not a concern. 

Measures 

HPWS were measured using a scale adapted from Gaertner and Nollen [74], Vandenberg et al. [75], and Sun et al. [76], 

covering five HR practices: training and development (4 items), pay for performance (4 items), career development (3 items), 

job security (2 items), and participation in decision-making (4 items). Work engagement was assessed using the 9-item short 

version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale [39]. IB was measured with six items adapted from Scott and Bruce [26]. 

Knowledge-sharing was measured using an 8-item scale from De Vries et al. [77], as applied by Kuvaas et al. [54], capturing 

both the provision of knowledge to colleagues and acquisition of knowledge from them. All scales have been widely used in 

prior research [33].  

Control variables included educational level (Dummy_1: 1 = degree; 0 = other higher studies; Dummy_2: 1 = PhD; 0 = lower 

studies), gender (1 = male; 0 = female), position (Dummy_3: 1 = teaching and research; 0 = technical or trainee researchers), 

and tenure. These were included because prior studies have indicated their potential impact on IB [26]. Table 1 presents 

descriptive statistics and correlations for all variables. 

 

Table 1. Descriptive and correlation analysis 
 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. HPWS 4.43 1.08         

2. Engagement 5.36 1.07 0.29**        

3. KNSH 5.43 1.02 0.16** 0.36**       

4. IB 5.11 1.141 0.25** 0.52** 0.31**      

5. Tenure 13.81 9.91 0.25** 0.10 −0.00 0.03     

6. Gender – – 0.09 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.10    

7. D1_Education – – −0.07 −0.14* 0.01 −0.14* −0.31** −0.17**   

8. D2_Education – – 0.09 0.12* −0.04 0.16** 0.40** 0.17** −0.84**  

9. D3_Position – – 0.1 0.11 −0.09 −0.05 0.36** 0.14* 0.36** 0.45** 

Note(s): *p < 0.05 and **p < 0.01 

Source(s): Table by authors 

Data Analysis 

To examine the proposed hypotheses, analyses were conducted using SmartPLS 3.2 [78]. A bootstrapping procedure with 

5,000 resamples was employed to generate standard errors, confidence intervals, and p-values, which allowed for an 

assessment of the significance of each parameter. Mediation hypotheses (H1–H3) were evaluated following the procedures 

recommended by Preacher and Hayes [79] and Castro and Roldán [80]. 

The study specifically tested a three-step mediation framework, assessing both direct and indirect effects [80-82]. The 

relationships and mediation paths hypothesized in this model are presented in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Three-path mediation framework. 

 

In Figure 2a, the total influence of employees’ perceptions of HPWS on innovative behavior (IB) is represented, with c 

indicating the overall path coefficient from HPWS to IB. This total effect emerges from both direct and indirect pathways 

[81]. As detailed in Figure 2b, the total effect can be decomposed into the direct effect plus multiple indirect effects, with 

indirect effects calculated by multiplying the coefficients along each mediating pathway [83]. Specifically, c = c’ + a1b1 + 

a2b2 + a1a3b2, where the last three terms correspond to distinct indirect effects that together form the total indirect effect 

[81], while c’ represents the direct impact of HPWS perceptions on IB after accounting for the mediating roles of engagement 

and knowledge-sharing [82]. This model also allows the investigation of sequential mediation through both mediators 

(a1a3b2) [84]. Bootstrapping was applied to derive standard errors and t-values. 

Results 

Measurement model 

The properties of the measurement model were assessed based on the recommendations for partial least squares path modeling 

(PLSPM) by Hair et al. [85]. All indicators loaded significantly onto their respective constructs (p < 0.01) with standardized 

loadings of at least 0.7, demonstrating strong reliability [86]. Table 2 provides the results for internal consistency and 

discriminant validity. Internal consistency was evaluated via composite reliability (CR), while convergent validity was 

assessed using average variance extracted (AVE). All constructs surpassed the 0.7 CR benchmark [87], with values ranging 

from 0.83 to 0.94 [88], and all AVE values met or exceeded 0.50, supporting the convergent validity of the measurement 

model. 

Table 2. Assessment of Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
 AVE CR 1 2 3 4 

1. HPWS 0.50 0.83 0.71    

2. Engagement 0.85 0.94 0.29** 0.92   

3. KNSH 0.64 0.91 0.16** 0.36** 0.8  

4. IB 0.60 0.88 0.25** 0.52** 0.31** 0.77 

Note: The diagonal entries represent the square roots of the AVE values, while the values below the diagonal show the correlations among constructs. 

Source: Table compiled by the authors 

 

Discriminant validity was evaluated using two approaches. First, we verified that the square root of each construct’s AVE 

(Table 2) exceeded all correlations between that construct and the others. In addition, we applied the more recent heterotrait–

monotrait ratio (HTMT) criterion proposed by Henseler et al. [89], which requires HTMT values to remain below 0.85 [90]. 

As presented in Table 3, all HTMT values met this threshold. Furthermore, we ensured that each indicator loaded more 

strongly on its intended construct than on any other constructs, confirming appropriate item assignment and factor structure 

[91]. 

Table 3. HTMT values 
 1 2 3 

1. HPWS    

https://www.emerald.com/view-large/figure/98578345/EJMBE-07-2022-0206002.tif
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2. Engagement 0.339   

3. KNSH 0.228 0.391  

4. IB 0.287 0.559 0.361 

Source(s): Table by authors 

Structural model 

The structural relationships were examined using partial least squares path modeling (PLSPM) implemented in SmartPLS 

3.2. All constructs were modeled reflectively, with employees’ perceptions of HPWS and work engagement specified as 

higher-order (second-order) constructs, whereas innovative behavior (IB) and knowledge-sharing were treated as single-level 

(first-order) constructs. 

To evaluate the model’s predictive accuracy, Stone–Geisser’s Q² values were calculated via blindfolding [85]. Table 4 shows 

that each endogenous variable had a Q² greater than zero, confirming the model’s ability to predict these outcomes [92]. 

Furthermore, a post hoc power assessment using G*Power 3 [93] confirmed that the sample size was more than sufficient for 

detecting R² deviations from zero, with statistical power exceeding 95%, well above the commonly accepted 80% benchmark. 

 

Table 4. Assessment of the Structural Model 
 Q2 R2 

Engagement 0.06 0.10 

KN sharing 0.08 0.14 

IB 0.16 0.30 

Source: Table compiled by the authors 

 

The proportion of variance in the dependent latent constructs explained by the model was assessed using R² values (Table 4). 

Following Falk and Miller’s [94] recommendation, R² values should exceed 0.10. As indicated in Table 4, all constructs met 

or surpassed this benchmark, with IB showing R² = 0.30, work engagement R² = 0.10, and knowledge-sharing R² = 0.14. 

The results presented in Table 5 and Figure 3 reveal that four of the six hypothesized direct paths illustrated in Figure 2b 

reached statistical significance. Notably, the direct path from employees’ perceptions of HPWS to IB was non-significant (β 

= 0.08, p > 0.05), consistent with prior research (e.g., Escribá-Carda et al. [15]), suggesting that HPWS influences IB primarily 

through indirect mechanisms rather than a direct effect. 

 

 
Figure 3. Results of the Three-Path Mediation Structural Model 

 

Table 5. Impact on Endogenous Constructs 

Effects on endogenous variables T-value Direct effect 

HPWS→Engagement 5.49 0.31*** 

Engagement→KNSH 5.05 0.35*** 

KNSH→IB 2.38 0.15** 

HPWS→KNSH 1.13 0.08 n/s 

Engagement → IB 8.29 0.45*** 

https://www.emerald.com/view-large/figure/98578359/EJMBE-07-2022-0206003.tif
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HPWS→IB 1.59 0.08 n/s 

D_2_Education → IB 2.6 0.23** 

D3_Position → IB 3.11 −0.16*** 

Note: *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. Only D_2 and D_3 had statistically significant impacts on IB. 

Source: Authors’ compilation 

 

Mediation hypotheses (H1–H3) were examined following the methods proposed by Preacher and Hayes [79] and Taylor et al. 

[82]. Indirect effects were analyzed through the mediating variables—work engagement and knowledge-sharing—as reported 

in Table 6. In addition, the total (c) and direct (c’) effects of employees’ perceptions of HPWS on IB were calculated. Figure 

3a and Table 6 indicate that HPWS perceptions have a significant overall influence on IB; however, once the mediators are 

incorporated (Figure 3b), the direct influence of HPWS on IB becomes non-significant, highlighting the mediating role of 

engagement and knowledge-sharing. 

The mediation analysis revealed that only some paths were significant. Work engagement significantly carried the effect of 

HPWS to IB (H1: a1b1), whereas knowledge-sharing alone did not show a significant mediating impact (H2: a2b2). Notably, 

a combined sequential pathway was supported, showing that HPWS perceptions enhance engagement and knowledge-sharing, 

which together lead to increased IB (H3: a1a3b2). 

 

Table 6. Overview of Mediation Analysis Results 

Total effect of 

HPWS on IB 
Direct effect of HPWS on IB Indirect effect of HPWS on IB 

Coefficient t-value Coefficient t-value  Point estimate t-value 

0.25*** 4.54 Direct effect:c’ 0.08 n/s 1.59 Total 0.17*** 4.79 

 
H1: a1b1 (via Engagement) 0.14*** 4.44 

H2: a2b2 (via KNSH) 0.01 n/s 0.94 

H3: a1a3b2 (via Eng + KNSH) 0.02 * 1.74 

Note(s): Statistical significance is indicated as *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

Source(s): Authors’ table. 

Discussion and Implications 

This study examined how engagement and knowledge-sharing mediate the relationship between employees’ perceptions of 

HPWS and IB, including the potential for sequential mediation by these two factors. Regarding the isolated mediating role of 

engagement, prior research [10, 11, 38, 43, 49]  confirms that work engagement links HRM practices with employees’ attitudes 

and behaviors, including IB [29]. Our findings align with this literature (Figure 3b and Table 5), indicating that, in 

universities, engagement is essential for HPWS to positively influence IB. Researchers who perceive practices such as 

continuous training programs, international research exchanges, consultancy projects, participative decision-making, job 

security, and career development positively are more likely to become engaged and intrinsically motivated [2, 5], which 

increases their likelihood of generating innovative ideas in their work. It is worth noting that recent legislation and economic 

constraints in the Spanish public higher education sector may have dampened enthusiasm among civil servants, yet relative 

to other economic sectors, working conditions remain favorable, suggesting that HRM practices—through job security, 

autonomy, and participation—can still effectively foster engagement and, subsequently, IB. 

While empirical evidence on the impact of individual knowledge-sharing on IB remains limited [95], recent studies have 

begun to explore this relationship [57]. Our research contributes new empirical support for knowledge-sharing as a driver of 

IB. Previous studies have indicated that HRM practices enhance knowledge mechanisms, including knowledge-sharing [96], 

and that knowledge-sharing mediates the HPWS–IB link [34, 61]. However, our results do not confirm these relationships 

(Tables 4 and 5). Although knowledge-sharing is positively and significantly associated with IB, HPWS does not 

significantly influence knowledge-sharing, offering no support for its mediating role, a finding partially echoed by Bhatti et 

al. [61] regarding opportunity practices within the AMO framework. 

Several factors may explain this outcome. First, HRM practices in Spanish public universities tend to reward individual 

performance rather than collective efforts, fostering competitive rather than cooperative behaviors, which may inhibit 

knowledge-sharing. Second, a lack of cultural emphasis and formal training in knowledge-sharing further limits engagement 

in this practice. Third, excessive bureaucratic requirements in research activities may discourage knowledge-sharing, 

consistent with adaptive cost theory [70, 97]. These findings suggest that Spanish governmental bodies responsible for 

university compensation systems should redesign incentives to better support collective work. 

Regarding the sequential mediation of knowledge-sharing and engagement in the link between HPWS and IB, prior research 

has emphasized the pivotal role of engagement in fostering knowledge-sharing [6, 7, 64]. Our findings align with this evidence, 

indicating that work engagement and knowledge-sharing act as sequential mediators between perceived HPWS and IB (Table 

5). Specifically, HPWS enhance researchers’ engagement levels, which in turn encourages greater knowledge-sharing, as 
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motivated and enthusiastic individuals are more inclined to exchange and seek out new knowledge, ultimately influencing 

their innovative outputs. Thus, to mitigate knowledge-hiding—a topic of increasing interest in contemporary knowledge 

management literature [97]—it is crucial to cultivate knowledge-sharing behaviors among scholars, which in turn bolster IB. 

Although our data were collected before the pandemic, the economic and institutional context—characterized by declining 

purchasing power for academics and increased performance monitoring—parallels the current economic challenges. 

Therefore, our results remain applicable, considering the stability of HR policies and staff within the institution [24]. 

Theoretically, this study extends prior work by underscoring that work engagement is a necessary precursor to knowledge-

sharing, which helps explain the HPWS–IB relationship. This suggests the benefit of integrating multiple, complementary 

frameworks such as knowledge management and HRM to better understand the drivers of individual-level innovation. 

From a practical standpoint, our findings provide guidance for shaping HRM policies. Notably, we did not find a direct link 

between researchers’ perceptions of HPWS and knowledge-sharing. This indicates that HRM strategies in public universities 

and governmental institutions should be adapted to actively facilitate both knowledge-sharing and IB. In modern academic 

settings, this is particularly important. Spanish universities typically maintain flat organizational structures promoting 

participation and teamwork, yet current pay-for-performance systems largely reward individual achievements rather than 

collective outcomes. Revising these systems to account for team contributions—such as jointly authored publications—while 

avoiding penalties for collaborative work would be beneficial. 

Moreover, although teamwork is promoted, it often remains confined within specific departments or disciplines. To enhance 

interdepartmental knowledge-sharing, HRM practices should focus on lateral coordination mechanisms, such as forming 

multidisciplinary research teams, developing graduate and postgraduate programs that bring together scholars from diverse 

fields, and implementing IT tools that facilitate communication and knowledge exchange across organizational boundaries. 

Conclusions 

In innovative environments such as universities, where this study was conducted, it is crucial for individuals to be actively 

engaged with their institution and, as a result, participate in knowledge-sharing through the various channels provided. This 

dual sequential effect is expected to ultimately enhance innovative behavior (IB). The proposed sequential mediation suggests 

that employees’ perceptions of high-performance work systems (HPWS) influence their psychological state—characterized 

by energy, enthusiasm, and commitment—which, in turn, encourages them to adopt knowledge-sharing practices and engage 

in IB promoted by the organization. Therefore, knowledge-intensive organizations aiming to stimulate IB should develop and 

implement HR practices that both elevate overall employee engagement and minimize obstacles to knowledge-sharing. This 

principle extends beyond universities to any organization where knowledge is a critical competitive asset. 

Our hypotheses were tested within a knowledge-intensive setting involving researchers and faculty members, where sharing 

knowledge is essential for driving innovation (e.g., novel teaching methods, scientific findings, protocols, or applications). 

The findings indicate that for knowledge-sharing to occur at the individual level, employees must accurately perceive HPWS 

and feel genuinely engaged in their work. Beyond the academic context, these results highlight the importance of ensuring 

alignment between intended and perceived HR practices. Additionally, our study confirms that work engagement is a 

prerequisite for both knowledge-sharing and IB, emphasizing the need for carefully designed and well-implemented HPWS 

that foster employee motivation and commitment. The primary contribution of this research lies in demonstrating the 

sequential mediating role of engagement and knowledge-sharing in the relationship between perceived HPWS and IB from 

an individual perspective. 

Despite these contributions, several limitations warrant future investigation. First, subsequent studies could explore additional 

HR practices (e.g., family-oriented or wellbeing-focused initiatives) to gain a more holistic view of the HR systems 

implemented. Examining other respondent groups, such as research teams, may also open new avenues for research. 

Moreover, longitudinal data would be beneficial to verify the causal relationships proposed. Finally, qualitative approaches 

(e.g., case studies) could build on our quantitative findings to provide deeper insights into how HPWS, engagement, 

knowledge-sharing, and IB interact. Specifically, it would be valuable to investigate the influence of internal communication 

strategies, organizational culture, and investments in collaborative IT tools on these dynamics. 
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