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Introduction
The problem of human resource management at companies which base
their success on using their employees' intellectual work is becoming particularly meaningful at present. It can be considered from various positions
of scientific knowledge: sociology, economics, and psychology. Multidimensionality, multifaceted character of analysis is connected with the
complexity of the subject of research: intellectual capital presents the aggregate of human, organizational and economic components, their sciencebased management being the essential condition of efficiency and competitive ability of the companies. This study presents the results of research in
the field of assessing the efficiency of HRD technologies in knowledgeintensive spheres. It features the organizational-psychological approach to
the issue which is based on analyzing the specific character of intellectual
activity and the results of the employees' subjective opinion polls concerning the peculiarities of HR practices in knowledge-intensive firms. Two
groups of companies were selected as the object of research: those specializing in the sphere of IT and those working in PR and advertising field. In
this work the authors have undertaken to give a successive answer to a
number of interconnected research queries:
 which companies can be regarded as knowledge-intensive ones;
 what are the differences in HR-practices aimed at human resource
development in various types of knowledge-intensive firms.
The results of data source analysis and own experience of working in
the consulting sphere have given us the opportunity to formulate the main
hypotheses of the present research:
1. there are differences in HR practices in various types of
knowledge-intensive firms (IT and PR, advertising),
2. the differences in HR practices in various types of knowledgeintensive firms reflect the specific character of the basic HRM strategies:
the high involvement strategy and the high performance strategy.
Literature review
Specific character of knowledge-intensive firms
It must be emphasized that there is no universal definition of the notion "knowledge-intensive firms" either in the Russian or foreign literature.
Such terms as "intellectual employees", "knowledge-intensive fields",
"knowledge-intensive products", "knowledge-intensive technologies" are
abundant but they do not reflect the essence of the issue which is of interest
to us. Table 1 contains the description of the basic approaches to defining
the notions "knowledge-intensive firms" and "intellectual employees" presented in international scientific literature.
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Table 1
Peculiarities of intellectual employees in knowledge-intensive firms
Definitions, main peculiarities
Ability to generate, unite, develop new ideas
People with special intellectual abilities capable
of enlarge the economic value (of a product?)
Company income is defined by intellectual resources
Work distinguished by multiple meaning and
intensity, oriented at achiving unique result
Ability to perform the work with high demands,
to work independently, to aim for development
and promotion. Opposition to traditional cultures using control and commands (directions)
as means of management. Possessing core
competencies
Ability to generate and relay valuable
knowledge from generation to generation to
improve competitive ability
Achieving the result through working in alliances is more important than mere organizational loyalty
Talent relevant to the business strategy, developing and adapting itself to changes, able to
achieve the work-life balance, flexible in job
selection and establishing relations
Job satisfaction in this group of employees depends on labor remuneration, work meaning,
decision making process, relations with top
management, employment prospects

Source
Vogt, 1995
Jack, 1993
Drucker, 1999; Ulrich, 1999
Alvesson, 1993
Kinnear and Sutherland, 2000

Alvesson, 2000, Watson
Wyatt, 2001
Kerrin and Oliver, 2002;
Bulter and Waldroop, 1999
Hewitt Associates, 2001; Baron and Hannon, 2002, Alvesson, 2000; Thomson and
Heron, 2002
Economic Intelligence Unit,
and Andersen Consulting/Accenture, 2001; Kinnear
and Sutherland, 2000; Alvesson, 2000; Thompson and
Heron, 2002
Alvesson, 2000; Thompson
and Heron, 2002

Informal loyalty based on interpersonal relations, common interests, as distinguished from
formal loyalty based on culture, norms, symbols
and practices
Human resource management through HRThompson and Heron, 2002
strategies supporting generation and demand for
new ideas
Supporting, cross-cultural, network structures
Drucker, 1989; Thompson
with diffuse boundaries, providing decentraliza- and Heron, 2002
tion in decision making process within subcultures and strategic alliances
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Table 1 continued
Definitions, main peculiarities
Regulatory control by means of culture and
self-identification as distinguished from directory and command and controlling management
mechanism
People with highly developed abstract thinking
and the ability to anticipate new prospects, generate new solutions and create new processes
Freethinking, able to share knowledge and
adapt to hi-tec requirements, aiming for training
in new trends
Working culture is intensified by the relevant
HR systems and practices

Flexible working time, relying on webtechnologies and outsourcing

Source
Herzenberg et al., 2000

Stamps, 1996

Herzenberg et al., 2000; Vogt,
1995; Dessler, 2000; Stamps,
1996
Hewitt Associates, 2001;
Robertson and O’Malley
Hammerseley, 2000; Ulrich,
1998
Quinn and Anderson,1996;
Appiah-Mfodwo et al.,2000;
Holland et al., 2002; Cameron, 2002

Source: Horwitz et al.: “HR strategies for managing knowledge worker: an Afro-Asian
comparative analysis”, The International Journal of Human Resource management,
2006, V. 17, No 5, p.785–786.

The content of the table indicates that there are no universal and clear
definitions of the peculiarities of knowledge-intensive firms, they are frequently described through the specific character of intellectual employees'
activity. A different viewpoint reflecting the value approach to the subject
of research is represented in the Russian literature. According to this viewpoint the share of the intellectual capital in the formation of the company
market value must be the assessment criterion (Gaponenko, 2006; Ivanov,
2006).
We consider the approach presented in the works of Alvesson
(1995) more productive for achieving the goals of the present research,
as the average Russian companies with the market value and the share of
intellectual capital in it which is rather hard to define are the object of
research.
Thus, the literature analysis allows to draw a conclusion that
knowledge-intensive firms are those companies where and for which the
intellectual employees are of special significance — they either present a
considerable share in the quantity of personnel on the whole or they are
key employees and they set the pace in the significance of their contribution to profit earning and long-term company development.
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Peculiarities of intellectual activity performed by the employees of
knowledge-intensive firms
A common feature of key employees in knowledge-intensive firms is
those employees' ability, depending on the position, to create some sort of
intellectual product or provide conditions for the creation and utilization of
the created intellectual products. Products of intellectual activity — inventions, innovation proposals, models and specimens, publications etc., are
results of intellectual processes which can be classified by various attributes. In the context of the present research we are largely interested in the
degree of creativity, innovation, creative work differing the employees' labor activity depending on the company field of activity.
There exist various approaches to classifying intellectual activity by
the creativity indicator. One of the first creativity typologies was put forward by W. Ostwald in early XX century (Ostwald, 1910). In his paper he
assessed the creativity by the originality criterion, interpreting it as the
ability to create something independently.
Since the middle of the XX century J. Guilford's model where he noted the distinction in kind between two types of intellectual operations —
convergence and divergence, was the basis for studying peculiarities of
creative thinking (Guilford, 1967).
Convergent thinking becomes actual when a person solving a problem
has to find the only correct solution based on multiple conditions. He defined divergent thinking as thinking searching (acting) in different directions, based on variation in ways of problem solving leading to unexpected
conclusions and results. Guilford considered such thinking the basis of creativity.
Guilford singled out the basic parameters of creativity: fluency —
generating a large number of ideas within a unit of time; flexibility — ability to switch from one idea to another; originality — generating unusual
ideas different from commonly accepted ones; readiness — detailed elaboration of produced ideas
At the end of the XX century Guilbert's model was challenged by the
president of American Psychological Association (Sternberg, Grigorenko,
1997). In his work he attempted to prove the insufficient information value
of creativity tests in relation to real life. D. B. Bogoyavlenskaya, a wellknown Russian specialist in the field of psychology of thinking, supported
her foreign colleagues and called to abandon assessing creativity only by
the indicator of ability to combine elements. In her works she maintains
that creative activity is always of personalized nature and finds its realization in the phenomenon of intellectual initiative having three quality level:
stimulus-productive, heuristic and creative (Bogoyavlenskaya, 1983). By
the author's opinion, formation of intellectual initiative is possible only un8

der conditions contributive to the formation of internal motivation and the
value system supporting the talent development (Bogoyavlenskaya, 2004).
Correlating this theoretical knowledge with HRD practice one can assume that the specific character of professional tasks and the requirements
to the anticipated products of intellectual activity define the level of intellectual initiative needed by the employees to perform their working duties
efficiently. The higher the requirements to the innovative character of the
product, the higher the demands to the level of intellectual initiative. HRD
strategy and practices must act as the tools allowing to form the required
level of intellectual initiative.
Peculiarities of managing the employees' intellectual initiative
in knowledge-intensive firms
In their analytical study Horwitz et al (2006) note that whereas a sufficient number of papers are devoted to attempts to define the essence of intellectual employees' and knowledge-intensive firms activity, considerably
less attention is paid to studying HR-practices contributing t the realization
of this activity. The authors emphasize that nevertheless there are serious
complexities in attracting, retaining and motivating the employees of the
intellectual field. Information sources provide data concerning the significance of the difficulty level of issues being solved, the availability of autonomy in goal-setting and selecting the methods of finding solutions
(Thompson and Heron, 2002). The authors of a number of works emphasize the importance of participation in profit-sharing, communication efficiency, respect for the individual, availability of information sources, supporting the possibility to obtain new skills (Robertson and Hammerseley,
2000; Ulrich, 1998). Practices providing for personal and professional development are important for employees from the intellectual field (Balter
and Waldroop, 1999; Becker et al., 2000; Desper and Hiltrop, 1995; Jackson, 2000; Kinnear and Sutherland , 2000; Mellander, 2001; Tampoe,
1993). Some studies state that remuneration systems can affect goal
achievement, although they are not as important as growth prospects and
act as a sort of support of important corporate goals (Bogdanovitcz and
Bailey, 2002; Carter and Scarborough, 2001; Kerr, 2002; Lee and Maurer,
1997). Capelli (2001) studied the influence provided by the employer's
brand on attracting talented employees. He considers expert using the tools
of online recruiting, ability to choose progressive strategies and flexibly
modify the traditional practices to suit the intellectual employees' needs the
essential condition of recruiting the best talents. Some authors single out
tactical options contributing to the creation of conditions for the support of
creative atmosphere in a company (Jones G., McFadzen E., 1997;
MacFadzen, 2004; Amabile, 2006).
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C.Warner (2008) also emphasizes the difficulties in managing intellectual employees. He states that it is insufficient to create something new and
different. The ideas should be practical, it should be possible to use them to
solve some problems. The author states that often a company takes on an
idea only because it is new (it is considered creative) and it hasn't existed
before. At that, it does not contribute to achieving the company goals or
solve any practical problems. In this case the idea can not only be called
creative, it can simply be regarded useless.
Thus, it can be concluded that various authors have put forward their
opinions concerning the efficiency of separate practices of managing the
employees' intellectual activity within the framework of various schools of
thought and approaches. However, we have not found out any attempts to
solve this problem systematically. That is why we conducted our own research based on the methodology of complex assessment of HRD quality.
Organization and methods of research
The paper presents the results of a comparative study of human resource management peculiarities in two groups of knowledge-intensive
firms: those working in IT field and in advertising/PR field. 100 Russian
medium size enterprises were the object of research. The research sampling included two groups of companies.
The first group: 50 medium-size companies from IT sphere. The respondents were employees who had worked in this company full-time for
over 6 months, presented by 10 people from every company, 2 of them being managers (including project managers), 8 people — specialists, engineers, consultants, programmers, technical writers. The companies specialized in the following business activities: development, distribution and
support of software and complex information systems; complex automation and system integration; implementation of automatic design systems.
The second group: 50 medium-size companies from advertising and
PR sphere. The respondents were employees who had worked in this
company full-time for over 6 months, presented by 10 people from every
company, 2 of them being managers (including project managers), 8
people — specialists involved in the core activities of the company
(marketing specialists, analysts, advertising and PR specialists, creators
etc.) In some companies the number of respondents exceeded 10 people.
The companies specialized in: marketing and advertising services, PR
campaigns.
The companies are situated in Moscow (50% of the sampling), St. Petersburg (30% of the sampling) and also in the Russian cities with over one
million citizens from the European part of Russia (20% of the sampling).
Total number of the sampling made 1056 people.
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The questionnaire developed by the authors and based on the European quality standard "Investors in People" was used as the method of research (Collins, 2004). This standard is meant to assess the HRM&D quality in the organization by the following 11 criteria:
 involvement of personnel in achieving the company goals,
 correlation of individual and company values,
 participation in decision making,
 stimulating initiative,
 organizational communication and knowledge exchange,
 priority of individual or team work,
 methods of personnel training and development,
 leadership peculiarities,
 assessing individual contribution,
 methods of motivation and incentivising,
 technologies of attracting, selection and retaining of personnel.
The questionnaire included 38 questions related to the stated 11 criteria. Within the framework of the present research we have conducted a
sampling comparison by 12 questions related to assessing the company
managers' activity in HRD.
For the sake of content analysis the questions were united in 4 groups:
 The first group included 3 questions dealing with assessing the
HRM efficiency of the companies: assessment of leadership efficiency, assessment of HRM efficiency, HRM executive.
 The second group united 4 questions connected with assessing the
employees' activity and performance: ways of giving feedback to
the employees by the results of assessing their activity, frequency
of giving feedback on activity assessment to the employees, constructiveness of assessing the employees' activity by the managers,
ways of recognition and assessment of the employees' individual
contribution to the company activity.
 The third group included 2 questions connected with assessing the
employees' involvement in decision-making process: ways of involving employees in the decision making process, ways of informing the employees about the forthcoming decisions.
 The fourth group contained 3 questions directly aimed at assessing
the efficiency of the employees' development: HRD efficiency,
ways of utilizing the results of assessing the investments in staff
training, the degree to which the assessment of investment in the
employee influences their career.
The method of calculating Fisher's slope correlation coefficient was
used as the mathematical-statistical tool of assessing the results.
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Results of research
Assessment of leadership efficiency. Both groups of companies have
demonstrated similar results by this criterion. Thus, 44% of respondents
from the first group of companies have assessed their company managers
as "highly efficient" and 44% as "rather efficient" in the leadership sphere,
only 10% have assessed their managers' leadership as "insufficiently efficient" and 1.5% as "inefficient". The situation was slightly different in the
second group. Thus, the largest share of the respondent (46%) have stated
that the level of their managers' leadership is largely relevant to "rather efficient" variant and 44% have estimated their managers' leadership as
"highly efficient". However, statistically valid differences have not been
found, which gives ground for a conclusion about the general tendency to
assess the managers' leadership as "highly efficient" or "rather efficient" in
both groups of companies. This can be connected with the fact that the
managers' and the employees' functions are clearly defined and are assessed by criteria which are understandable to the managers and the employees.
Assessment of HRM efficiency. Two basic conclusions obtained during
data processing must be noted at this point. Firstly, we must note a high
percentage of responses "rather efficient" (49% in both groups of companies), which demonstrates the general level of incomplete satisfaction by
this area of the managers' activity. Secondly, considerable differences in
the number of high and low appraisals of the managers' efficiency in HRM
are within the two groups of companies have been found. Thus, 36% of respondents from the second group of companies have given "highly efficient" appraisal and only 27% in the first group of companies did so, 20%
of respondents from the first group of companies have given "insufficiently
efficient" appraisal and 13% in the second group of companies. The comparison results of the two groups of companies by this criterion have been
confirmed as statistically valid. These results demonstrate that the level of
dissatisfaction by the efficiency of HRM is higher in the first group of
companies than in the second one.
HRD efficiency. Equal percentage of respondents in both groups of
companies give the answer "rather efficient" — 42%, which proves that
companies spare important attention for personnel development. However,
there are illustrative differences in the responses within the two groups of
companies. Thus, 32% of respondents from the second group of companies
give a high appraisal to their managers in HRD sphere ("highly efficient")
and only 22% of respondents from the first group of companies do so. Vice
versa, representatives of the first group of companies give negative appraisals to their managers concerning HRD sphere ("insufficiently efficient" and "inefficient") — accordingly 23% and 15% against 17%
12

and 5%. It must be noted here that the differences in data by the responses
"highly efficient", "insufficiently efficient" and "inefficient" for the two
groups of companies have been confirmed as statistically valid. This gives
ground to draw a conclusion about considerably differences in human resource development in different groups of companies. In particular, more
attention is paid to human resource development in advertising and PR
companies.
Ways of giving feedback to the employees by the results of assessing
their activity. Individual conversation and public announcement as a
method of communicating information about the assessment of the employees' activity is more frequently used in the companies of the second
groups than in the first group — 81% and 32% against 74% and 23% accordingly (the differences are statistically valid). Besides, the variant
"written feedback" is encountered twice as frequently in IT companies,
and the variants "feedback through the web site", "other" or "not communicated at all" are also more frequent, which proves that the employees from these companies are more comfortable with receiving assessment of their activity in written form and personal contact with the management is less important for them.
Frequency of giving feedback on activity assessment to the employees.
The results of the poll indicate that the largest number of respondents in
both groups of companies have mentioned that the assessment of their activity is communicated to them regularly (40% and 42% accordingly).
However, statistically valid differences by the responses "regularly" and
"rarely" have been found in the two groups of companies (error probability
less than 0.01%). Thus, the responses "rarely" are met almost 1.5 times as
often in the first group of companies (28% against 19%) and there are
more responses "periodically" in the companies of the second group (39%
against 32%). Based on that, one can draw a conclusion that the discussion
of the employees' work efficiency is conducted more often in the companies of the second group than in the first group.
Constructiveness of assessing the employees' activity by the managers.
The research has revealed rather high indicators in the variant "rather constructive" in both groups of companies (56% and 58% accordingly). However, statistically valid differences have been found by this criterion as
well. Thus, the response "highly constructive" is more characteristic of the
second group of companies than of the first group (20% and 13% accordingly) and the response "unconstructive" is more characteristic of the first
group of companies (13% and 6% accordingly). This allows to draw a conclusion about a relatively high level of constructivity concerning the assessment of the employees' activity on the part of the managers in both
groups of companies (the pooled estimates by the first and second group
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make 69% and 78% accordingly) and to mark its higher importance and
influence for the employees of PR and advertising companies.
Ways of recognition and assessment of the employees' individual contribution to the company activity. The research has demonstrated that such
ways of recognition as "salary rise" (39–42%), "one-time bonus" (35–
42%), "monthly bonus" (30–39%) and "promotion" (28–30%) are most
popular with the employees from both groups of companies. It must be
noted that the employees from IT companies gave demonstrated a higher
interest in various forms and methods of recognition and assessment of
their individual contribution compared to the employees of PR and advertising companies. This manifested itself in the fact that more responses by
practically all indicators was given in the first group of companies than in
the second one. However, statistically valid are differences only by the responses "one-time bonus" (р ≤ 0,05%) and "end-of-the-year bonus" and
"corporate rewards" (р ≤ 0,01%). It is worth noting that around 15% of respondents from both groups of companies have responded "don't know".
Ways of involving employees in the decision making process. Three responses having statistically valid divergences when comparing the two
groups of companies demonstrated that the companies of the first group are
more characterized by the degree of the employees’ involvement in decision making through “participation in managerial meetings” (18% against
13%). The employees from the second group of companies are far ahead of
their counterparts in terms of participation in making managerial decisions
“within workgroups” (49% against 42%). It is also important to mark the
difference in the number of employees not participating in the decision
making process in the company in any way. Their share is higher in the
companies of the first group (30% in the companies of the first group
against 23% in the companies of the second group). Approximately 21% of
employees in both companies participate in "making managerial decisions". Thus, over 80% of intellectual employees in both groups of companies participate in making decisions in some way.
Ways of informing the employees about the forthcoming decisions.
The collected data allow to state with a high degree of reliability that the
two groups of companies are different in terms of responses "orally" and
"newsletter". Both of these ways are used most often for the employees of
the first group of companies (49.5% and 50% accordingly). However,
when drawing comparison with the answers of the employees from the second group of companies one can observe that the oral form of communication is more typical for the second group of companies (20% more responses — 50% and 70% accordingly). Informing the employees in writing is used considerably less frequently for the employees of the second
group of companies (21% fewer responses — 29% and 50% accordingly).
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Such responses as "newsboard" and "intranet site" also demonstrate statistically valid divergence. By these indicators one can conclude that for the
companies of the first type the newsboard is least popular and intranet site
is most popular. The opposite statement is correct for the companies of the
second type. It is also worth noting that there is quite a large number of responses "not inform in any way" for both companies (17% for the first
group and 13% for the second group of companies) which proves that in
some companies the managers still don't consider it necessary to inform the
employees about the forthcoming decisions.
HRM executive. The results of research demonstrate that for the companies of the first group human resource management is more characteristic through the HRM department (26%) and personnel department (33%).
Creation of specialized structures (departments) is conditioned by the fact
that there is a possibility of a standardized approach to managing large
groups of employees in these companies. Companies of the second type are
characterized to a greater extent by performing HRM functions through a
personnel manager or director general (37%). In the second group this
function is entrusted to one specialist (39%) or to a manager who is not a
professional in the HRM sphere (18%). Also involving medium-level managers in HRM is more widely spread in the first group of companies (12 %
against 4% accordingly).
Ways of utilizing the results of assessing the investments in staff training. Statistically valid for the comparison of the two groups of companies
are the responses "based on the evaluation plans and budgets of training for
the forthcoming period are formed" and "based on the evaluation the decision about staff promotion is made". Thus, for the employees working in
the company of the first group the first response is most widely spread
(37% against 23% accordingly). This can signify that in the companies of
this type there is the need in the constant update of the employees'
knowledge and skills and in case of achieving the expected results the
company makes a decision to send other employees for the similar kind of
training. For the second group of companies personified forms of making a
decision about promoting the employee by the results of assessing the investments in training are more characteristic (42% against 31% accordingly). In both groups of companies the decision on opening new areas of activity is made in 15% of cases on the basis of assessing the investments in
training. It is worth noting that there are some employees in the companies
who are not informed at all about what decisions the managers make by the
results of the conducted training (5% and 9% in the first and second groups
of companies accordingly).
The degree to which the assessment of investment in the employee influences their career. The obtained data demonstrate how much the as15

sessment of investment in staff training influences further career of the
employees. The most widespread response is "influences moderately"
(39% in the first group of companies and 42% in the second one). 10% (the
first group of companies) to 12% (the second group of companies) of the
employees note strong influence of investment assessment on their career.
This indicates that there are similar tendencies for all the types of companies and it also allows to draw a conclusion that the largest part of the employees in both groups of companies admit that the assessment of investment in staff training exerts influence on their career.
Results discussion
Obtained results allowed to prove the first hypothesis of our research:
the differences in HRM and HRD practices in knowledge-intensive firms
working in various fields of activity really exist. A number of differences
can be singled out:
1. Taking into account general moderate attitude of the employees
from both groups of knowledge-intensive firms to the efficiency of
the managers' leadership the assessment of HRM efficiency is
higher for the companies working in the sphere of advertising and
PR than for IT companies.
2. In IT companies the HRM and HRD functions are more often entrusted to a specialized department whereas in advertising and PR
companies these functions are entrusted to a specialist manager or
a top manager.
3. In advertising and PR companies the HRD work is perceived by
the employees as more effective.
4. In advertising and PR companies the managerial communication
with the employees (feedback, informing employees, ways of
recognition and incentivising, making decisions about further development) has a more direct, personified and personally oriented
form. In IT companies these processes are more formalized and
oriented at achieving the results and using the financial and remote
control tools.
5. IT companies largely rely on individual responsibility in making
decisions, in advertising and PR companies the managers prefer
collective forms of making managerial decision within working
groups.
6. The differences in HR practices aimed at personnel development
and relevant to various human resource strategies have been proven to a statistically-valid degree. IT companies tend to realize the
high performance strategy, whereas advertising and PR companies
prefer the high involvement strategy.
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Summarizing the peculiarities of the practices in use, one can conclude
that they are based on various HRM strategies. It is accepted to single out
three key HRM strategies:
 the high involvement model (Lawler, 1986)
 the high commitment management model (Walton, 1985),
 the high performance work system (US Department of Labor, 1993).
The involvement strategy assumes the existence of flexible approaches
to forming a team of likeminded people, developing a dialogue in the
sphere of forming the company mission, organization goals and values between the managers and the employees, cooperation between departments.
The principles of the high commitment strategy are largely similar to the
involvement strategy.
The high performance work system is oriented at achieving results:
performance, quality, profit, shareholder value. The HRM technologies
are largely formalized and based on the key efficiency indicators which
are the basis for staff evaluation, for forming the incentivising and training systems (Zelenova, 2004; Joy-Mathews et al., 2006; Gurkov, 2002;
Gurkov et. al., 2009).
The obtained data allowed to draw a conclusion supporting our second
hypothesis: HRM and HRD practices in IT companies correlate with the
high performance strategy and HRM practices in advertising and PR companies are conditioned by the involvement strategy.
Conclusion
The present research aimed to demonstrate (to single out and describe)
the differences in HRM and HRD strategy and practices characteristic of
knowledge-intensive firms working in various fields. The obtained empirical data allow to conclude that these differences really exist. They are supposedly connected with the specific character of professional activity requiring different levels of intellectual initiative. The obtained results can
be useful to top managers and heads of HRM departments when selecting
and forming efficient HRM and HRD technologies. The companies where
the activity requires a high level of intellectual initiative from the core employees must focus more on realizing the involvement strategy and HRD
practices.
It is worth emphasizing that the results of our research at this stage allow only to state the differences in HRM strategies and practices in different knowledge-intensive firms. The issue of economic efficiency of these
companies remains open for future research.
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