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Abstract: Innovation fosters sustainable management and allows managers to achieve a competitive
advantage. Understanding the mechanisms that explain innovation’s antecedents provides an
important contribution to theory and practice. The purpose of this study was to assess the importance of
human resources (HR) practices in developing trust-based cooperation, which facilitates organizational
innovation. Using the foundation of the Shea and Guzzo model, the roles of HR mechanisms were
investigated. This study analyzes how effective cooperation can increase innovation and how certain
HR practices can help to nurture a trust-based work environment. The conceptual model was
developed by drawing on social exchange theory (SET). An empirical analysis of the results of
a survey conducted on telecommunications companies (n = 175) aimed to verify the conceptual
model. Structural equation modeling was used to assess the data. The findings indicated that
competency development opportunities, team interdependence, and group rewards were the most
significant determinants of interpersonal trust. As a consequence, a trust-based team generates
effective cooperation, and as a result organizational innovation is strengthened. This study was based
on large-scale survey data and provides a comprehensive outlook on how to promote organizational
innovation through HR practices. This is the first study linking HR practices with trust, collaboration,
and innovation.

Keywords: interpersonal trust; HR practices; team cooperation; organizational innovation;
effectiveness

1. Introduction

The contemporary economy is characterized by global competitiveness and rapid changes in the
business environment [1–3]. In order to gain a competitive advantage, enterprises have to develop
organizational innovation [4,5]. Innovation has been acknowledged as the driving force of economic
growth by Schumpeter [6]. Current studies have concurred regarding this link and have indicated
that innovation is the cornerstone of effective organization [7]. Hence, innovative organizations are
more successful in comparison to those that are less innovative. Furthermore, the ability to create and
implement inventive and fresh solutions helps to establish a good market position. Not only does
innovation drive organizational performance [8], but it enables its sustainable development [9,10].
Therefore, the current focus of research is on understanding the mechanisms facilitating innovation.
In summary, innovative organizations are more likely to succeed [4,11]. One of the main challenges for
management is to facilitate innovation within an organization.

Innovation is a process of figuring out and implementing new concepts. It can be defined as
an application of new solutions while dealing with professional tasks [12]. Rogers [13] stressed the
“new” aspect, which can refer to ideas or practices. Barrett et al. [14] emphasized that innovation is an
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implementation of a novel concept, which leads to increased organizational performance. Additionally,
it has been acknowledged as a process that is oriented toward achieving work-related goals by applying
new strategies [15]. In general, innovation is recognized as a new way of organizing activities within
an enterprise [16]. It has been considered an activity [17], yet it is perceived rather as a cycle than as a
linear process [18]. The conceptualization of innovation as a process is based on the assumption that
even concerning a product, implementation is a process. Therefore, in this paper, we will focus on the
procedural understatement of innovations.

There are many perspectives from which to analyze an organization’s innovation: from adoption to
innovation [19], unique characteristics of innovative employees [20], the diffusion of innovation [21], or
the organizational approach [22]. From an organizational perspective, the main focus is on facilitating
practices enhancing innovation [23]. Organizational innovation can be categorized using OECD
categories: products, processes, marketing, practices, workplace organizations, and relations [24].

Research concerning the organizational perspective of innovation has indicated the importance
of collaboration in developing novel concepts [25–29]. For instance, Reficco et al. [30] stated that
the collaboration mechanism leads to innovation. Additionally, Aguilar-Zambrano and Trujillo [31]
demonstrated that team cooperation increases creativity and brings about innovation. Based on this
statement, this paper assumes that cooperation between employees’ triggers originality and creativity
within an organization.

Furthermore, the existing literature indicates that trust is a vital element of effective
cooperation [32,33]. The research results imply that interpersonal trust improves cooperation in
organizations [34]. In the same vein, this paper explores the complex relationship between trust,
cooperation, and innovative outcomes.

The relationship between trust, cooperation, and innovation has not been sufficiently analyzed.
The significance of this linkage has already been acknowledged [35]. Yet previous studies have
concerned the role of trust and cooperation. The research gap refers to a lack of explanation on how
human resources (HR) practices develop intrateam trust and in effect advanced cooperation that results
in better innovation within an organization. It has been mentioned that in general, well-applied HR
practices indeed directly support innovation [36]. We emphasize the role of certain HR practices
in building trust, which strengthens collaboration and facilitates innovation. This paper aims to
investigate these relationships and indicates which HR practices help to build cooperative teams based
on trust characterized by innovative performance.

The purpose of this study was to assess the importance of HR practices in developing trust-based
cooperation, which facilitates organizational innovations. On the foundation of the Shea and Guzzo
model [37], the role of HR mechanisms was investigated. Drawing on Social Exchange Theory (SET),
we contribute to the existing literature by providing a linkage between HR practices, trust, collaboration,
and innovation. Additionally, we suggest how certain HR practices lead to growing trust and team
collaboration, resulting in increased innovation.

This paper is laid out as follows: first, the theoretical framework is developed. The second part
establishes the research models. Next, the methods and results are presented. Finally, the paper
includes a discussion and conclusion.

2. Conceptual Framework/Theoretical Background and Hypothesis Development

2.1. HR Practices Strengthening Trust

HR practices refer to the activities oriented toward managing people in organizations [38]. They
can be considered as instruments that help to influence employees’ attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors
to align them with organizational goals [39,40]. HR practices can be defined as a way to enhance
performance [41]. Moreover, HR practices are recognized as a crucial source of sustainable competitive
advantage [42–44]. Additionally, various studies have supported the linkage between HR practices
and organizational performance [45–48].
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There have been different conceptualizations of HR practices in the literature. For instance,
Bamel [44] analyzed the role of flexible HR practices. Some scholars have indicated that the general
nature of HR practices is connected to recruitment, management, and development [49–52]. Kwon,
Bae, and Lawler [53] focused on the motivational aspects of HR practices. Lee and Chui [43] argued
that HR practices include recruitment and selection as well as extensive training.

The classic Shea and Guzzo [37] model of team effectiveness provides a framework for
the conceptualization of HR practices. The Shea and Guzzo model [37] encompass three main
factors affecting employee effectiveness: outcome interdependence, task interdependence, and
potency. Outcome interdependence refers to the shared responsibility of a team’s performance. High
interdependence boosts collaboration and workload sharing. The level of interdependence reflects
the degree to which an employee’s work results depend on other team members. In general, the
more interdependent tasks foster collaboration and team effectiveness. Finally, potency describes the
employees’ conviction that they are able to achieve their goals. A collective belief in the team’s abilities
results in better team effectiveness [54].

On the foundation of the Shea and Guzzo model [37], we established the following trust-building
HR practices:

- The first HR practice reflects an outcome of interdependence and is about team rewards;
- The second HR practice refers to an interdependent task and is illustrated by employees’

dependence on each other to get things done, manifested by workload sharing;
- Finally, the last HR practice pertains to potency: a collective belief that employees can be effective,

expressed by team assumptions regarding their capability to achieve goals based on perceived
team competency development.

The HR practices used in the Shea and Guzzo model [37] highlight the importance of building
interpersonal relationships in teams. Further, these HR practices encompass mechanisms nurturing
team relationships [55]. As such, these can be implemented as a component of strategic HR management.
These HR practices are instrumental in developing team spirit and overall team effectiveness.

The existing literature has focused on how HR practices enhance team effectiveness [56]. However,
previous studies have indicated that the relationship between HR practices and effectiveness needs
another, in-depth explanation, as trust has been shown to play an important role in enhancing
effectiveness [57–60]. Hence, we concentrated on trust, which is perceived as an underlying mechanism
of successful team management. Therefore, this study emphasizes the crucial role of trust in effective
team management.

Furthermore, we used the Shea and Guzzo model [37] as a reference point to classify the three
main practices strengthening team effectiveness by promoting intrateam trust. We assumed that the
HR practices reflecting outcomes from interdependence, task interdependence, and potency would
lead to increased trust and reliance between team members.

The notion of trust has been acknowledged to be the core facet of organization management [61].
Trust can be defined as a mutual, reciprocal relationship between two involved parties [62]. It involves
individuals’ perceptions of a relationship, which guide their attitudes and behaviors [63]. Trust can be
described as an ongoing process, an interaction occurring between the trusting individual and the one
being trusted [64]. Trust is viewed as a kind of a relationship between two involved parties [65].

In this study, we conceptualized the organizational perspective on trust. As such, trust was placed
in the center of managerial discourse [66]. It was regarded as an important commodity that can support
collaboration within organizations. There are three type of organizational trust [67]:

- The first one, concerning trust between two entities (organizations), is called
interorganizational trust;

- The second one reflects the trust between employees and organizations, called
intra-organizational trust;
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- The third one encompasses the interpersonal relationship between the individuals within
organizations, and it is referred to as interpersonal trust.

In this study, we focused on interpersonal trust, which was analyzed from the trustor perspective.
Trust plays a crucial role in shaping employee attitudes and behaviors. Numerous studies have

confirmed the relationship between trust and effectiveness [61,68]. Trust is recognized as a necessary
element of effective collaboration, which influences the managerial approach [69]. Moreover, it has
been confirmed that trust enables effective team collaboration [70,71]. Therefore, we assumed that
trust is an essential factor that binds team members together and thus facilitates team effectiveness.
Furthermore, employees who work closely with each other, have a common fate, and believe in their
abilities are more likely to trust each other.

SET provides an important conceptual framework linking HR practices and trust. SET assumes
that social exchanges are motivated by prospective rewards and that particular actions are consciously
undertaken with expectations of future, reciprocal efforts from an involved party [72]. In other words,
the individual is motivated to behave in a certain way toward another person through a belief in the
prospective return of a favor. SET assumes persistent social exchanges that drive human behavior in
organizations [73]. It explains human attitudes in these types of dyadic incentivized relationships [74].
According to SET, employees are more likely to engage in effective collaboration if they perceive it as
rewarding. Hence, assuming that team members are interdependent in terms of a task, are receiving
collective rewards, and are perceiving the team as competent and able to achieve its task, they will be
more likely to trust in others and consequently put greater effort into their work. On these grounds,
we assumed that HR practices oriented toward strengthening team interdependence and efficacy
facilitate interpersonal trust by specifying possible success. An intrateam mutual reliance can lead to
the assumption of realistic future achievement. Additionally, it pays off to put a lot of effort into a
team project, because the more achievable the common goal is, the greater the engagement of the team
members is. In general, employees are more likely to support a winnable case. Using Emmerson’s
discourse [75] pertaining to social exchange, it is worth the effort when the potential benefits outweigh
the costs. Consequently, trust occurs as a result of team reliance and common destiny. Interpersonal
trust is stronger when the team is competent and group rewards depend on collaborative effort. In the
same vein, HR practices that foster an outcome of interdependence, task interdependence, and potency
strengthen team reliance and ultimately lead to increased trust. Hence, we argue the following:

Hypothesis 1. HR practices that provide group rewards and workload sharing and foster team competency
development are positively related to interpersonal trust in organizations.

2.2. Interpersonal Trust and Team Collaboration

The need for constantly improving results and alleviating performances caused the managerial
shift that withdrew bureaucratic and inflexible management that inhibited creativity and work
engagement [76–78]. Current HR initiatives aim to support collaboration and teamwork [79].
Collaboration is defined as a process focused on the collective efforts of employees united in
pursuing a common goal [32,80,81]. Teamwork is described as an effective means to achieve
better results and enhance team output [82–84]. It has been confirmed that knowledge sharing
and collective decision-making boost team effectiveness and creativity [85]. Furthermore, increased
knowledge absorption and enriched competencies allow team members to develop new ideas, facilitate
out-of-the-box thinking, and increase effectiveness in comparison to those working individually in
isolation [86]. Team collaboration takes place when there are internal relations tying employees together
and when they are success-oriented [87,88]. The essential conditions of productive collaboration are
supportive and integrating actions that not only enable task achievement but additionally strengthen
interpersonal relationships within an organization [87]. In summary, team collaboration is a collective
undertaking that allows for the effective achievement of organizational goals.
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Trust is a crucial facet that enables a successful collaborative relationship. Moreover, trust as
described in this context is a tendency toward positive expectations regarding the future actions of
the other party [89,90], deepening in-team reliance. It has been argued that trust is a platform for
successful and effective communication between team members [91]. In addition, it promotes an
innovative climate within organizations [92]. Existing studies have confirmed links between trust
and collaboration [32]. Oláh, Bai, Karmazin, Balogh, and Popp [93] argued that a higher level of trust
implies better results and greater output. Numerous scholars have indicated an association between
trust and high work engagement and job satisfaction in teams [57,94]. Furthermore, trust promotes
psychological safety and confidence, which leads to openness, boosts communication, and encourages
idea sharing [94]. Trust is an essential condition for effective collaboration [69,95]. In addition, it
is a basic factor that helps to maintain the sustainable management of organizations [96–98]. Yet,
the above-mentioned research focused on interorganizational trust, whereas this study highlights
the importance of interpersonal trust and its consequences for teamwork. In conclusion, it has been
confirmed that effective collaboration depends on trust. Further, interpersonal trust facilitates collective
actions in teams and is a core factor that enables successful collaboration. Therefore, we assumed
the following:

Hypothesis 2. Interpersonal trust is positively related with team collaboration.

2.3. The Links between Team Cooperation and Innovation

The increasing importance of innovation in organizational development and competitiveness
results in the need to understand the mechanisms supporting innovation both inside and outside of an
organization [99]. Implementation of a novel innovative solution requires employees’ knowledge and
ingenuity [100] as well as adequate management [101]. Numerous research works have acknowledged
the value of successful collaboration in developing innovation [102–104]. In particular, HR practices
supporting collaboration are vital means for a team’s success [105,106].

Team collaboration can be depicted as a mechanism facilitating the sharing of ideas, knowledge,
and resources, which in effect increases the success of innovative projects [107]. Additionally, existing
studies have indicated that team innovation is reliant on creative employees [108]. Team members’
drive and innovation are the core components of state-of-the-art solutions. Talent management and
work autonomy are a crucial part of HR practices that foster innovation [109]. One main aspect refers to
a good organizational climate that influences innovation [109,110]. High-performance work practices
advance employees’ creativity when the team is cohesive and collaboration goes well [40]. Additionally,
group-oriented motivational systems can foster innovation [111].

The current research perspective on the linkage between team collaboration and innovation
suggests that it is evolving. Scholars argue that collaboration and teamwork are a fundamental aspect
of innovation [112]. It has been acknowledged that high collaboration is associated with a higher
level of organizational innovation [104]. This is especially important in the hi-tech sector [113,114].
Hence, collaboration facilitates innovation in the technological industry [107] and fosters innovative
products [115]. Numerous studies have analyzed collaboration in research and development (RD)
teams [108,116]. The results indicated a positive relationship between teamwork and both process and
product innovation. However, there has not been enough research studying the impact of employees
(not from RD teams) on developing innovation. Yet, existing evidence suggests that team collaboration
builds an environment that nurtures social interaction and facilitates team-created innovation. Thus,
we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 3. Team collaboration is positively linked to innovation.

Last, we developed a research model that indicates the relationships between the constructs to be
analyzed (see Figure 1).
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3. Methodology

3.1. Data Collection

We used a survey to obtain the data and test the hypotheses. A random sample was drawn
from the telecommunications industry in Poland. Our decision to use the telecommunications sector
was based on the fact that the telecommunication sector is a very innovative one [117]. For instance,
in Poland, the telecommunications sector has achieved the highest revenues from sales of new or
significantly improved products, in comparison to service companies (from 18.1% of total turnover
in 2012 to 23.9% in 2017) [118,119]. Many state-of-the-art solutions and modernized technologies
are implemented in telecommunication, and hence it is an interesting sector in which to examine
innovation mechanisms. We used the official register of telecommunications firms as a framing sample.

We gathered 175 questionnaires: 34.86% (61) of respondents were women, and 65.14% (114)
identified as men. In addition, 77.14% (135) of respondents worked in a large organization with 251
or more employees, 13.14% (23) were from firms with 51–250 employees, and 7.43% (13) were from
companies with 11–50 employees. Sixty percent (105) of respondents had professional experience of
over 10 years, 13.71% (24) of participants’ work experience was between 6 and 10 years, 22.86% (40)
had 1–5 years of experience, and 3.43% (6) had less than one year of experience. The positions of
the participants were as follows: 5.14% (9) held a director position, 67.43% (118) declared a specialist
position, 3.43% (6) described themselves as experts, 1.71% (3) were analysts, 0.57% (1) had a job as an
assistant, and 3.43% (6) identified as “other”.

After gathering the data, we inputted them into Excel 2013 and analyzed them using Statistica
13.1 AMOS software.

3.2. Measurement

The questionnaire used a five-point Likert scale ranging from “1”, meaning “strongly disagree”, to
“5”, meaning “strongly agree”. It has been established that the Likert scale can be applied in structural
equation modeling (SEM) analysis [120]. Accordingly, we used the measures described below to assess
the values of the research variables.

In order to analyze the HR practices, we used three statements: “group rewards are often used in
our organizations”, “we share our workload in our organization”, and “competency development is
supported in our organization”.

The interpersonal trust variable was estimated using the instrument developed by Forret, Love, and
Poon [121,122]. We asked whether participants trust their fellow employees. This was measured using
three statements: “Employees in my organization can be relied upon to do their work,” “Employees in
my organization are trustworthy,” and “I have confidence in my teammates.”

Based on Bond-Barnard [32], a four-item team collaboration instrument was used. It involved
four items: “Employees in my organization are committed to achieving team goals,” “Employees in
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my organization work together as a team to achieve a common goal,” “Employees in my organization
coordinate team efforts to achieve a common goal,” and “The collaboration in my team is effective.”

To measure innovation, a four-item scale was adopted from the OECD [24] definitions of
innovation dimensions: “There are new products implemented in my organization,” “There are new
processes implemented in my organization,” “there are new workplace practices implemented in my
organization,” and “my organization is innovative.”

3.3. Analysis

To verify the hypotheses, we decided to conduct SEM according to the procedures described by
Heir et al. [120]. We calculated the model fit and estimated standard errors and total effects as well as
other measurements using Statistica 13 software. We evaluated how well the SEM model fit based
on a range of incremental fit indices involving chi-squared (χ2) values, the root means square error
of approximation (RMSEA), the comparative fit index (CFI), and the adjusted goodness-of-fit index
(AGFI) [120].

4. Results

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1.
Demographic variables (gender, position, professional experience, and firm size) were not

statistically related to the dependent variables and consequently were excluded from further analysis
to avoid data misapprehension [123].
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Table 1. Average values (M), standard deviations (SD), and correlations between variables.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Gender 0.351 0.479 1.000
Size 3.649 0.720 0.208 * 1.000

Experience 3.305 0.940 0.198 * 0.193 * 1.000
Position 2.305 0.563 −0.184 * −0.191 * 0.304 ** 1.000

h1 3.075 1.123 −0.124 −0.182 * −0.093 0.110 1.000
h2 2.494 1.126 −0.141 −0.184 * −0.165 * 0.162 * 0.533 ** 1.000
h3 3.224 1.097 −0.239 * −0.259 ** −0.263 ** 0.123 0.643 ** 0.537 ** 1.000

t1 4.034 0.736 −0.231* −0.173 ** −0.082 0.156 * 0.354 ** 0.307 ** 0.334 ** 1.000
t2 3.914 0.859 −0.137 −0.199 * −0.032 0.126 0.312 ** 0.289 ** 0.303 ** 0.653 ** 1.000
t3 4.017 0.658 −0.166 * −0.146 −0.083 0.111 0.311 ** 0.293 ** 0.339 ** 0.679 ** 0.636 ** 1.000

c1 3.879 0.987 −0.130 −0.019 −0.029 0.025 0.290 ** 0.200 ** 0.356 ** 0.411 ** 0.404 ** 0.368 ** 1.000
c2 3.822 1.019 −0.156 * −0.046 −0.052 0.085 0.300 ** 0.218 ** 0.367 ** 0.448 ** 0.412 ** 0.401 ** 0.904 ** 1.000
c3 3.994 0.909 −0.141 −0.100 −0.059 0.116 0.284 ** 0.268 ** 0.361 ** 0.492 ** 0.421 ** 0.416 ** 0.689 ** 0.704 ** 1.000
c4 4.103 0.919 −0.109 −0.015 0.003 0.028 0.267 ** 0.196 ** 0.258 ** 0.413 ** 0.341 ** 0.370 ** 0.709 ** 0.724 ** 0.775 ** 1.000

i1 4.351 0.936 −0.069 0.072 0.029 0.016 0.266 ** 0.076 0.272 ** 0.276 ** 0.117 0.197 ** 0.371 ** 0.320 ** 0.396 ** 0.388 ** 1.000
i2 3.931 1.012 −0.057 0.109 0.144 0.088 0.300 ** 0.066 0.212 ** 0.259 ** 0.066 0.158 ** 0.293 ** 0.274 ** 0.333 ** 0.343 ** 0.709 ** 1.000
i3 4.086 1.053 −0.026 0.200 * 0.306 ** 0.150 * 0.220 ** 0.071 0.148 0.294 ** 0.168 ** 0.190 ** 0.283 ** 0.252 ** 0.399 ** 0.391 ** 0.708 ** 0.706 ** 1.000
i4 3.718 1.018 −0.105 0.022 0.048 0.050 0.332 ** 0.152 ** 0.290 ** 0.260 ** 0.144 0.171 ** 0.334 ** 0.247 ** 0.348 ** 0.328 ** 0.529 ** 0.610 ** 0.589 ** 1.000

Notes: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Source: own elaboration.
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4.1. Reliability and Validity Tests

First, we carried out an analysis to confirm the reliability and validity of the research model.
To achieve this, we conducted an internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha α) analysis and a confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA). All factor loadings in the research model were higher than 0.5, which suggests
that all of the latent variables were represented by indicators (Table 2).

We also calculated the average variance extracted (AVE) and the composite reliability (CR) for
all of the measures used in our study. Table 2 illustrates Cronbach’s alpha, the AVE, and the CR of
the research variables. All constructs were at an acceptable level, and the conducted calculations
confirmed the measure’s consistency as well as its reliability and validity [120,124].

Table 2. Results of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and the internal reliability testing. AVE:
average variance extracted; CR: composite reliability; HR: human resources.

Variable Item Mean SD Factor Loading Cronbach’s α AVE CR

HR practices
h1

2.93 0.940
0.801

0.799 0.575 0.801h2 0.533
h3 0.808

Interpersonal trust
t1

3.99 0.658
0.845

0.844 0.656 0.851t2 0.717
t3 0.629

Team collaboration

c1

3.95 0.863

0.932

0.923 0.745 0.920
c2 0.963
c3 0.605
c4 0.609

Innovation

i1

4.02 0.857

0.744

0.876 0.646 0.879
i2 0.816
i3 0.777
i4 0.589

Source: own elaboration.

Based on the conducted analysis, we concluded that the research model fit the data well and was
thus suitable for testing the research hypotheses.

4.2. Structural Model

We performed SEM to verify the hypotheses. Table 3 illustrates the results of the assessment.
It contains all of the hypothesized relationships described in the research model.

Table 3. Regression coefficients and statistics for the research model.

Hypothesis B T p-Value Remarks

H1: HR practices -> interpersonal trust 0.431 6.218 0.000 supported
H2: interpersonal trust -> team collaboration 0.898 5.007 0.000 supported

H3: team collaboration -> innovation 0.769 3.746 0.000 supported

X2 = 23.870; degrees of freedom (df ) = 22; X2/df = 1.085; goodness-of-fit index (GFI) = 0.981;
adjusted goodness-of-fit value (AGFI) = 0.911; root mean square error of approximation

(RMSEA) = 0.000.

Notes: β denotes standardized regression coefficients; T: a value of the T-statistic. Source: own elaboration.

The conducted analysis confirmed the effect of HR practices on interpersonal trust (β = 0.431,
p = 0.000). This was compatible with the assumption regarding the influence that team reliability and
potency have on interpersonal trust.
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Furthermore, the SEM supported the H2 hypothesis, which assumed that interpersonal trust has
an effect on team collaboration (β = 0.898, p = 0.000). This provided further confirmation regarding the
importance of trust in fostering teamwork.

The H3 hypothesis was positively verified. It was shown that team collaboration positively
impacts organizational innovation (β = 0.769, p = 0.000).

We assessed the measurement model fit by examining the chi-squared (χ2) test, since it is regarded
as a fundamental statistical measure in SEM [115]. The chi-squared value was 23.870. The next pieces of
information we used to evaluate the goodness-of-fit (GOT) were degrees of freedom, which equaled 22.
As a result, chi-squared divided by degrees of freedom (χ2/df ) was 1.085. The p-value was 0.354, which
was above the recommended level of 0.05 [120]. The next measure we evaluated was the GOF index
(GFI). In our model, this was equal to 0.981, which is considered to be an acceptable level [120,125].
The adjustment of the goodness-of-fit value (AGFI) was 0.911. Then we examined the root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), which describes whether or not the model fits a population. In our
research, the RMSEA was 0.000, which is considered a preferable fit.

The results indicated that the team is a source of innovation. The verification of the research model
confirmed that HR practices oriented toward strengthening reliance and interdependence support
interpersonal trust. Further, this suggests that team collaboration depends on the trust between team
members. Finally, this indicates the importance of teamwork for effective innovation.

5. Discussion

The results of this study demonstrate the fundamental role of trust and the importance of HR
practices in building innovation. These results suggest three paths that managers could consider in
order to develop innovative potential.

First, one finding refers to the influence of HR practices in nurturing trust within teams.
It emphasizes the value of strengthening team reliance and interdependence in order to nurture
team potential. One way team trust can be increased is by providing interdependent tasks and by
introducing workload sharing. Another option concerns the practice of offering group rewards and
introducing collective responsibility. The more team members are aware of their interdependence, the
more they are willing to share information and teach each other [126]. Lastly, trust can be facilitated by
supporting team competency development as a way to increase team potency. This is in alignment
with SET theory, which assumes that individuals are motivated by seeking possible gain and avoiding
potential losses [74]. In the same vein, HR practices supporting team reliance and interdependence
encourage a collective belief in collaborative effort and thus foster interpersonal trust. Using SET as a
reference point, this provides an explanation about the mechanism of team efficacy as a trigger for
interpersonal trust. Individuals are prone to trust colleagues who they perceive as being potentially
able to successfully accomplish a task or contribute to the team effort. This corresponds broadly
with Schorman, Mayer, and Davis’s [127] model of trust, where benevolence, integrity, and ability
are the antecedents of trust. Team members’ willingness to trust each other will be influenced by
their perception of their teammates’ abilities. Summing up, our findings suggest a direct linkage
between HR practices and interpersonal trust. The results of the hypothesis testing of the structural
relationships between the variables are illustrated in Figure 2.
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Second, our study acknowledges that trust is a vital factor that enables companies to build a
successful collaborative team. Trust is a core component of effective collaboration. Our results confirm
previous studies, which indicated that successful collaboration was based on trust [32]. Of course,
collaboration is not determined exclusively by trust, but it is an important facet of successful teamwork.

Third, the organization must be able to maintain successful collaboration to remain innovative.
Our results confirm that innovation is driven by humans. Effective collaboration creates a breeding
environment for innovation. The ability to support collaboration helps to bridge the gap between
innovation and employees. Therefore, this indicates how HR practices can build innovative potential.
The current literature lacks an explanation of how HR practices affect innovation [113,128]. There is
a need to understand how HR management can drive innovation in teams [55]. Our key findings
address this issue and provide an explanation of how HR practices can lead to innovation. Our results
confirm how HR activities can enhance innovation by promoting creative attitudes and behaviors in
teams [84,115,129,130]. These findings attribute innovation potential to team trust and collaboration
based on workload sharing, group rewards, and team competency development. The examination of
the relationship between HR practices and innovation confirmed that interpersonal trust and team
collaboration play a vital role in this process.

6. Conclusions

The current study introduces the link that bonds HR practices and innovation. This implies that
the role of trust and collaboration is essential in managing innovation with a sustainable approach.
Our study traces out the process of driving innovation through HR practices that facilitate trust and
improve team collaboration.

The main contribution of this study is the identification of the relationship between HR practices,
interpersonal trust, team collaboration, and innovation. Specifically, we provide new insights into
these relationships by explaining how HR practices affect innovation. To the best of our knowledge,
we are the first study of this kind to examine the linkage between the discussed variables. Our study
explores the way HR practices oriented toward building team trust and strengthening collaboration
can increase innovation. Moreover, we emphasize the role of interpersonal trust in developing team
innovation. Additionally, we highlight which HR practices are crucial for facilitating innovation.

The link between HR and innovation has been suggested as an interesting area of research [55,131].
However, the role of team rewards, workload sharing, and competency development has not been
examined as a trigger for interpersonal trust, which impacts team collaboration and as a result supports
innovation. Our study confirms this linkage using empirical data. Therefore, our study provides
an empirically based description of the pathways connecting HR practices and innovation with
interpersonal trust and team collaboration.

We indicate how certain HR practices might enhance innovation through developing interpersonal
trust and supporting team collaboration. In our study, we extended the previous Shea and Guzzo
model [37] by examining its connection with interpersonal trust, team collaboration, and innovation.
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We suggest how certain HR practices can bring about innovation. Our study highlights the foundation
of developing innovative potential in organizations by transforming employees’ behaviors into an
expected innovative outcome.

To conclude, we have contributed by analyzing the underlying processes that facilitate innovation.
By identifying this relationship, our study contributes to both practice and theory pertaining to HR
and innovation.

The verified connection between HR practices built upon the Shea and Guzzo model [37] and
interpersonal trust has theoretical implications. Further, it captures the role of HR management in
increasing innovation and addresses the gap in the current literature [55,131]. By using SET as a
framework to analyze the links between HR practices and collaboration-driven trust that induces
innovation, we contribute to the existing theoretical literature. Additionally, we suggest how certain
HR practices oriented toward nurturing interdependent mechanisms can be used as instruments
to support trust, teamwork, and ultimately innovation. Since innovation is a key component of a
sustainable approach to managing an organization, we put up an explanation of how to strengthen
innovation and thus organizational sustainability.

The importance of HR activities in driving innovation has managerial implications. Moreover,
the current data indicate the constant need for the implementation of state-of-the-art solutions
and cost-cutting technologies due to dropping prices and decreasing service margins in the
telecommunications sector [132,133]. Therefore, our study helps to indicate some practices worth
exploring in pursuit of organizational innovation. We indicate the role of HR practices in building
trust within a working team. Additionally, we suggest how trust-based collaboration can drive
innovation. Finally, we highlight that employees are the cornerstones of innovation. By managing
teams, managers can improve their innovative potential by increasing interdependence, reliance, and
potency by developing team competency, providing group rewards, and establishing workload sharing
practices. Moreover, managers need to be aware that a relevant trust-based and collaboration-oriented
work environment influences team performance and affects organizational innovation.

This study is of great significance in comprehending the HR mechanisms that facilitate innovation.
Previous studies on innovation have focused on strategic aspects, whereas our research highlights
the importance of HR management in developing innovation. Therefore, this paper provides useful
guidance for managers on how to support innovation through HR practices. Furthermore, this study
contributes to theory by explaining how SET can be applied in understanding the phenomenon
of innovation.

The limitations of this study refer to the fact that this research was carried out quantitatively.
Further analysis could include a qualitative approach. Additionally, a prospective future study could
evaluate the link between HR practices and innovation from a global perspective. Similarly, future
studies may examine the impact of each of these HR practices based on the Shea and Guzzo model [37].
It may also be interesting to explore the phenomenon of innovation from an HR perspective using
various mediating variables. Future studies could also analyze different factors contributing to the
team spirit that affects innovation.
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