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ABSTRACT

The field of Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM) has accentuated the crucial
role first-line managers (FLMSs) play in promoting both employees and organizational performance
through their effective implementation of adopted HR practices. The discourse on SHRM is
typically based on the premise that if the designed HR systems at the organization level can be
appropriately adopted and implemented, the organization will achieve performance goals. Yet,
research evidence has recently highlighted a potential gap between organizations’ espoused HR
strategies and the HR practices actually experienced by employees. This is so because HR practices
may be carried out with considerable variation across workgroups even within organizations, with
the FLM being the implementer of such HR practice. Therefore, research on how FLMs identify
themselves as the HR implementer becomes critical.

Drawing on role identity and social context theories, this thesis introduces a framework of
FLM’s HR role identity that extends the current theorization of what precedes their effective HR
implementation. This thesis suggests that FLMs’ role identity will guide their HR implementation
behavior by attaching the HR role to their self-concept. Although the framework of social context
has emphasized the importance of contextual factors in influencing employee attitudes and
behaviors, the process through which particular types of HR involvement would promote or
prohibit role perceptions is still an undeveloped area of inquiry. This thesis recommends that, by
examining HR involvement of immediate superiors and peers that impact FLMs’ HR role identity
and consequent HR implementation behaviors, the questions of why some FLMs believe they are
HR implementer while others do not and why FLMs react differently to their HR role can be

answered.



Hypotheses are tested through survey data collected from 105 FLMs and 518 team
members in 9 Chinese companies. The results showed general support for the proposed research
model. Therefore, the current thesis advances the existing research on FLM in the following ways.
First, this study develops the concept of FLM’s HR role identity and suggests it as a more stable
cognitive process of FLMs to generate a self-view toward their HR role. Second, this research
includes FLMs’ perceptions of immediate superiors’ and peers’ HR involvement as important
contextual factors that facilitate or impede the salience of FLMs’ HR role identity. More
specifically, immediate superiors’ HR orientation and peers’ HR implementation are found to
positively influence FLMs’ HR role identity, while immediate superiors’ bottom-line mentality
and peers’ cynicism about HR have negative effects on FLMs’ HR role identity. In addition,
immediate superiors’ and peers’ workplace status is found to strengthen the positive effects of their
HR involvement and FLMs’ HR role identity. Third, this research adds to the FLM literature by
characterizing multiple forms of FLMs’ HR implementation behaviors within workgroups — strict
implementation, externally adaptive implementation, and internally adaptive implementation —
and establishes that FLMs’ HR role identity triggers different behavioral patterns depending on
their motivational processes (i.e., goal orientations). Finally, this research considers intra-team
acceptance and FLMs’ workplace status as important outcomes of FLMs’ HR implementation.
Taken together, this thesis develops several propositions that serve as the baseline for future

endeavors.
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CHAPTERII

INTRODUCTION

To date, in the research on FLMs’ HR implementation, scholars have often focused on
FLMs’ HR-related abilities, motivations, and opportunities (AMOs) that enhance HR
implementation effectiveness (e.g., Bos-Nehles et al., 2013; Gilbert et al., 2015; Trullen et al.,
2016). Although this is a valuable pursuit, several lingering issues are not addressed. Despite the
various AMO initiatives (Trullen et al., 2016) made available by the organization, FLMs may still
lack the recognition of the HR role as an important part of their jobs, which prevents them from
implementing HR practices as expected by the organization (Op de Beeck et al., 2016; Ryu & Kim,
2013). Therefore, more research efforts are needed to explore how FLMs develop a sense of self
pertinence to the HR role (Kurdi-Nakra et al., 2022), which sustains their HR efforts (Ashforth,
2000; Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Farmer et al., 2003). In essence, FLMs’ motivation to carry out HR
activities might be temporal and changeable, while the self-view is a more constant source rooted
in their cognitive process (Biddle, 2013). As per Burke and Stets (2009), identity is the meaning
one attributes to oneself in a role. To explore how FLMs attribute the meaning of the HR role to
themselves and develop an identification toward the HR responsibility, this paper develops the
concept of FLM’s HR role identity and proposes it as a crucial antecedent to their effective HR
implementation. In this research, FLMs’ HR role identity is defined as an FLM’s internalization
of meanings associated with HR duties entrusted by the organization (c.f., Burke & Stets, 2009;
Chen & Tang, 2018). In particular, FLMs who have a high HR role identity will regard HR
responsibility as an inherent part of their jobs, so they are less likely to conclude that they will

spend time on extra HR work at the expense of core operational tasks (Van Waeyenberg &



Decramer, 2018). In contrast, FLMs with low HR role identity may adopt self-interested manners

where the costs of carrying out HR duties outweigh its benefits (Cook et al., 2013).

Despite this recognition, the current narrative on FLMs’ HR role identity lacks a systematic
view of how such role identity can be shaped. Indeed, organizational behavior scholars have long
explicated that individuals’ role identity is formed through relative self-views and feedback from
social others (Riley & Burke, 1995). Because FLMs are not isolated in enforcing HR practices,
normative expectations of social others are the main sources of their self-concept through
reflexivity or seeing themselves through specific expectations (Farmer et al.,, 2003). HR
involvement by social others makes FLMs recognize HR role expectations and identities, and the
emerged role identity stimulates FLMs to engage in HR role behaviors (Ashforth et al.,
2008; Lankau et al., 2006). Notably, social others within an organization include other HR actors
who work with FLMs to ensure the effective enactment of HR practices (Garavan et al., 1998).
Among studies on FLMs, HR implementation has been found to be facilitated if FLMs receive
support from HR managers (e.g., Bos-Nehles et al., 2013; Gilbert et al., 2011; Guest & Bos-Nehles,
2013) and top managers (e.g., Thornhill & Saunders, 1998) alike. However, this research holds
that this emphasis is incomplete, and FLMs’ HR role identity is also affected by the involvement
of their immediate superiors and peer FLMs within the same work unit (Op de Beeck et al., 2018).
Simply put, perceived role expectations from immediate superiors and peers will also influence

the salience of FLMs’ HR role identity.

The theory of perceived supervisor support (Eisenberger et al., 2002) submits that
individuals will reciprocate with desired work attitudes and behaviors when they perceive that
their supervisors care about their well-being, appreciate their contributions, and are in general

supportive. Similarly, being derived from the social exchange theory, leader-member exchange



(LMX) perspective suggests that immediate superiors who are perceived to be supportive will
encourage FLMSs and increase their performance (Bhanthumnavin, 2003; Wayne et al., 1997).
However, LMX perspective also indicates that immediate superiors who care merely about the
bottom-line outcomes but ignore FLMs’ well-being would, on the other hand, demotivate FLMs
and decrease their performance (Quade et al., 2020). In the similar vein, social comparison theory
(Festinger, 1954) demonstrates that peers or coworkers significantly influence an individual’s
work attitudes and behaviors because they are exposed to the same work environment and are often
assigned the same tasks (Cohen & McKay, 1984; Joiner, 2007; Zhou & George, 2001). With the
aim of extending the predominant investigation on the HR-related support from the top
management and HR department, this paper pays particular attention to the roles HR involvement
of immediate superiors and peer FLMs play in intensifying or diminishing focal FLMs’ HR role
identity. Remarkably, given the little research interest on the proposed relationships so far, there
is also no empirical evidence provided to explore the boundary conditions that direct such effects.
To fill this void, this study proposes that these relationships are conditional on immediate superiors’
and peer FLMs’ workplace status. This attempt is convincible because workplace status is viewed
as a crucial relational attribute that determines the development of social exchange relationships
(Lawler & Thye, 1999). In the process of FLMs making sense of who they are in the HR practices
enactment process, high-status immediate superiors and peers are highly regarded and well
accepted since they possess more task-relevant information and know-how (Groysberg et al., 2011;
Jensen & Roy, 2008). As a result, FLMs will be more confident with heeding expectations of high-

status immediate superiors and peers as what is required in the HR role.

Moreover, although the issue of examining FLMs’ HR role identity in minimizing HR

implementation gap has been acknowledged, what is curious is that deliberation on the behaviors



that FLMs demonstrate in implementing HR practices has yet to be investigated (c.f., Jackson et
al., 2013; Nishii & Paluch, 2018; Pak, 2022). As discussed above, with the HR role identity being
shaped, FLMs differ in the extent to the commitment to the HR duties and are discretionary to
execute the espoused HR practices within their workgroups (Lopez-Cotarelo, 2018; Pak & Kim,
2018). Although research on why some FLMs are more involved than others in the HR
implementation has been established (e.g., capacity to manage HR duties; Bos-Nehles & Meijerink,
2018), there has been little empirical analysis of how FLMs are involved in the HR implementation,
as well as the boundary conditions under which FLMs develop or demonstrate their ability in
achieving HR goals (i.e., goal orientation, VandeWalle, 1997). Elaborating on the
conceptualization of how and to what extent FLM engage in the HR implementation steps
significantly further since it accepts that FLMs, as important HR implementers, are the major
source of variance in not only the HR process (i.e., the extent of involvement) but, more
importantly, the HR content (i.e., the adaptation of HR practices) of adopted HR practices (Kehoe
& Han, 2020). On this matter, this thesis intends to examine the multiple forms of FLMs’ HR
implementation behaviors and the effect of each behavioral pattern on FLMs’ HR implementation
outcomes including employees’ intra-team acceptance and FLMs’ workplace status. Furthermore,
in explaining the variance of FLMs’ HR implementation behaviors, this thesis considers their goal
orientations as an important motivating process which affects their decision-making on how to
execute the espoused HR tasks. The major reason for respecting goal orientations as important
moderating mechanisms is that goal orientations are relatively stable individual differences even
though they are exposed in the same work environment and are assigned the similar tasks (Button
et al., 1996; Murayama & Elliot, 2009; Pieterse et al., 2013). In this way, this research will be of

benefit to advance our understanding of the nature of a FLM-induced discrepancy between



espoused and realized HR practices and examining relative effects of different implementation

behaviors.

This thesis will start with the argument that FLMs’ HR role identity is critical for their
effective HR implementation, and that such HR role identity could be influenced by the HR
involvement of immediate superiors and peer FLMs. In the present research model, immediate
superiors’ and peers’ workplace status is considered the boundary condition in the relationships
between their HR involvement and FLMs’ HR role identity. Following that, this thesis will
conceptualize and articulate different patterns of FLMs” HR implementation behaviors, and then
identify intra-team acceptance and FLMs’ workplace status as the outcomes of effective HR
implementation within workgroups. In so doing, this research makes contributions to theory and
practice in several ways. First, and the most importantly, it benefits the research on both HR
devolution and role identity. This thesis highlights FLMs’ HR role identity as a vital cognitive
mechanism in the process of them making sense of the HR role. This attempt which introduces
FLMs’ HR role identity to the FLM literature addresses the concern regarding FLMs’ self-concept
tied to their HR duties. Second, this research broadens the sources of external stimulations that
lead to greater role identity. It establishes HR involvement as antecedents to FLMs’ HR role
identity. It proposes immediate superiors and peers as significant social others whose HR
involvement would have different impacts on FLMs’ HR role identity. Notably, this study also
aims to contribute to the discourse on FLMs’ HR role identity by examining when and under what
conditions, namely the boundary conditions, that limit or enhance the influences of immediate
superiors and peers on FLMs’ HR role identity. Third, this research contributes to the literature
and practice of HR implementation by characterizing three different HR implementation patterns

of FLMs, as well as goal orientations which influence their adaption of HR practices. This



supplements the extant discussion on simply FLMs’ adoption or resistance of the intended HR

practices.

The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows. In the following sections it discusses
relevant literature that supports the development of the conceptual framework. From the latter, a
theoretical model of FLMs’ HR role identity is proposed and tested using empirical data. This
research tests team-level hypotheses after aggregating individual responses. Moreover, it tests the
potential moderating and mediating influences between these relationships. After demonstrating
the results, it concludes by suggesting the theoretical and practical contributions of this research.

Prospective directions for future research are then provided.

CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

HR Devolution and the HR Role of FLMs

There has been increasing research interest concerning HR devolution in the previous
literature (e.g., Budhwar & Sparrow, 1997; Freedman, 1990; Renwick, 2003; Torrington & Hall,
1996). According to Brewster and Larsen (1992, p. 412), HR devolution refers to “the degree to
which HR practice involves and gives responsibility to line managers rather than personnel
specialists”. Given that FLMs act as the implementer of HR practices at the level of their team,
they are in a pivotal position in the HRM-performance causal chain (Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007).
As Storey (1989) indicated, a collective relationship between HRM and business strategy involves
two developments. First, HR managers become to show more initiatives to support the strategic

direction of HR in business or management activities. As a result, HR department tends to take



less responsibilities for HR practices and such responsibilities were therefore devolved to FLMs.
Second, FLMs are thus given a primary responsibility for HR activities to link strategy
development and human resource development closely (Brewster & Larsen, 1992). In a similar
vein, Guest (1987, p. 51) also argued that “HRM is increasingly being integrated and shared with
line managers”. Some researchers believe that within the main areas of HRM (attracting, retaining,
motivating, and developing employee), FLMs should pay attention to the collective relationship
between human, financial and physical resources. It is an effective way for FLMs to achieve
organizational success by allocating time, money, and energy to the development of subordinate
employees rather than for human resource managers (Brewster & Larsen, 1992). Later, Budhwar
and Sparrow (1997, p. 477) identified five rationales for HR devolution: 1) certain issues are too
complex for top management to comprehend; 2) local managers are able to respond more quickly
to local problems and conditions; 3) it leads to employees being motivated and effective control,
as FLMs are in constant contact with employees; 4) it helps to prepare future managers (by
allowing middle managers to practice decision-making skills); and 5) it helps to reduce costs. It is
augured that people management responsibilities have been delegated to FLMs in order to achieve
organizational success (Brewster & Larsen, 1992). Therefore, FLMs must be involved in HRM
implementation because they are perceived to take responsible for HR practices better than HR

managers in hope of the organizational and financial effectiveness.

In fact, value can only be added to other resources through incentives and commitment of
labor force. The communication process can also be achieved by FLMs rather than specialist
employee functions. FLMs are considered to be the represent of the management of company for
most employees. In order for a more effective people management, organizations should provide

these FLMs with the authority and responsibility to administrate and award their subordinates



(Brewster & Larsen, 1992). FLMs are considered to be increasingly important in organization’s
management team because they are expected to build a cooperativity effect among human,
financial and physical properties through allocating time, money, and energy to the development
of employees (Brewster & Larsen, 1992). FLMs’ role has changed from the operational supervisor
of a team to the team leadership and strategic business management. The nature of the new role
can be suggested as a “mini-manager model” (Storey, 1992, p. 219), as FLMs are taking more
responsibilities, more authority, higher pay and status as well as better training, and, they will be
carefully selected to be qualified with improved competencies. They are also responsible for
reaching the HRM goals to make sure their subordinates to demonstrate commitment, quality,
flexibility and profitability (Lowe, 1992). Additionally, Legge (1989, p. 27) argued that HRM is
“vested in line management as business managers responsible for co-ordinating and directing all

resources in the business unit in pursuit of bottom line profits”.

Some scholars have suggested in the similar way and classified five reasons for the ‘failure’
of devolution (e.g. Bond & Wise, 2003; Bos-Nehles, 2010): 1) FLMs lack the desire to execute
HR responsibilities (Cunningham & Hyman, 1999; Harris et al., 2002; Kulik & Bainbridge, 2006);
2) FLMs lack adequate capacity to pay attention to both personnel and practical responsibilities
(McGovern et al., 1997); 3) FLMs do not have the necessary HR-related competences (Hall &
Torrington, 1998; Renwick, 2000); 4) FLMs need but do not have consistent support and guidance
from HR managers to implement HR practices effectively (Bond & Wise, 2003; Gennard & Kelly,
1997; McConville & Holden, 1999; Whittaker & Marchington, 2003); and 5) FLMs need
understandable policies and procedures regarding their HRM objectives and the way to achieve
them (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; McConville, 2006). However, these reasons are basically

considered by HR managers rather than by FLMs. It seems to be different when FLMs’



consideration is taken into account. FLMs are found motivated about their involvement in
workplace (McConville, 2006; Nehles et al., 2006; Renwick, 2003), they are also found to need a
visible general HR strategy and a clear understanding on their responsibilities and the ways of
implementing them. In addition, FLMs need an accurate communication system to transmit their
roles and responsibilities (Lowe, 1992; Nehles et al., 2006), otherwise they will believe that

managing people is not their duty (McGovern et al., 1997).

The Role Identity Perspective

An FLM is the lowest level of the managerial staff within an organization and a manager
“to whom nonmanagerial employees report” (Hales, 2005, p. 473). Under HR devolution, FLMs
have more control over HR responsibilities than before (Pak & Kim, 2018; Hope-Hailey et al.,
1997). Central to devolution research is the proposition that HRM will be effective when FLMs
successfully communicate the organization's intentions to employees (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004;
Guest & Bos-Nehles, 2013; Trullen et al., 2016; Van Waeyenberg & Decramer, 2018). For
instance, based on the AMO framework (Appelbaum et al., 2000; Chung & Pak, 2020), scholars
contended that effective HR implementation depends on FLMs’ competencies, willingness to
enact HR practices, and opportunities that are provided by the organization (e.g., Bos-Nehles et
al., 2013; Gilbert et al., 2015; Ozcelik & Uyargil, 2015; Perry & Kulik, 2008; Van Waeyenberg &
Decramer, 2018). However, even if HR practices are well designed within the organization, FLMs
may still fail to take their HR role seriously (Leicester, 1989; Pak et al., 2016). Due to the
conflicting priorities between daily functional roles and the newly devolved HR role, it is critical
to understand FLMs’ identification with the HR role, as their role perception determines how they
behave (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Stets & Burke, 2000). In this light, this paper incorporates role

identity theory into this inquiry of research to underscore how FLMs attribute themselves as HR



implementers. As such, current theorization on the FLM’s HR implementation would benefit from

understanding why some FLMs believe that HR is their job while others do not.

In the prominent acknowledgment of role identity theory, role identity refers to the self-
view, or a meaning attributed to oneself regarding a particular role (Burke, 1991), to answer the
questions of ‘who one is’ and ‘what one does’ (Mathias & Williams, 2017; Navis & Glynn, 2011).
This theory states that individuals performing in the context of the social environment identify
each other and themselves in the sense of recognizing one another as occupants of positions (i.e.,
roles) (Reay et al., 2017; Stets & Burke, 2000). This identification relates to meanings in the form
of expectations regarding others' and one's own behaviors (Farmer et al., 2003; Stryker, 1980). In
this sense, such expectations and meanings represent a collection of standards that guide behaviors
(Burke, 1991; Stets & Burke, 2000). Role identity derives from both feedback about the self from
social relations and related self-views, which is inherent in the literature (Ibarra & Barbulescu,
2010; Waldman et al., 2013). Therefore, self-meaning, which is developed by role identity,
indicates an interpretative filter of sense-making in which necessary actions of others and oneself
are harmonized to verify, support, and validate identity (Caza et al., 2018; Riley & Burke, 1995).
In addition to extensive theorization, some research evidence shows that employees' role
identification can be influenced by adequate supervision and harmonious coworker relations, and

such identification, in turn, affects role-based behaviors (Chen & Tang, 2018).

According to Purcell and Hutchinson (2007), the fulfillment of FLMs’ HR role often relies
on their sense of motivation and commitment. It is therefore likely to be more discretionary than
other aspects of FLM duties, especially those related to the primary task of the work unit. The
extent and nature of this discretionary behavior will be influenced by the design and range of HR

practices they are expected to implement. In cases where there are few formal policies, FLMs are

10



left more to their own devices and encouraged or discouraged by senior management. Alternatively,
where an extensive range of HR policies exist and are well known, FLMs are provided with the
tools, techniques, and procedures for people management. Considering that identity is a function
of commitment to FLMSs' pertinent HR role, it is beneficial to tie the role identity perspective to
HR devolution research. In this way, the potential organizational factors that form the internalized

set of role expectations of FLMs can be fully explored (Chen & Tang, 2018; Farmer et al., 2003).

Social Context and Organization-Level HR Involvement

Before introducing the conceptual framework of this study, it is necessary to claim that the
research model is based on the social context theory (Ferris et al., 1998). In general, social context
is a dynamic mechanism taking into account organizational culture, organizational climate, politics,
and social interaction components and/or processes that foster an environmental and organizational
framework to explain the effectiveness of HR practices and systems (Ozcelik & Uyargil, 2015).
Among prior studies, such contextual factors and processes have been widely accepted to
contribute to the effectiveness of HR systems and practices (e.g., Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Ferris
et al., 1998; Sikora & Ferris, 2014). Being involved in the dynamic HR implementation process,
FLMs may possess an HR role identity that is context-specific (Waldman et al., 2013). This
proposition triggers two aspects of theoretical extension that can be achieved in this paper. First,
with respect to the motivation of FLMs to take on their HR role, scholars have accentuated the
importance of sufficient and constant HR-related support from social others (Gilbert et al., 2011;
Hutchinson & Purcell, 2010; Mansour et al., 2021; Perry & Kulik, 2008; Renwick, 2003). For
example, Op de Beeck et al. (2016) suggested that FLMs needed HR instruments and information
(e.g., visible HR policies) provided by the HR department to advise on their HR implementation.

Ozcelik and Uyargil (2015) suggested that HR-related support from top management influenced

11



FLMs’ HR implementation effectiveness. However, these studies commonly lack an integrative
perspective on the process through which group-level HR actors engage in HR implementation
and stimulate FLMs’ HR role perception. This argument is also germane to this research which
focuses on the essential role of FLMs’ perception of immediate superiors’ and peers’ HR
involvement in the dynamic process of FLMs making sense of what is expected by the HR role
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; De Winne et al., 2013). Such perceptions of FLMs’ HR role also relate
to the degree to which particular aspects of role behavior are rewarded and desired by the
organization (Reichers & Schneider, 1990; Schneider et al., 2000; Zohar & Luria, 2005). Even so,
over the course of HR implementation, different HR actors may create a different environment
concerning how they expect FLMs to behave (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Stets & Burke, 2000). Thus, it
becomes necessary to research how FLMs’ perceptions can be construed by different social others

in different ways.

Second, social context theory points out that along with support, FLMs’ perceptions of
their work environment also influences their experience of HR responsibility and assists FLMs
through encouragement and recognition of their HR role (Joiner, 2007; Shadur et al., 1999).
Scholarship on the link between HR systems and subsequent deliveries has recognized the
significance of FLMs’ perceptions of the work environment (i.e., organizational climate; Bowen
& Ostroff, 2004, Ngo et al., 2009; Op de Beeck et al., 2016). For example, Paarlberg et al. (2008)
submitted that both formal and informal aspects at work influenced FLMs’ perceptions of
organizational support. In this regard, there exists socially construed environment related to norms
of the enactment of HR practices (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Schneider & Bowen, 2019; Zohar &
Luria, 2005). It describes actor-specific interpretations or perceptions of particular HR

involvement as indicators of FLMs’ HR role expectations. According to the social context theory

12



(Ferris et al., 1998), such perceptions are based on context-specific interpretations as perceptions
or appraisals of applicable HR involvement as information of HR role expectations (Zohar & Luria,
2005). It assumes that since FLMs face multitude HR involvements, they strive to make sense of
it all by understanding discrete facilitating conditions as universal patterns indicative of HR tasks

in the HR enactment process (Zohar, 2000, 2003).

The top management. In the HRM literature, the role of top management in delivering and
enforcing the strategic direction of the HR function is well known (Boxall & Macky, 2007; Boxall
& Purcell, 2003; Guest, 1997; Lepak & Snell, 1999; Wright et al., 1994). Top managers are
regarded as the driving force for organizational behaviors and subsequent performance (Auh &
Menguc, 2005; Steffensen et al., 2019). As Hutchinson and Purcell (2010) recommended, a lack
of support from top management regarding recognition, role clarity, time, and realistic goals would
prevent FLMs from developing necessary team leadership. Similarly, in the study of Ngo et al.
(2009), top management support is found to positively impact employee market- and HR-related
performance. Well-established value systems help organizations obtain employees’ commitment
and shape their behaviors at work. Therefore, the top management team’s HR involvement acts as
a focal organization-level factor influencing FLMs’ HR role perceptions. This involvement
includes the top management team’s constant investment in HR initiatives, clear communication
on HR strategies, and support to ensure the effective implementation of HR practices within the
organization (Dong et al., 2009; Pak, 2016). In general, for HR implementation to be effective,
FLMs should adequately understand the relationship between HRM and the strategic direction of
the organization to behave as required in managing people (Thornhill & Saunders, 1998). In the
process of HR implementation, top managers provide FLMs with directions and empowerment to

operationalize HR strategies (Stanton et al., 2010), such as transformational leadership, through
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the establishment of an organization’s mission and values and high visibility to share their vision
for goal achievement with other employees (Thornhill & Saunders, 1998). Moreover, top managers
set up the reward and control system and clear the way for the employment relationship (Valentine
et al., 2006). Research evidence has shown that FLMs’ perceptions and interpretations of the
espoused HR practices largely rely on the top managers’ investments in HR (Arthur et al., 2016),
communication about the stated values held by the organization (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Nutt &
Backoff, 1997), and ongoing sponsorship for change (Kanter, 1985). The SHRM literature
demonstrates that top managers’ actions influence FLMs’ sense-giving process since their values
and beliefs influence the extent to which intended HR practices are actually interpreted and enacted
by FLMs (Arthur et al., 2016). Similarly, in Stanton et al.’s (2010) study, a CEO’s commitment to
linking HR strategy with organizational strategy is regarded to lead to FLMs’ better understanding

of the HR process.

Motivated by the research evidence that top managers’ commitment to HR implementation
enables positive social relationships and dedication of FLMs (Ngo et al., 2009; Valentine et al.,
2006), it is convincing that the top management team’s involvement has an effect on FLMs” HR
role perception by influencing their perceptions of how they should behave (Mathias & Williams,
2017). From the social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964), FLMs engaging in mutual exchanges
may reciprocate by being committed and showing expected attitudes and behaviors (e.g., Farndale
etal., 2011; Whitener, 2001). The model of motivation, such as expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964),
also clarifies that the meaning of goals is necessary for fostering a shared understanding of what
the organization expects to achieve. As such, goal setting ensures emphasis on shared values,
raising expectations about what is desired to be accomplished and increasing commitment to

improving specific work performance (Mathibe, 2008). As suggested by expectancy theory,
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individuals’ behaviors are a function of perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs toward the work
environment and the resulting consequences of personal expectations. It mainly depends on
extrinsic motivations to explain reasons for behaviors, self-concept, and the generation of feedback
that matches the self-view. Specifically, it relates to the perceptions of 1) particular role
performance is achievable (Karathanos et al., 1994); 2) such role performance is associated with
rewards bestowed (Fudge & Schlacter, 1999); and 3) whether the reward is valuable (Fudge &
Schlacter, 1999; Van Erde & Thierry, 1996). In this case, FLMs develop perceptions of HR events,
practices, processes, as well as the type of attitudes and behaviors that are expected by the top

management team (Ozcelik & Uyargil, 2015).

Thus, in the HR implementation process, FLMs who perceive a higher level of rewards
and incentives from the top management team are more likely to repay the organization by reacting
positively to the HR role expectations and attributing meanings of themselves regarding the HR
role. The top management team’s HR involvement makes FLMs share HR values and visions by
internalizing HR role expectations and identity. As a result, FLMs adopt self-meanings and
expectations that accompany the HR role (Stets & Burke, 2000). In other words, if the salience of
the HR role perception is rooted in FLMs’ self-cognition, they will act to fulfill the expectations
of the HR role, coordinate and negotiate interaction with top managers, and control the
environment to manage the resources for HR responsibilities. Consequently, they are likely to be

committed to such expectations and identity and engage in HR duties.

The HR department. It is suggested that devolution strategies can be successful only when
FLMs receive adequate HR-related support, encouragement, and advice from HR professionals
(Perry & Kulik, 2008). The extant HR devolution literature has abundantly emphasized the

importance of the HR department in developing HR practices and ensuring FLMs’ willingness to
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carry out HR tasks (Brewster & Soderstrom, 1994; Guest & Bos-Nehles, 2013; Op de Beeck et al.,
2016; Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007) but generally lacks attention to how the assistance from HR
professionals influences how FLMs define their HR role. It is worth noting that HR professionals
engage in the HR implementation process and convince FLMs to take the HR job seriously by
answering their inquiries when necessary (Evans, 2017; McCullough & Sims, 2012; Trullen et al.,
2016), making clear duties during implementation (Evans, 2017; Makhecha et al., 2018;
McGovern et al., 1997), and providing a clear plan or road map (Gilliland & Schepers, 2003;
McCullough & Sims, 2012; Mirfakhar et al., 2018). That is, the HR department’s involvement
indicates the extent to which the HR department coordinates HR implementation processes by
assuring the quality of HR practices to be adopted and being accessible concerning HR issues that
arise during the HR enactment phase (Guest & Bos-Nehles, 2013; Pak, 2016). In most cases,
support from the HR department can be identified as three types: 1) expert knowledge on
regulations and employment policies, 2) content-related advice and coaching, and 3) up-to-date

information on changes in procedures (Gilbert et al., 2011).

It is suggested that FLMs also need HR managers to work coordinately by equipping them
with sufficient HR-related knowledge and skills in addressing HR issues. Discussion of the shared
HR responsibilities between HR managers and FLMs leads to the idea of an HR partnership (Hall
& Torrington, 1998; Papalexandris & Panayotopoulou, 2005; Renwick, 2003; Whittaker &
Marchington, 2003). In other words, FLMs and the HR department need to have a shared
understanding of FLMs’ HR role and responsibility (Maxwell & Watson, 2006). In the same vein,
Papalexandris and Panayotopoulou (2005, p. 282) pointed to the importance of a “close
collaboration” between HR and FLM in creating synergies and adding value to the HR function.

HR professionals participate in FLMs” HRM implementation process by stepping in when

16



necessary and by coping with acute problems either proactively or reactively in response to the
FLM’s requests and by providing advice and administrative services to help FLMs in their HR
role (Brewster & Soderstrom, 1994; Op de Beeck et al., 2017). Furthermore, social exchange
theory suggests that if the HR department is perceived as committed to meeting customer needs,
FLMs will experience a high level of affective commitment (Blau, 1964). Relatedly, the POS
perspective proposes that when FLMs are provided with necessary support and resources, FLMs
will react by being committed to the organization and attributing meanings of people management
responsibilities to themselves (Sluss et al., 2008). This necessitates the HR department to socially
develop an identity crucial for FLMs to establish a shared understanding of the meaning of the HR
strategic partnership (Sheehan et al., 2016). As a result, if FLMs feel that the environment for HR
implementation is in place, they will hold a higher level of intrinsic control or self-generated
motivation to perform well (Chen et al., 2007; Spreitzer, 1995). Otherwise, perceptions of
unfavorable environment for HR implementation may be attributed to the reluctance of HR

professionals to work in partnership with FLMs.

Despite the extensive research evidence that HR professionals provide FLMs with
assistance and guidance to enhance their HR-related knowledge, skills, and abilities to efficiently
implement HR practices (Cunningham & Hyman, 1999; Harris et al., 2002; McGovern et al., 1997,
Trullen et al., 2016; Woodrow & Guest, 2014), it is recognized that the extent to which FLMs
enact HR practices as expected may also depend on how they utilize the resources provided by HR
professionals and incorporate the incentives into their self-definition (Waldman et al., 2013). In
this sense, the HR department’s involvement may impact FLMs’ perception of the HR role.
Embedded in this view is the assumption that resources provided by HR professionals should be

associated with not only incentives but also cognitive implications that derive from FLMs’
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development and integration of the HR role perception (Terry & Hogg, 1996). In this light, HR
professionals take part in the HR implementation process by specifying the meanings of HR
responsibility. Moreover, the extent to which FLMs attach these meanings to their self-concept

plays a vital role in guiding their HR implementation (DeRue et al., 2009).

CHAPTER 11
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Antecedents to FLMs’ HR role identity

3.1. Immediate Superior’s HR Involvement

In contrast to mounting evidence on the organization-level HR involvement from top
managers or HR professionals, there is much less information about how managers at lower
hierarchical levels (i.e., FLMs’ immediate superiors) are involved in actual HR implementation
processes and then influence FLMs’ HR implementation. With a few exceptions, scholars advocate
that support received from FLMs’ own supervisors motivate FLMs and enhance their performance
by managing resources and providing information on their expectations regarding FLMs’ HR role
(Bhanthumnavin, 2003; Lankau et al., 2006; Op de Beeck et al., 2018). Even so, this stream of
research has relied largely on the social exchange perspective — including perceived supervisor
support and LMX — to establish that perceptions of supervisor support promoted employee
attitudinal and behavioral reactions (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 2002; Wayne et al., 1997), while
overlooked how such social interactions could influence FLMs’ internalization of their HR
responsibility. To address this issue, this research supplements traditional theorization of
supervisor support by proposing HR role identity as the outcome of FLMs’ perceived HR

involvement of their immediate superiors. As mentioned earlier, FLMs’ HR role identity stems

18



from their recognition of HR role expectations (Riley & Burke, 1995). Prior studies on
organizational role theory have advocated that organizations are systems of roles whereby a role
is defined as comprising a range of expectations relative to the incumbent’s position within the
organization (Biddle, 1986; Katz & Kahn, 1978). This position involves interactions with people
occupying other related positions who define behavior expectations for the role holder and are
referred to as ‘role partners’ (Merton, 1968). Namely, individuals’ role identity can be stimulated
by the context, depending on specific relationships formed between them and other role partners

(Waldman et al., 2013).

This research regards the immediate superior as one of the most important sources of social
influence and job-related attitudes in the workplace for two main reasons (Potipiroon & Ford,
2019). On the one hand, because immediate superiors are the closest link between FLMs and the
organization, they have a direct obligation to lead, assess, and encourage FLMSs. Considering their
formal power, authorized control over organizational resources, and routine communication with
FLMs, immediate superiors can provide FLMs with emotional and instrumental support which can
relieve job-related demands (Kossek et al., 2011). Namely, immediate superiors can provide FLMs
with HR-related orientation in the process of HR implementation. On the other hand, immediate
superiors themselves act as one of the most important sources of work stressors that threaten FLMs’
commitment with the HR role (Duffy et al., 2002). When immediate superiors pay more attention
to pursuing bottom-line outcomes (e.g., profits or losses, as of a business) regardless of other
seemingly important goals, they are viewed to be having a bottom-line mentality (BLM,
Greenbaum et al. 2012). In the daily interactions with immediate superiors, FLMs may attribute
immediate superiors’ BLM as the intent of the organization and then devalue the HR role. In what

follows, this research examines immediate superiors’ HR orientation and BLM as different types
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of HR involvement to articulate both the positive and negative effects of their HR involvement on

FLMs’ HR role identity.

Immediate Superior’s HR Orientation

Social support theory suggests that supervisors play a critical role in offering social support
at the workplace, with vital impacts on their subordinates’ commitment to work (Chen et al., 2007).
However, the extant discourse on supervisor support focuses more on employees’ attitudinal
outcomes, such as turnover intention and job satisfaction (e.g., Kalliath & Beck, 2001; Yoon &
Thye, 2000), therefore lacking an extended focus on the interactions between FLMs and their
immediate superiors. During the HR implementation process, immediate superiors have direct
responsibilities for overseeing, evaluating, and supporting FLMSs on the daily HR tasks. According
to the LMX perspective, the quality of the relationship between FLMs and their immediate
superiors indicates superiors’ expectations of FLMs’ behaviors with the provision of challenging
tasks, feedback, and training (Dawley et al., 2008; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Maslyn & Uhl-Bien,
2001). As such, immediate superiors’ HR involvement might influence how FLMs perceive their
HR role with meanings attributed and how they react. Specifically, this research develops the
concept of immediate superiors’ HR orientation (MHRO). It is defined as FLMs’ perceptions of
their own immediate superior’s public approval and authorization of HR implementation to set
priorities and allocate resources in the context of daily HR routines (Balogun & Johnson, 2004;
Wooldridge et al., 2008). In line with the theory of role dynamics (Kahn et al., 1964), the
recognition of interactions between FLMs and their immediate superiors is viewed as an
interpersonal factor that enriches FLMs’ perceptions of being supported in their HR role

(McConville, 2006).
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It is suggested that knowing immediate superiors’ expectations helps FLMs meet these
expectations and guarantees that they are globally accepted as HR implementers. Perceived
supervisor support is critical in explaining one’s perception and commitment to the work role
(Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2012; Eisenberger et al., 2002; Kalliath & Beck, 2001). According to this
theory, immediate superiors are responsible for advising on their management routines
(Eisenberger et al., 2002). Perceived supervisor support, in this case, refers to the extent to which
FLMs form impressions that their immediate superiors care about their well-being, value their
contributions and are generally supportive. Immediate superiors who are viewed to foster an
instructive climate are likely to increase FLMs’ affective commitment to HR work (Dawley et al.,
2008). In line with organizational support theory, the actions of immediate superiors present the
intent of HR strategies (Levinson, 1965) and shape FLMs’ perceptions of HR practices (Kuvaas
& Dysvik, 2010). When the immediate superior offers resources and instructions in a way that is
believed to be beneficial and equitable, FLMs will perceive a positive relationship and reciprocate
through advanced effort and commitment to HR duties (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Sluss et al.,
2008).

Additionally, immediate superiors are recognized as a supportive resource for FLMs
concerning day-to-day employee coaching and managerial activities (Wooldridge et al., 2008) so
that immediate superiors provide FLMs with information and clarification on their HR role
expectations (Lankau et al., 2006). Rooted in the social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964), LMX
also suggests that positive exchange relationships will not only increase one’s propensity to
reciprocate effort but also increase one’s self-worth and enhance one’s identity (Eisenberger et al.,
1986; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). If an immediate superior shows more HR orientation, a high-

quality exchange relationship occurs between them and FLMs. Consequently, FLMs are more
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likely to reciprocate with positive work attitudes (llies et al., 2007). Moreover, perceived respect
and relative status authorize FLMs to have a sense of supremacy and a positive self-concept within
their workgroups. Consequently, feelings of self-worth and self-esteem are likely to boost self-
enhancement, thereby increasing the FLM’s role identity. In other words, their perceptions of
being valued and recognized by their immediate superiors will heighten their self-enhancement
and leave them more likely to identify their HR role. In contrast, FLMs who perceive a low level
of MHRO tend to have an impression that they are not valued or trusted to take on HR duties. Thus,
FLMs’ identification with the HR role will dwindle (Zhao et al., 2019). Thus, this thesis
hypothesizes as follow:

H1a: Immediate superiors’ HR orientation is positively related to FLM’s HR role identity.
Immediate Superior’s Bottom-Line Mentality

As opposed to HR orientation, immediate superiors’ HR involvement may be dysfunctional
on occasion. When FLMs observe that their immediate superiors prioritize a unidimensional focus
on bottom-line outcomes rather than HRM, their perception of immediate superiors’ BLM may
emerge (Eissa et al., 2019). Although studying supervisor BLM has become increasingly popular
in the organizational behavior domain over the past decade, it remains unclear how supervisors’
BLM works in the process of FLMs’ HR implementation. As suggested by social information
processing theory, FLMs will adapt their perceptions and interpretations of the HR implementation
environment constructed by their immediate superiors. In response, FLMs may exhibit
commensurate HR role identity and adjust the way they function (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Thus,
the unexposed relationship between immediate superiors’ BLM and FLMs’ HR role identity

becomes pressing.
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According to Greenbaum et al. (2012), immediate superiors’ BLM in this research refers
to their “one-dimensional thinking that revolves around securing bottom-line outcomes to the
neglect of competing priorities” (p. 344). In the eyes of FLMs, immediate superiors who hold a
BLM are likely to deliver the implicit information to them that the organization cares merely about
the bottom-line outcomes and task performance instead of other organizational interests such as
HRM and employee well-being (Mawritz et al., 2017). Indeed, the current discussion of BLM is
contradictive. Many scholars have concurred its dark impacts on organizational functioning (e.g.,
Bonner et al., 2017; Greenbaum et al., 2012; Mawritz et al., 2017), while others have recently
called for a balanced view and discovered its bright effect on employee task performance and
unethical pro-organizational behavior (e.g., Babalola et al., 2021). However, this research suggests
that even though this newly developed concept has received increasing research attention, it still
deserves further application in the FLM scholarship. Indeed, pioneering studies on supervisor
BLM has largely emphasized its impact on employee work behaviors such as social undermining
(Greenbaum et al., 2012) and unethical pro-organizational behavior (Babalola et al., 2021).
However, they have neglected the examination of its influences on lower-level managers’ (i.e.,
FLMs’) sense-making mechanism regarding their managerial responsibility.

As per social information processing theory, FLMs pursue and operate cues from social
context to construe reality and develop their opinions, attitudes, and intentions (Salancik & Pfeffer,
1978). Given that immediate superior is one of the most significant social others with the closest
contact with FLMs in the daily work (Lau & Liden, 2008), immediate superiors’ attitudes and
beliefs toward different organizational priorities will signal the desired norms and behaviors within
the organization. As a result, FLMs will perceive applicable HR role expectations when enacting

HR practices within workgroups. Moreover, FLMs’ perception of their immediate superiors’ BLM
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indicates resource scarcity in the HR implementation process, meaning that FLMs are not provided
with enough support and daily instruction to meet their HR role expectations. From the role identity
standpoint, assuming a particular role means striving to meet the expectations of that given role
(Callero, 1985). Thus, immediate superiors” HR involvement can exert a bearing on how FLMs
view themselves (Bonner et al., 2017). Immediate superiors with high level of BLM transmit their
thinking to FLMs that HRM is not valued within the organization. As a result, FLMs may not view
themselves as someone who has HR responsibilities. Hence, this thesis proposes the following
hypothesis:

H1b: Immediate superiors’ bottom-line mentality is negatively related to FLM’s HR role
identity.
3.2. Peer FLMs’ HR Involvement

To state the rather obvious, peers or coworkers working in the same division with FLMs
can be considered another important HR actor involved in HR implementation processes (Op de
Beeck et al., 2018; Zhou & George, 2001). As per the social influence perspective, behaviors of
peers indicate workplace norms and perceptions of adequate behavior (Kankanhalli et al., 2005;
Quigley et al., 2007). Individuals’ behaviors are influenced by others’ actions, since they want to
follow behaviors that are considered as favorable, based on the actions of others in their work
environment (Boh & Wong, 2015). Even though previous studies have mentioned that peers’
support helps FLMs achieve effective HR implementation (e.g., Op de Beeck et al., 2017, 2018),
their propositions are oversimplified because the mechanism by which peers affect FLMs’ HR
enactment has not been established. This thesis aims to fill this gap by proposing that, within the
same work unit or division, peers’ HR involvement influences FLMs’ HR role identity by

communicating and being a referent for the actions of other FLMs (Amabile et al., 1996; Farmer
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et al., 2003; Madjar et al., 2002; Zhou & George, 2001). Given that FLMs interact with peers on a
daily basis, they are likely to form shared patterns of understanding and norms of behavior, thereby
allowing the opportunity for a shared climate to grow (Anderson & West, 1998). With the shared
perception of HR implementation that exists between groups, FLMs attach their self-concept
regarding the HR role and adjust their self-expectations about the level of HR behavior they ought
to achieve at work (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2007).

In examining peers’ HR involvement in affecting FLMs’ HR role identity, two aspects of
consideration may shed some light on this important question. First, previous research suggests
that individuals’ role identity is enhanced by coworkers’ expectations because they provided focal
employees with role-related encouragement, support, open communication, and informational
feedback (Farmer et al., 2003). Based on normative reference group theory (Kelley, 1952; Merton
& Merton, 1968), normative expectations drive individuals’ motivations toward creativity (e.g.,
Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2007; Farmer et al., 2003) and innovation (e.g., Jaussi & Dionne, 2003;
Scott & Bruce, 1994; Shin & Zhou, 2003). Here, this research applies this stance to FLMs” HR
implementation context and establishes that peer FLMs would provide normative expectations or
references for HR practice enactment, influencing focal FLMs’ perceptions of the HR role. Second,
it is possible that not every peer FLM can enact their HR duties in a desired way. Peers may be
perceived to respond to the HR responsibility indicating their beliefs that the HR strategies lack
integrity, as well as their likelihood to disparaging and critical HR implementation behaviors that
are aligned with these beliefs (Dean et al., 1998; Naus et al., 2007). In this light, FLMs view their
peers as holding the cynicism about HR, and then their HR role identity may decrease. Therefore,
this research includes both peers’ HR implementation and their cynicism about HR as distinct

patterns of HR involvement to articulate both sides of peers’ HR involvement.
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Peer FLMs’ HR Implementation

According to Zhou and George (2001), peers provide FLMs with assistance through
sharing knowledge and expertise or offering encouragement and support; however, more
importantly, this research proposes that peer FLMs may be a reference point through which an
FLM determines the level of commitment to the HR duty. Consequently, peer support promotes
FLMs’ effective HR implementation. However, the existing literature on first-line management
omits attention to investigating how peers’ implementation influences FLMs’ perception and the
identification of their HR role. This thesis conceives that peer FLMs’ HR implementation, being
perceived as a general HR implementation environment by focal FLMs, influences FLMs’ HR role
identity. This is consistent with research evidence on role identity, arguing that peers are another
social context factor that is likely to form individuals’ role identity (e.g., Farmer et al., 2003).
Namely, peer FLMs shape an FLM’s perception of the extent to which other FLMs allocate their
time and effort to HR activities (Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2007). According to peer support theory,
people offer and receive help based on shared understanding, respect, and mutual empowerment
between them and peers in similar situations (Repper et al., 2013). Recent studies also suggest that
peers influence one’s work behavior through open communication and informational feedback
(Amabile et al., 1996; Madjar et al., 2002; Zhou & George, 2001). Without support from peers on
the key issues, FLMs may suffer from decision paralysis, missed opportunities, or implementation
failures (Enns & McFarlin, 2003).

Central to role-sending and receiving theories is the lateral social influence on an
individual’s role perception (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Katz & Kahn, 1978). Considering that
routine interactions can shape a sense of identity among people (Oyserman & Packer, 1996), peers

are potentially a salient referent for the HR role expectations that inform FLMs’ sense of HR role

26



identity (Farmer et al., 2003; Mirabeau & Maguire, 2014; Riley & Burke, 1995). Because peers
are regarded as role senders (Van Sell et al., 1981) and members of a given FLM’s role set (Katz
& Kahn, 1978), they may influence FLMs’ perceptions of the HR role by diminishing the
uncertainty experienced about behavioral expectations (Bales, 1950), the pressures associated with
conflicting tasks (Kahn et al., 1964), and role overload due to their abilities, time, and
organizational constraints (Rizzo et al., 1970). Thus, peers’ HR implementation may enhance
FLMs’ identification with the HR role because they provide information on how to internalize or
externalize the main components of the HR job, thereby increasing FLMs’ self-attachment and
deepening their commitment to the HR role (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008). From the role identity
point of view, it is known that FLMs share the understanding of the meanings of HR
implementation behavior. These shared meanings help define or identify themselves through
coordinated interaction (Riley & Burke, 1995). This interaction simultaneously accomplishes the
HR goals among different groups and maintains the FLMs’ HR identity. Furthermore, individuals
develop coworker identification based on the degree to which they define themselves for a
particular role relationship with other people in the workplace (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). In the
organizational context, coworker identification can result in role-focused normative expectations
of behaviors when considering their peers to help them fulfill the task and psychosocial needs
(Sluss & Ashforth, 2008). If FLMs experience a more robust environment for HR implementation,
the self-concept about the HR role increases by the characteristics of the situation so that the HR
role requirements and their HR role enactment will be consistent. As a result, FLMs perceiving
that their peers expect them to enforce HR practices may be likely to define themselves as HR
implementers, and their HR role identity will be enhanced (Farmer et al., 2003). For these reasons,

this thesis suggests the following hypothesis:
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H2a: Peer FLMs’ HR implementation is positively related to FLMs’ HR role identity.
Peer FLMs’ Cynicism about HR

While some FLMs are committed to implementing HR practices within their workgroups
as intended, others may not. Despite the understanding that peer FLMs provide FLMs with HR-
related assistance over the phase of HR practices enactment, it is not inconvincible that peers may
also hold negative attitudes toward their HR duties. Indeed, the unwillingness or resistance of
FLMs to implement HR practices has long been recognized since the emergence of HR devolution
(e.g., Harris et al., 2002; Nehles et al., 2006). Previous scholarship has mostly ascribed these
impediments to contextual factors such as the lack of desire, capacity, and organizational support
available to FLMs (e.g., McGovern et al., 1997; Renwick, 2000; Whittaker & Marchington, 2003),
while overlooked FLMs’ cynical attitude toward their HR role. This research acknowledges that
FLMs have their own expectations of their HR job, they will continue performing well and accept
the HR responsibilities as long as they are satisfied (Acaray & Yildirim, 2017; Nelson & Quick,
2001). When FLMs perceive that the HR system is short of integrity, benevolence, motives, and
reasons for change, they will have cynical attitudes (Qian & Daniels, 2008) and they are likely to
demonstrate poor HR implementation performance (Acaray & Yildirim, 2017). For this reason,
this research introduces FLMs’ cynicism about HR into the FLM’s HR implementation literature
with the aim of a balanced view on how FLMs may think of their HR responsibilities devolved to
them. Here, peer FLMs’ cynicism about HR pertains to peer FLMs’ general disbelief of the
organization’s stated or implied motives for HR practices (Stanley et al., 2005).

From the social interaction perspective (Tedeschi & Felson, 1994), FLMs within the same
divisions develop shared job attitudes (Gutek & Winter, 1992; Judge & Hulin, 1993; Watson &

Slack, 1993) and collective sensemaking about the implementation of HR practices (Nishii &
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Wright, 2007). Therefore, these negative beliefs about the HRM held by a cynical peer affect the
assessment FLMs make about the HRM intentions (Brandes & Das, 2006; Hewett et al., 2019).
Drawing on the role identity perspective, meeting job requirements is fundamental for individuals
to claim an identity regarding the particular role (Welbourne et al., 1998). Peer is a key source of
FLMs’ self-concept through reflexivity, or seeing themselves through normative expectations
(Farmer et al., 2003). Peers’ negative beliefs about the intentions of HR practices will send
information to FLMSs indicating the doubt about integrity, motives, and reasons for introducing
particular HR practices within their workgroups (Brown & Cregan, 2008). As a consequence,
FLMs who perceive their peers to be cynical about HR will evaluate HR practices as lack of
motives or being incompetent to achieve the HR goals (Wanous et al., 2000), and they will respond
negatively to meet their HR role expectations. For these reasons, this thesis hypothesizes as follow:

H2b: Peer FLMs’ cynicism about HR is negatively related to FLMs’ HR role identity.
3.3. The Moderating Effects of Workplace Status

It is now well established that FLMs’ HR role identity might be enhanced or diminished
by their perceptions of immediate superiors’ and peers’ HR involvement. However, an important
question that remains is whether the relationships between different types of HR involvement and
FLMs’ HR role identity could be impacted by immediate superiors’ or peers’ distinct workplace
status. Answering this question requires identifying the conditions under which the
abovementioned HR involvements are more or less likely to be validated through the relational
natures of immediate superiors and peers in social exchange relationships (Lawler & Thye, 1999;
Rhee & Choi, 2017). Despite their formal HR involvement, research has suggested that supervisors’
and peers’ status in the workplace may vary noticeably, for example, because of differences in

pertinent tasks, competence, work experience, and/or team or organizational tenure (Djurdjevic et
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al., 2017; Sauer, 2011). For this reason, the current research isolates workplace status as a critical
boundary condition. It proposes that the relationships between immediate superiors’ and/or peers’
HR involvement and FLMs’ HR role identity are stronger for immediate superiors and/or peers
with high than low workplace status within their organization.

To begin with, immediate superiors’ or peers’ workplace status in this research is defined
as their relative standing in an organization, reflected in the respect, prestige, and prominence
perceived by FLMs (Djurdjevic et al., 2017). Generally, high workplace status demonstrates a
favorable organizational identity, reflecting the recognition for individuals’ ability and the
expectations for their behavior (Lount et al., 2019). Furthermore, workplace status can strengthen
how people view others’ ability which further affects their own internal belief systems (Yang et
al., 2021). Workplace status is also attributed to someone who can reinforce team performance by
dedicating his/her own work-relevant resources to others (Anderson & Kennedy, 2012). In the
HRM scholarship, it has been suggested that individuals who enjoy greater status have access to
HR practices that spur on learning and development opportunities (Lepak & Snell, 2002). However,
there is limited research on the important role the workplace status plays in the FLMs’ HR
implementation context. According to the symbolic interactionist perspective, individuals make
sense of whom they are in the process of interacting with others (Djurdjevic et al., 2017). Thus,
workplace status especially fits in this research context since it affects social exchanges by
affirming FLMs’ trust and comfort in establishing social relationships in their favor based on the
distinct resources immediate superiors or peers have (Lawler & Thye, 1999; Rhee & Choi, 2017).

First, this thesis anticipates that immediate superiors’ workplace status intensifies the
positive effect of their HR orientation on FLMs’ HR role identity. Since immediate superiors who

possess high status may be perceived to have more privileges, their attitudes may be felt more
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strongly among FLMs. As maintained by Aquino and colleagues (2004), individuals with higher
status are provided with resources to maintain their status such as challenging tasks, access to
achievements (e.g., pay and promotion opportunities), social recognition, and highly regarded job
titles (Potipiroon & Ford, 2019). Immediate superiors with greater workplace status are viewed to
possess more expected ability and prominence in the organization. Directly applying key tenets of
social learning theory, this thesis argues that an immediate superior’s high status in the
organization is likely to lead FLMs to deduce that his or her behaviors have been previously
successful and rewarded, consequently elevating the following desirability related to such actions
(Afota et al., 2019; see also Weiss, 1977). As explained previously, immediate superiors’ HR
orientation associates with FLMs’ perceptions that their superior encourages and corroborates their
HR implementation. On this regard, a high-status immediate superior can easily facilitate the
development of formal plans and procedures and emphasize the importance of carrying out HR
duties for the workgroup’s HR goal accomplishment (c.f., Judge et al., 2004), which finally
enhances FLMs’ HR role identity because immediate superiors with higher workplace status hold
more trust among FLMs.

Conversely, social learning theory recommends that the absence of prestige and respect
that goes along with low workplace status signals to FLMs that their immediate superiors’
behaviors are not expected with little reward and benefits to the organization and are less helpful
to create a conducive environment for HR implementation, such that a low-status immediate
superior is less suitable as a HRM role model (Afota et al., 2019; Weiss, 1977). On this regard,
this research argues that HR orientation emanating from an immediate superior with lower
workplace status has little bearing for FLMs’ HR role identity. Such supervisory effort is

unexpected, then, to manifest representative for the HRM-related behaviors that provide strong
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instructive value and that are desired to be successful in the organization (Weiss, 1977).
Accordingly, rather than attaching their immediate superiors’ HR orientation as HR role
expectations, FLMs may turn to other benchmarks for their HR implementation (Briker et al.,
2021). If so, immediate superiors’ workplace status exerts little impacts on the relationship
between their HR orientation and FLMs’ HR role identity.

In the same vein, this research expects the negative relationship between immediate
superiors’ BLM and FLMs’ HR role identity to be pronounced for high-status superiors. Although
this research has established that perceptions of immediate superiors’ BLM will reduce FLMs’ HR
role identity due to the lack of attention paid to HRM, it does not expect this to be true of all
superiors. That said, the current study predicts immediate superiors with greater workplace status
to overtly affect the way FLMs respond to their superiors’ BLM and to develop their HR role
identity. FLMs will make sense of high-status immediate superiors’ BLM as the intent of
organizational strategies as well as HRM goals. Hence, those superiors high in workplace status
will convey information to FLMs that the organization cares merely about costs and productivity
(i.e., BLM) but neglects employee development (Mawritz et al., 2017). As such, high-status
immediate superiors may expedite FLMs’ sense making process in which the HR job is
meaningless, and this strengthens the negative effect of superiors’ BLM on FLMs’ HR role identity.
By contrast, immediate superiors with low workplace status are perceived by FLMs to provide no
valuable information to the team performance, and they are less likely to be their role model. In
other words, even though FLMs perceive that their immediate superior holds BLM and is reluctant
to favor their HR practice enactment, they will not regard this low-status immediate superior as a
representative of the organization since he/she is not socially respected. As a result, FLMs may

not choose to imitate their superiors’ BLM behaviors, such that the negative effect of superiors’
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BLM on FLMs’ HR role identity will be weakened. Altogether, this thesis proposes the following
hypotheses:
Hlic: Immediate superiors’ workplace status moderates the effect of their HR orientation
(Hla) on FLMs’ HR role identity such that the effect is stronger among that with higher status
than among that with lower status.
HId: Immediate superiors’ workplace status moderates the effect of their BLM (H1b) on
FLMs’ HR role identity such that the effect is stronger among that with higher status than among
that with lower status.

Similarly, this research expects that the effects of peers” HR involvement on FLMs’ HR
role identity will be strengthened when FLMSs view their peers as having greater workplace status.
Compared with immediate superiors’ social status within an organization, peers’ workplace status
has received less to no research attention to date. This thesis calls for research focus on peers’
workplace status in examining the influence of social others (i.e., peers’ HR involvement) on
FLMs’ HR role perception. The newly devolved HR tasks may involve challenging, interesting,
and varying assignments that require higher levels of work interdependency between FLMs and
peers (Schieman, 2006). Peers with higher workplace status are generally endowed with more trust
and enjoy more job autonomy and non-routine tasks than those with lower workplace status.
Accordingly, the potential for high-status peer involvement to affect FLMs’ commitment and
identification with the HR role may be particularly great.

On the one hand, this research proposes that peers’ high workplace status may enhance the
positive relationship between their HR implementation behavior and FLMs’ HR role identity.
Social learning theory suggests (Bandura, 1977) that, to reduce uncertainty, FLMs who are

assigned with HR responsibilities tend to look for high-status peers as a possible reference and to
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emulate their behaviors to behave in ways that are developmental and beneficial (Briker et al.,
2021). Peers’ high workplace status will indicate that their HR implementation behaviors have
been expected in achieving their teams’ HR goals, therefore promoting the appeal of emulating
those behaviors by FLMs (Afota et al., 2019; Briker et al., 2021). Thus, the extent to which a high-
status peer exhibits HR implementation would convey defined “standards of conduct” (Bandura,
1977, p. 42) in terms of HRM, explicating whether FLMs’ HR enactment is in demand, normative,
and instrumental in achieving the HR goals in the team (Briker et al., 2021). In consequence, the
potential for high-status peers’ HR implementation to impact the motivation and HR role identity
of FLMs may be especially stronger (Basford & Offermann, 2012). Moreover, social comparison
theory notes that because peers are at the same hierarchy level with FLMs, they are able to directly
influence FLMs’ HR-related behaviors through sharing their personal experiences and expertise
(Op de Beeck et al., 2018). As a result, if the peer FLM is perceived as having high workplace
status and as socially accepted, they will convince FLMs that they have the same HR role
responsibilities, and they are expected to promote HR enactment. On the contrary, peers with lower
workplace status may inform FLMs that peers’ HR implementation behavior is rarely encouraged
and trusted. Such behaviors are, therefore, unlikely to appear representative for the types of actions
that provide strong normative value and that are required to be successful in carrying out HR duties
(Weiss, 1977). This study establishes that low workplace status of peers will mitigate the
influences of their HR implementation on FLMs’ HR role identity.

On the other, this study anticipates that due to peers’ cynical attitude toward HRM, their
workplace status may also have an overt effect on FLMs’ perception of their HR work. Peers’
cynicism about HR communicates to FLMs that the organization’s HR strategies lack rationales

or motivations, thus adding little to no value to the organizational effectiveness (Stanley et al.,
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2005). Given that peers create normative climate for HR implementation within the division, FLMs
and peers are likely to share the same perceptions of the HR policies (Nishii & Wright, 2007;
Watson & Slack, 1993). Consequently, high-status peers may make such shared perceptions
stronger because they generally hold more trust in the workplace and their behaviors may be
regarded as more convincible. On the contrary, because of low-status peers’ precarious standing
in the organization, it is unlikely that these peer FLMs will forcefully define their teams’ goals or
direct followers’ task execution (Briker et al., 2021). In this case, even though peers are cynical
about HRM and might be reluctant to execute HR duties, they are possibly to be observed as
lacking HR-related competence or expertise. Therefore, rather than imitating their peers’ attitudes
and behaviors in the HR implementation, FLMs may consider their cynical attitude as less helpful
and will give up from attaching those peers’ expectations as their self-concept. Overall, this study
suggests that lower peer workplace status may weaken the negative relationship between a peer’s
cynicism about HR and FLMs’ HR role identity. Hence, this thesis develops the hypotheses below:
H2c: Peer FLMs’ workplace status moderates the effect of their HR implementation
(H2a) on FLMs’ HR role identity such that the effect is stronger among that with higher status
than among that with lower status.
H2d: Peer FLMs’ workplace status moderates the effect of their cynicism about HR
(H2b) on FLMs’ HR role identity such that the effect is stronger among that with higher status

than among that with lower status.

Outcomes of FLMs’ HR Role Identity

3.4. FLMs’ HR Implementation Behaviors
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Having discussed immediate superiors and peers as significant social others who can
influence FLMs’ HR role identity, this research continues to pay attention to the outcomes of FLMs’
HR role identity by suggesting three different behavioral patterns of implementing HR practices.
Before specifying distinct HR implementation patterns, this thesis acknowledges that FLMs’
resistance to implement HR practices exceeds the scope of this research. The first reason is that,
even though it is widely recognized that FLMs may restrain the implementation of a certain HR
practices, they are still in a lower-level of managerial position to carry out rules and procedures
enforced by a higher authority such as the HR department (Pak et al., 2016). For this reason, FLMs
are left with no more choices but to enact the HR practices. Thus, resistance to HR implementation
becomes unrealistic, or at least, infrequent. Second, this research is designed to explore how FLMs’
HR role identity prompts distinct behavioral patterns and how these patterns differentially
influence HRM-induced team outcomes. In this sense, FLMs’ resistance makes no sense to
propose pertinent hypotheses. Besides, this research proposes that the extent of FLMs’
involvement depends on their attributions of the nature of particular HR practices. For instance,
recruitment and compensation strategies often have to be compatible with the organizational
principles so that FLMs’ discretions on such practices may be limited. However, performance
evaluations and participatory practices are often adjustable based on the specific situations,
indicating more autonomy given to FLMs (Scott et al., 2009). However, this thesis posits that
FLMs take conscious control over appropriate behaviors in their HR implementation processes
(Caza, 2011).

To begin with, FLMs’ HR implementation of adopted HR practices in this research refers
to an FLM’s means of delivering HR messages, following prescribed HR procedures, and espoused

features of adopted HR practices in the workgroup (Pak & Kim, 2018). This thesis predicts that
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FLMs may make sense of espoused HR tasks subject to their workgroups before making decision
on how they would carry them out. Such cognitive evaluations could considerably influence the
modus operandi of adopted HR systems (Kurdi-Nakra et al., 2022; Lopez-Cotarelo, 2018). Extant
literature has provided theoretical rationales for this assumption. On the one hand, FLMs may
evaluate the compatibility between HR practices and HR system process. If the HR practices are
observed as a working system which is ‘interrelated and internally consistent’, such HR practices
are unique and synergistic (MacDuffie, 1995, p. 198). Therefore, espoused HR practices are
viewed to be aligned with the workgroup’s ongoing needs and work processes. FLMs’
understanding of the salience of the HR role guides their motivational significance (Kelman &
Hamilton, 1989; Pak et al., 2016) because fulfilling the espoused HR role expectations is believed
to improve performance of their workgroups (Triandis, 1980). According to Bowen and Ostroff
(2004), desired behaviors can be encouraged when individuals assume that the environment is
beneficial for their goal achievement. On this premise, FLMs may not give credit to the HR
practices which are perceived to be useless to their group outcomes (Guest & Bos-Nehles, 2013).
On the other hand, FLMs may evaluate whether the attributes of HR practices match their own
values and beliefs. Given that people are generally attracted by the events and interests which are
aligned with their value set, while showing resistance to what is not (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). In
this case, FLMs are more likely to approach the behavioral patterns according to their values, and
thus deciding to execute the HR tasks in a more compatible manner.

This thesis argues that FLMs may choose to enact adopted HR practices, following the
stipulated rules and procedures when they attribute that the intentions of such HR practices match
their values and the work systems. This particular pattern of HR implementation behavior is

defined as strict implementation. In contrast with HR involvement which lacks directional
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properties, strict implementation particularly explains the enactment behavior that is aligned with
what is written in instruction manuals (c.f., Pak & Kim, 2018). However, it is possible that FLMs
may perceive incompatibility between the enforced HR practices and the situations in their
workgroups. In such cases, they may decide to adapt such HR practices to achieve HR goals. As
per the theory of cognitive dissonance, individuals experience psychological tensions when faced
with contradictory information about their beliefs, values, and events in their surroundings. In
mitigating these psychological tensions, people are likely to either make changes to their cognition
or approach the environment they are more comfortable with (Festinger, 1957; Festinger, 1962).
As mentioned earlier, FLMs who choose to strictly implement the HR practices will reduce the
cognitive stress because they are able to change their cognitions and accept the situations.
Otherwise, FLMs may justify their cognition by adjusting their behaviors according to the
situations or their existing beliefs. In such cases, FLMs may take the former behavioral pattern as
externally adaptive implementation (i.e., FLMs’ adaptation of HR practices to suit the local task
environment) and the latter internally adaptive implementation (i.e., FLMs’ adaptation of HR
practices to meet their own interests).

Despite the above conceptualization of different HR implementation patterns of FLMs, the
important legacy in the current literature is how each of these behaviors of HR implementation
patterns can be induced by FLMs’ HR role identity. To address this concern, this research proposes
that FLMs’ HR role identity causes different FLMs’ HR implementation patterns depending on
the extent to which FLMs adapt their HR implementation behaviors to distinct situations. The
central argument here is that the salience of identity affects FLMs’ self-cognition to behave in a
way that matches the HR role expectation (Chen & Tang, 2018). The self-concept embedded in

the HR role is essentially an interpretive process concerning the meanings that HR implementation
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behaviors have for FLMs (Scott, 2013; Wells, 1978). FLMs’ role identity can motivate their HR
role behavior because the enactment of the HR role fulfills a crucial expectation of self-verification
and allows relevant others to identify and categorize a given FLM. These expectations and beliefs
shape a set of standards that guide FLMs’ behaviors to enact espoused HR practices (Burke, 1991).
Suppose FLMs discern a context as unacceptable to enforce HR practices, in that case, they will
form the opinion that HR implementation could expose them to feedback indicating that “who they
are is not relevant or valued” (Farmer et al., 2003, p. 621). Conversely, FLMs with low HR role
identity have no self-confidence in implementing HR practices, so they are less concerned about
whether their organizations respect HR implementation. That is, when FLMs perceive the HR role
identity as salient to them, they will develop commitment and embrace related behaviors to reflect
role support and strengthen role identity in a feedback loop process (McCall & Simmons, 1978).
Otherwise, FLMs may avoid engaging in HR practice enactment if they predict a negative response
to their HR enactment (Farmer et al., 2003).

Because the salience of role identity is viewed as a predictor of behavior (Callero, 1985;
Stryker & Burke, 2000), central FLMs’ HR role identity indicates that their behavior is aligned
with that of HR identity (Charng et al., 1988; Stryker, 1980). Furthermore, since FLMs with strong
HR role identity are likely to personalize contextual feedback about the meaningfulness of the HR
duty, they are susceptible to the perceived reception of their HR implementation responsibility.
The deduced uncertainty entails the potential loss of tangible rewards and a sense of identity. From
the sense-making point of view, FLMs’ decision to engage in HR responsibilities is preceded by
their interpretations of a reasonable response regarding such HR implementation (Drazin et al.,
1999). For example, FLMs with higher role identity may choose to fully engage, using all of their

HR-related abilities to enforce HR practices strictly without consideration of particular work
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environment (i.e., strict implementation). Otherwise, they may predict alternative behaviors such
as adapting their HR implementation to external work environment (i.e., externally adaptive
implementation) or to their personal values and work styles (i.e., internally adaptive
implementation). In each way, FLMs are able to internalize their self-concept to the deductive
responses. Therefore, this research proposes the following hypotheses:

H3: FLM’s HR role identity is positively related to their strict implementation, externally
adaptive implementation, and internally adaptive implementation of espoused HR practices.
3.5. The Moderating Effects of Goal Orientations

For a more extensive understanding of the relationships between FLMs’ HR role identity
and their HR implementation behavioral patterns, this research proposes FLMs’ goal orientations
as boundary conditions which help articulate when and in what situations FLMs will behave in
particular ways. This seems an unexplored but critical area of inquiry because even though FLMs
in the same work unit are assigned the same HR role, they may be different in their intrinsic
motivational processes, and thus, they may take on distinct responses across contexts (Button et
al., 1996; Murayama & Elliot, 2009; Kim et al., 2018; Payne et al., 2007). Thus, drawing on the
goal orientation perspective will add to our knowledge in that FLMs’ propensity to develop or
validate their HR-related ability in achieving the HR role. In general, goal orientations deliberate
on individuals’ desire in achievement situations that influence their behaviors and responses
(Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Moon et al., 2012; VandeWalle,
1997; VandeWalle et al., 2001). It is believed to launch a perceptual-cognitive mechanism, or
awareness of self-development, which conditions how people understand, react, and proceed
toward achievement situations (Janssen & Van Yperen, 2004; Song et al., 2015; Van Yperen,

2003).
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Initially, goal orientation consists of two main facets: learning orientation and performance
orientation (Dweck, 1986), reflecting whether individuals’ goal is to improve or to validate their
ability, respectively (Shatz, 2015). With the development of goal orientation theory, researchers
have made more specific classifications of the two main aspects (Payne et al., 2007). For example,
theorists divided performance orientation into two subdimensions including performance-prove
goal orientation (i.e., individuals’ desire to show their abilities and to prove that they are more
competent than others) and performance-avoid goal orientation (i.e., individuals’ preference to
avoid demonstrating their shortcomings and incompetence), and thus proposing a three-factor
framework of goal orientation (e.g., Elliot & Church, 1997; VandeWalle, 1997). After that,
scholars such as Elliot and McGregor (2001) further developed this conceptualization as a four-
factor framework by specifying learning goal orientation to include learning approach goal
orientation (i.e., individuals’ desire to learn as much as they can to improve their competence and
to overcome challenges) as the opposite to the learning avoidance goal orientation (i.e., individuals’
desire to avoid doing worse than they have done before or failing to learn) (Wolters, 2004).

As previously suggested, there are various components of goal orientation and also
controversies regarding which combinations (two-, three-, four-factor model) are more
theoretically precise and rational (Payne et al., 2007; Schmidt & Ford, 2003). Amongst the diverse
classifications of goal orientation, this research focuses on two of them — learning goal orientation
and performance avoidance goal orientation — to examine the typical and moderating influences
of goal orientations in FLMs’ HR role identity and HR implementation behavior links based on
the following considerations. First, learning goal orientation and performance avoidance goal
orientation might be more suitable for the research which intends to investigate the contrasting

interactional impacts (Moon et al., 2012). For example, Schmidt and Ford (2003) have found that
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both learning goal orientation and performance avoidance goal orientation had significant
moderating effects to enhance individuals’ metacognitive actions in the learning context, but
performance prove goal orientation failed to exert any influence in such relationship. Second,
learning avoidance goal orientations “entail striving to avoid losing one’s skills and abilities (or
having their development stagnate), forgetting what one has learned, misunderstanding material,
or leaving a task incomplete or unmastered” (Elliot, 1999, p. 181). Individuals tend to track the
learning avoidance goal orientation when they feel that their skills and abilities get declining.
Indeed, although learning avoidance goal orientation has been conceptualized, it has not been
sufficiently supported by empirical evidence (Wang & Takeuchi, 2007). Third, prior studies
demonstrated that the definition of performance prove goal orientation is relatively open to debate
concerning a commonly agreed conceptualization of it (Ford et al., 1998; Schmidt & Ford, 2003).
Based on these reasons, this research focuses more on learning and performance avoidance goal
orientation.

Notably, this thesis proposes learning goal orientation and performance avoidance goal
orientation as moderators in the relationships between FLMs’ HR role identity and their externally
adaptive and strict implementation, respectively. Before establishing their particular moderating
effects, it is necessary to conceptually distinguish them from each other. The reason why
individuals are different in their learning goal orientation and performance avoidance goal
orientation can be explained by the theory of intelligence (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). According to
this theory, people who are oriented by the learning goals regard their abilities or intelligence as
manageable and can be improved if they put effort into them. Moreover, learning-oriented
individuals have a strong belief that making effort is an essential means for achievement and

development, and thus evaluating the challenging situation as an opportunity for improvement
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(Dweck & Leggett, 1988). On the contrary, individuals with performance avoidance goal
orientation have an entity theory of intelligence and view ability as set and deep-rooted which is
difficult to improve. In addition, people who are performance avoidance-oriented are likely to
escape from challenging tasks, since they believe that making efforts into mastering the challenges
are futile (VandeWalle, 2003).

Learning Goal Orientation

This thesis proposes that FLMs’ learning goal orientation should enhance the positive
relationships between their HR role identity and externally adaptive HR implementation behaviors.
FLMs with a strong learning goal orientation are more prone to engage in challenging HRM tasks
by adapting to specific HR and team context, such that they refine their own beliefs and behaviors
to be more competent and to meet the given HR role expectations (Baum et al., 2011; DeShon &
Gillespie, 2005; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Learning goal orientation also elevates
FLMSs’ flexibility, with regard to which innovative solutions should be carried out to particular HR
implementation problems, even though those solutions may lead to risks or upheaval of the current
situation (Button et al., 1996; De Clercq et al., 2017). Additionally, FLMs with a strong learning
goal orientation are inclined to pay attention to complex, challenging work context (Ames &
Archer, 1988), and often view conflicting viewpoints as an opportunity for innovation and
development (VandeWalle et al., 1999).

When faced with challenging tasks, learning-oriented FLMs take adaptive and mastery-
aimed reactions that encourage perseverance when faced with difficulties, stimulate the generation
of new ideas and innovation, and promote continuous or success in performance (Elliott & Dweck,
1988). Also, they will take advantage of mistakes or failure as self-reflection and opportunities for

improving and, in response, often make more effort toward developing their abilities and achieving
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their goals (Ames, 1984; Nicholls, 1976, 1984). These individuals relate success and failure more
to learning, not performance in itself. Thus, these FLMs will not only attach the HR role
expectations to their self-concept but also may consider it desirable to apply their leaning efforts
to HR implementation situations. On the contrary, FLMs with lower levels of learning goal
orientation are more likely to feel too stressed to overcome difficulties (e.g., role conflicts),
encounter performance worsening, and avoid learning or mastery in challenge situations (Button
et al., 1996; DeRue & Wellman, 2009). That is, these FLMs tend to avert their self-image by
demonstrating maladaptive behavioral reactions. Hence, this thesis hypothesizes as follows:

H4a: The FLM’s learning goal orientation moderates the relationship between FLMs’ HR
role identity and their externally adaptive implementation such that the relationship is stronger at
higher levels of learning goal orientation.

Performance Avoidance Goal Orientation

On the other, this thesis anticipates that FLMs’ reactions to the HR role may be motivated
by their preferences in avoiding the exposure of poor performance, namely, performance
avoidance goal orientation. In this case, FLMs may strive to enact or adopt the HR practices strictly
following the rules and procedures. They may put less effort into learning about different HR-
related skills, since they tend to avoid making mistakes and have a low intrinsic motivation to
develop their competence (VandeWalle, 2003). Performance avoidance goal orientation reflects
individuals’ desire to keep away from disclosing one’s low ability or receiving negative judgment
from others (Vandewalle, 1997). As Elliot and Church (1997) noted, individuals tend to possess
the performance avoidance goal orientation when they are afraid of failure. Prior studies have
suggested the effect of performance avoidance goal orientation on individuals’ passive reactions

to work (Vandewalle, 1997) and unwillingness to share knowledge (Choi et al., 2018). For instance,
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Payne et al.’s (2007) meta-analysis and discloses that performance avoidance goal orientation has
a negative effect on the need for achievement, extraversion, and agreeableness. Additionally, as
suggested by the entity theory of intelligence (Button et al., 1996; Dweck & Leggett, 1988), people
who hold a performance avoidance goal orientation tend to make less effort based on the judgment
that their ability is hard to be improved by efforts (Button et al., 1996; Dweck & Leggett, 1988;
Moon et al., 2012).

Consistent with the social information processing theory, FLMs high in performance
avoidance goal orientation tend to adopt shallow information-processing strategies (Elliot et al.,
1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001). For example, individual-level goal orientation research has
recommended that individuals with higher level of performance avoidance goal orientation are
more likely to make stereotype-based judgments and may be less likely to engage in in-depth
information processing approaches (Pieterse et al., 2013). Given that performance avoidance
orientated FLMs are more cautious about failures, autonomous implementation behaviors of
espoused HR practices are viewed dangerous and then induce feelings of threat. Hence, strict
implementation thus become more subjectively meaningful and salient to them. Faced with the
newly assigned HR responsibilities, FLMs with high performance avoidance goal orientation may
find these HR duties risky due to their fear of exposing low HR-related abilities and skills. As a
result, they would conduct their HR duties rigorously following the rules and procedures, rather
than making extra efforts into the adjustment of a variety of external situations (Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Elliot & McGregor, 1999; LePine, 2005; Pieterse et al., 2013). Thus, this thesis proposes

the following hypothesis:
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H4b: The FLM'’s performance avoidance goal orientation moderates the relationship
between FLMs’ HR role identity and their strict implementation such that the relationship is
stronger at higher levels of performance avoidance goal orientation.

3.6. FLMs’ HR Implementation and Intra-team Acceptance

With the employee attitudes and behaviors being increasingly linked with organizational
performance in the SHRM research, scholars have recently delved into the role employees’
collective responses to implemented HR practices play in exploring the effectiveness of these HR
practices (e.g., Nishii et al., 2008; Stirpe et al., 2015). Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) offers
a theoretical explanation for why employees react to management activities. Central to the HRM
research is the recognition that HR practices elevate organizational performance by encouraging
employee attitudes and behaviors (Appelbaum et al., 2000; Gardner et al., 2011; Stirpe et al., 2015).
Therefore, employee reactions and, more importantly, their acceptance of adopted HR practices is
critical to the effectiveness of such practices, as it becomes unlikely for employees to behave as
expected if they view the HR practice unfavorably (Chaiken et al., 1996; McGuire, 1972; Nishii
et al., 2008). Although the previous section has suggested the importance of FLMs’ HR
implementation in the workplace, and such implementation behaviors take multiple forms, there
is little strong evidence articulating the relationships between FLMs’ HR implementation
behaviors and employees’ acceptance of these practices. To address this issue, this thesis proposes
intra-team acceptance (hereafter ITA) as the outcome of multiple patterns of FLMs’ HR
implementation. ITA refers to the extent to which team members agree on the adopted HR
strategies within the workgroup (Pak, 2016). The rationale here is that low level of ITA may
increase the cost in HRM because it hinders desired employee attitudes and makes greater feelings

of stress (Bacon & Blyton, 2005; Stirpe et al., 2015).
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In essence, HRM goals may be achieved through strong HRM processes (i.e., an
organizational climate) indicating what is expected from employees (Gilbert et al., 2015; Guzzo
& Noonan, 1994). That is, both the management and employees have to agree on the espoused HR
practices so as to generate positive exchange relationships (Guest & Conway, 2000; Pak & Kim,
2018; Sonnenberg, 2006). Generally, HR policies to be applied within workgroups are introduced
at the beginning of employment (Pak & Kim, 2018). In the process of getting familiar with their
jobs, FLMs act as interpreters of HR practices which influence employees’ responses by indicating
how the practices can improve their job experience and bring about individual benefits
(McDermott et al., 2013; Rousseau, 1990; Shore & Tetrick, 1994; Stirpe et al., 2015). As Lambert
(2011) mentioned, individual attitudes relate not to what is committed per se, but to what is
delivered in effect. As a result, the extent to which FLMs recognize a visible HR role may have a
meaningful influence on the level of perceived discrepancy (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Den Hartog
et al., 2004). Considering that strict implementation reflects in FLMs’ reactions that rigorously
follow the developed principles embedded in adopted HR practices, the gap will be reduced (Pak
et al., 2016). As a result, subordinate employees tend to agree on the implementation of HR
practices. Given that team members are likely to develop a shared perception of the HR
environment and then influence one another in terms of work-related attitudes and behaviors
(Weick, 1995), such acceptance might emerge as a group-level phenomenon. Hence, this thesis
proposes the following hypothesis:

H5a: Strict implementation is positively related to intra-team acceptance.

In addition, this thesis puts forward that FLMs may also conduct their HR jobs depending on
their managerial discretion in order for the enactment of HR practices to suit better the particular

situation of their workgroups (Burgelman, 1991; Caza, 2011). As per the theory of strategic choice
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(Child, 1972), managers have the right to make decisions based on the external environment which
serve their own ends and dynamically influence the development of the organization. Therefore,
FLMs are likely to use some level of freedom in deciding the methods used to deliver and achieve
HR goals, the pacing and scheduling of task accomplishment, and how HR policies are
collaborated with team members (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Whitaker & Dahling, 2013).
Previously on the discussion of job autonomy has demonstrated that the pressure of “real-time”
decision making can be relieved if FLMs are given enough freedom and flexibility in the
workplace (Budhwar, 2000; Whitaker & Dahling, 2013). For instance, in order to complete a
provisional and challenging group HR assignment, FLMs could organize additional training
sessions as the supplement to the learning programs in policy. Likewise, in a sales department,
FLMs could adjust the performance evaluation strategies by increasing the prescribed number of
sales representatives when they choose to motivate and reward more high-performers. When FLMs
take adaptive actions in accordance with the situations, they make a certain adjustment on the HR
content and process (Kehoe & Han, 2020). Although on the surface it seems to broaden the gap
between intended and actual HR practices, this, in fact, signals improved employee perceptions of
HRM-work compatibility which may lead to a more positive evaluation of HR attributes (Kelman
& Hamilton, 1989; Liu et al., 2013). Thus, employees who frequently observe their FLMs’
adaption of HR practices to the environment and their work requirements are likely to accept, to a
greater degree, the enactment of HR practices in question. In line with the aforementioned
reasoning, this thesis presents the hypothesis below:

H5b: Externally adaptive implementation is positively related to intra-team acceptance.

However, rather than externally adaptive implementation behaviors, employees may observe

their FLMs enacting HR practices according to their personal characteristics and benefits, which
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is conceptualized as the internally adaptive implementation. In reality, in addition to knowledge,
skills, abilities, and other traits (KAOs), FLMs also differ in their personal values and beliefs which
may also wield multifaceted impacts on their involvement in the HR process (Kehoe & Han, 2020).
In this sense, internally adaptive implementation seems to arouse relatively more variance in the
patterns of behaviors unanchored from designed strategies. A theoretical perspective that supports
this assumption is the agency theory (Daily et al., 2003), which emphasizes the potential
interference between the organization’s goals and FLMs’ private interests (Bottom et al., 2006;
Kiser, 1999). As suggested by Shleifer and Vishny (1997), managers may make management
choices serving their personal benefits rather than performance considerations, resulting in the
damage to the organization’s long-term objectives (Bos-Nehles et al., 2013). For example, one
type of such personal benefits relates to the HR implementation is FLMs’ priorities in selecting
and promoting their own social networks, which was recommended to hurt the quality of staffing
and employees’ perceptions of justice (Bandiera et al., 2009). Also, employees’ autonomy on their
jobs could be reduced if FLMs choose to do so, and thus resulting in less intrinsic motivation of
employees.

Moreover, FLMs who enact espoused HR practices in a way that focuses more on their
personal values may distract resources and information available from achieving performance
outcomes to individual benefits (Caza, 2011). In this way, undisciplined variability in both the HR
process and the HR content will be enlarged, which in turn destructs the effects of intended HR
practices on expected performance outcomes (Kehoe & Han, 2020). In such circumstances, the
gap between intended and actual HR strategies may be made broader (Pak et al., 2016). Given that
employees’ psychological contract is often affected by inducements as promised (Lambert, 2011;

McDermott et al., 2013), the reduction of employees’ satisfaction with the adopted HR practices
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may prevent employees from giving support for the way in which HR practices are implemented
by their FLMs. As a consequence, group members are not convinced by FLMs’ manners in
implementing HR practices, and then the ITA level decreases. For these reasons, this thesis
proposes the following hypothesis:

H5c: Internally adaptive implementation is negatively related to intra-team acceptance.
3.7. Attainment of FLMs’ Workplace Status

This thesis further posits that ITA of the HR implementation within workgroups will help
FLMs attain their workplace status. Previous efforts made to investigate outcomes of FLMs’ HR
implementation are primarily on either employee performance (Chang et al., 2020; Pak & Kim,
2018) or organizational performance (Khilji & Wang, 2006; Mat et al., 2015; Purcell & Hutchinson,
2007), while neglecting possible individual accomplishments of FLMs. Considering that attaining
status is a relevant and important indicator of the social worth that others award to an individual
(Blader & Yu, 2017; Chen et al., 2012), this research focuses on workplace status as a dependent
variable to expand the current research attention from team-related outcomes of effective HR
enactment (i.e., ITA) to individual-related accomplishments that indicate FLMs’ achievement in
the HR role. Workplace status, as a fundamental human motive, has been previously linked with
massive rewards, including affirmative social attention, increased rights and benefits, more
influence and controls over group decisions and processes, and myriad access to meager resources
(Anderson et al., 2015; Berger et al., 1972; Henrich & GilWhite, 2001). As previously defined,
ITA reflects the extent to which FLMs’ HR implementation are valued and agreed among team
members. As such, it is reasonable to relate employees’ acceptance of enforced HR practices with
their opinions on whether their FLM possesses workplace status.

Given that HR practices are primarily executed in workgroups under the administration of
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FLMs (Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007; Wright & Nishii, 2013), the way in which espoused HR
practices are enacted may affect employees’ holistic view of whether their FLMs’ HR efforts
contribute to group-level HR goals. This is also aligned with the argument of social attribution
theory (e.g., Heider, 1958), indicating that employees react attitudinally to HR activities depending
on how they attribute the manager’s motives to implementing actual HR practices (Nishii et al.,
2008). FLMs rise in status primarily by enhancing their value in the eyes of fellow group members.
Namely, employees observe FLMs’ HR implementation behaviors and evaluate the extent to
which their FLMs signal task competence, generosity, and commitment to the group (Anderson &
Kilduff, 2009).

In essence, status has three main components. First, it reflects respect and admiration.
Reflected in this research context, FLMs who are highly regarded and esteemed by team members
may possess high status (Barkow, 1975; Blau, 1964; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Leary et al.,
2014). Second, it comprises voluntary deference, which means that employees voluntarily adhere
to their FLMs’ wishes, desires, and advice whom they grant higher status to (Kemper, 1990;
Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). Third, status indicates perceived instrumental social value. That is,
employees tend to give high status to FLMs who will assist them to achieve their goals and will
offer help or learning models (Leary et al., 2014). According to Anderson et al. (2015), individuals
will provide greater status to someone who is perceived to have two kinds of particular personal
characteristics. On the one hand, high-status people should have competences that are central to
their own primary tasks and challenges (Driskell & Mullen, 1990; Ridgeway, 1987). On the other
hand, high-status people should have the willingness to apply their competences for the favor of
others (Griskevicius et al., 2009; Ridgeway, 1982; Wilier, 2009). That said, because FLMs who

decide to strictly implement HR practices inform employees that they are competent to achieve
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the HR goals by minimizing the gap between intended and actual HR practices, employees tend to
endow affirmation and perceived workplace status to FLMs. Also, when employees observe
externally adaptive HR implementation, their FLMs are viewed to care both the group functioning
and employee benefits. In this case, FLMs’ workplace status may develop. On the other,
employees who witness internally adaptive HR implementation may perceive that their FLMs are
short of either a communal orientation or the willingness to make compromise between the
situation and group needs. As a result, they may not view their FLMs as high in workplace status.

Status can also explain the process of social exchange (Anderson et al., 2015). In this sense,
quality of the exchange relationships indicates the importance of attaining status as a social
exchange process. Studies on the status attainment contend that people high in status within a
workgroup receive a great deal of attention because their opinions and behaviors are more
influential (Anderson et al., 2001). Also, as suggested by functionalist theories, workplace status
relates to the group’s collective judgements (Berger et al., 1972). Individuals who possess high
levels of competence and commitment to the group functioning may be valued as having greater
workplace status. Over the phase of HR implementation, FLMSs possess instrumental social value
and status within workgroups when they are commonly respected and accepted in terms of their
HR enactment by demonstrating their expertise and competence. In exchange for the FLMs’
support or cares, team members will confer status to their FLMs by showing respect and
acceptance (Anderson et al., 2015). Within a workgroup, FLMs who have mastery over their HR
tasks receive higher status since they demonstrate HR-related competence and leadership (Berger
et al., 1972; Lord et al., 1986). Consequently, group members develop an implicit consensus in
terms of whether FLMs are effective HR implementers and allocate status based on the extent to

which FLMs are respected and accepted. In sum, this thesis proposes the following hypothesis:
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Hb6a: Intra-team acceptance mediates the positive relationship between FLMs’ strict
implementation their workplace status.

H6b: Intra-team acceptance mediates the positive relationship between FLMs’ externally
adaptive implementation and their workplace status.

H6c: Intra-team acceptance mediates the negative relationship between FLMs’ internally

adaptive implementation and their workplace status.

CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH METHODS
Sample and Data Collection Procedure

To test the research model, data was collected from 9 Chinese companies through online
surveys. Before distributing the surveys, | contacted a senior manager of each target company to
discuss the purpose of the study and survey items upon request. As such, all the survey items have
been adjusted to the specific organizational structure and managerial hierarchy. The surveys were
originally designed in English and then translated into Chinese. Back-translation was also
conducted to make sure that the ensuing version was the same as the original one. This process is
in accordance with the procedures suggested by Brislin (1990) as per survey translations across
different languages. In the cover page, participants were informed of the research purpose and the
anonymity of their responses. In addition, responses were identified and matched based on the
teams of participants. Data was collected from multiple sources in two waves to minimize the

common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

During the first wave of data collection, FLMs were asked to answer questions related to

their perceptions of HR involvement of immediate superiors and the other peer FLMs. FLMs also
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filled the self-report surveys regarding their HR role identity. The second wave of data collection
was conducted with a 4-week time lag. During this period, both FLMs and their team members
were asked to complete surveys. Specifically, FLMs gave responses to goal orientation preferences,
while team members answered questions about their FLMs’ HR implementation and workplace
status. In time 2, control variables such as FLMs’ HR-related AMO, core self-evaluation were
rated by FLMs’ self-reports. Both FLMs and team members also provided their demographic
information such as age, gender, level of education, tenure, and business functions. FLM
respondents were 51.4% male and 48.6% female with an average age of 39.51 (SD = 7.33). An
average organizational tenure was 3.67 (SD = 1.48) years. An average tenure as a leader was 5.35
(SD = 1.90). 51.4% of FLMs held either a university or a graduate degree. Team member
respondents were 51.7% male and 48.3% female. An average organizational tenure was 3.45 years
(SD = 1.45). An average tenure working with their current FLMs was 2.64 years (SD = 1.27). 59.5%
of the employees held a bachelor’s degree and above. As for job group composition of the final
sample, research & development (R&D) was 14.7%, sales and marketing was 13.7%, management
and administration was 5.0%, production and manufacturing technique was 36.7%, service was

16.4%, finance and investment was 5.8%, and others was 7.7%. Group size on average was 5.11.

Measures

Immediate superior’s HR orientation (Time 1). | drew on the five-item measure designed
for top management’s HR orientation suggested by Pak (2016). Wordings of the original items
were modified according to the context of this research. FLMs gave answers to all the survey
questions. Sample items include: “My immediate superior has clearly indicated his/her

commitment to HRM”; “My immediate superior has championed HRM within the division”; and

54



“My immediate superior has a strong will ensuring the implementation of espoused HR practices”.

Cronbach’s a of the scale was .92. A full list of survey items is presented in Table 12.

Immediate superior’s bottom-line mentality (Time 1). | applied the self-rating scale
developed by Greenbaum et al. (2012), which is originally designed for supervisors to evaluate
their own BLM. I adjusted the wordings to reflect FLMs’ assessment of their immediate superiors’
BLM. Sample items include: “My immediate superior is solely concerned with meeting the
bottom-line”; “My immediate superior only cares about the business”; and “My immediate
superior treats the bottom line as more important than anything else”. Cronbach’s a of the scale

was .92. A full list of survey items is presented in Table 12.

Peer FLMs’ HR implementation (Time 1). | utilized the five-item scale for team
manager’s implementation of espoused HR practices develop by Pak and Kim (2018). Wordings
of the items were adjusted to fit the context of this research. FLMs were asked to give self-ratings
about their own implementation of HR practices within workgroups. Sample items include: “Many
times, my peers are enthusiastic advocates of the HR policies of our organization”; “My peers
clearly communicate HR-related initiatives or changes in my team”; and “My peers implement HR
practices, strictly following HR processes”. Cronbach’s a of the scale was .92. A full list of survey

items is presented in Table 12.

Peer FLMs’ cynicism about HR (Time 1). | referred to the widely consulted five-item
scale for management cynicism developed by Stanley et al. (2005). To reduce the survey burden,
| deleted one from the original five items and reworded them to fit the context of this research.
FLMs were asked to evaluate their own cynical attitudes toward the HRM. Sample items include:
“My peers believe that the HR policy is not up-front about the reasons for doing it”; “My peers

believe that there are ulterior motives for the HR policy”; and “My peers think that the HR policy
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would misrepresents its intentions to gain acceptance for a decision it wanted to make”.

Cronbach’s a of the scale was .86. A full list of survey items is presented in Table 12.

FLM’s HR role identity (Time 1). Given that there is no previous measure for HR role
identity in the existing literature. I developed four items for FLMs’ self-reports based on Farmer
et al.’s (2003) measure for creative role identity. Survey items were reworded to reflect HRM
phenomenon and the specific context of this research. Sample items include: “I often think about
ways to develop and motivate my team members”; “I have a clear self-view as a FLM whose
primary role is to effectively develop and motivate people in my team”; and “To be a good people
manager is an important part of my identity”. Cronbach’s a of the scale was .85. A full list of

survey items is presented in Table 12.

Multiple forms of HR implementation (Time 2). No instrument has been established in
previous research to examine this phenomenon of interest. In this thesis, each of the constructs
were measured by a 4-item scale based on independent interviews with different FLMs so that it
ensures accurate and original explanations of their own experiences as the HR implementers and
specific behavioral patterns. After that, | extracted themes from interviews and adapted them as
survey items (Pak & Kim, 2018; Sung & Choi, 2014). Sample items include: “My FLM
implements HR practices, strictly following corporate HR processes and guidelines” (for strict
implementation); “My FLM flexibly applies rules and procedures of espoused HR practices
according to differing circumstances” (for externally adaptive implementation); and “Many times,
HR-related decisions are subjectively made according to my FLM’s own personal work style and
value” (for internally adaptive implementation). Cronbach’s o of the scales were: strict
implementation (a = .85), externally adaptive implementation (o = .84), and internally adaptive

implementation (a = .87). A full list of survey items is presented in Table 12.
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Learning goal orientation (Time 2). A four-item scale developed by VandeWalle (1997)
was employed. Survey items were modified to fit the particular research context. FLMs were asked
to provide self-report responses regarding their desire to develop themselves. Sample items include:
“I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that I can learn a lot from”; “I often look for
opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge”; and “For me, development of my work ability
is important enough to take risks”. Cronbach’s a of the scale was .90. A full list of survey items is

presented in Table 12.

Performance avoidance goal orientation (Time 2). | utilized a four-item scale developed
by VandeWalle (1997). One out of the five original items were deleted to reduce the participants’
survey burden. Wordings of the questions were also adjusted so as to fit this research context.
Responses were collected from FLMs’ self-assessment of their propensity to avoid disproving their
ability and receiving negative judgments. Sample items include: “I would avoid taking on a new
task if there was a chance that | would appear rather incompetent to others”; “Avoiding a show of
low ability is more important to me than learning a new skill”’; and “I’m concerned about taking
on a task at work if my performance would reveal that [ had low ability”. Cronbach’s o of the scale

was .84. A full list of survey items is presented in Table 12.

Intra-team acceptance (Time 2). A four-item measure for ITA is developed according to
Pak (2016) and Powell and Dent-Micallef (1997). Individual employees’ responses were
aggregated to the team level. Sample items include: “There is consensus on the enforcement of
espoused HR practice in my team”, “We have little conflict between our FLM and team members
concerning the implementation of espoused HR practices”, and “Our team members have a shared
agreement with one another on how HR practices are implemented”. Cronbach’s a of the scale

was .88. A full list of survey items is presented in Table 12.
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Workplace status (both Time 1 and Time 2). Given that this research simultaneously
examines workplace status of FLMs, as well as their immediate superiors and peers. These
constructs are designed to share the same instrument. | referred to a four-item measurement for
workplace status developed by Djurdjevic et al. (2017). In particular, workplace status of
immediate superiors and peers were measured by FLM-reported responses at time 1, while the
focal FLM’s workplace status was assessed by their team members at time 2. To reduce the
participants’ workload, I deleted one from the original five items and reworded them to fit the
context of this research. Team members’ responses for their FLMs’ workplace status were
aggregated to the team level. Sample items include: “My FLM has a great deal of prestige in my
organization”; “My immediate superior possesses high status in my organization” (for immediate
superior’s workplace status); “In general, peer FLMs in my division occupy respected positions in
my organization” (for peer FLMs’ workplace status); and “My FLM possesses a high level of
prominence in my organization” (for focal FLM’s workplace status). Cronbach’s a of the scales

were .85, .80, .85, respectively. A full list of survey items is presented in Table 12.

Control variables (Time 2). Some theoretically relevant variables were controlled. First, |
controlled for FLMs’ perceptions of AMO and their core self-evaluation (CSE). In the FLM
research, extensive empirical evidence suggests that FLMs’ AMO affects their effective HR
implementation (e.g., Gilbert et al., 2015; VVan Waeyenberg & Decramer, 2018), and CSE is found
to influence their self-identity and overall appraisal of worthiness, effectiveness, and capability
(e.g., Wang et al., 2021). In this research, AMO was measured by a combined 9-item scales for
occupational self-efficacy (e.g., “I can remain calm when facing difficulties in my HR job because
I can rely on my abilities”, Schyns & von Collani, 2002), situational motivation (e.g., “I execute

HR tasks because it is something that [ have to do”, Guay et al., 2000), and role overload (e.g., “I
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need more hours in the day to do all the things which are expected of me”, Reilly, 1982).; the CSE
was measured with another 9-item scale suggested by Judge et al. (2003) (e.g., “I am confident I
get the success I deserve in life”; “I rarely feel depressed”; and “When I try, I generally succeed”).
Second, group size was included because it may impact diverse team processes (Kozlowski & Bell,
2003) and the amount of information and support provided by the firm (Hausknecht et al., 2009).
Division size and industry were also considered as controls since they might influence
organization’s decisions of HR practices (Han et al., 2018). Finally, I controlled for FLMs’ tenure.
| also included FLMs tenure as a leader and employee tenure with the team, measured as the
number of years working as a leader (for FLMs) or the number of years working with their FLMs
(for employees). The reason is that team experience may relate to perceptions of behavioral
standards, which in turn may influence individual performance (Kim et al., 2018). Moreover,
employees with the longer team tenure may find it easier to develop high-quality relationships
with their FLMs and discern accepted as team members (e.g., Farh et al., 2010; Heilman et al.,

1988; Mullen & Copper, 1994).
Data Aggregation

Data collected from individual employees were aggregated to the team level (i.e., FLMs’
multiple HR implementation behaviors, ITA, FLMs’ workplace status). To test this model, it was
necessary to analyze the appropriateness of aggregation statistics. Specifically, rug values were
calculated to justify interrater agreement (James et al., 1984, 1993) and reliabilities of score within
group were assessed using intraclass correlations (ICCs) (Bliese, 2000). rug is a measure presenting
the level of agreement among raters within a group or unit (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). For FLMs’
strict, externally adaptive, and internally adaptive implementation behaviors, the median rug Scores

were .83, .70, and .83, respectively. For ITA and FLMs’ workplace status, the median rwg scores
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were .73 and .76, respectively. They were all higher than the cutoff value of .70 and could
warrantee the data aggregation (George, 1990; James, 1982). ICC(1) is an indicator of the extent
to which the variance in individual responses can be explained at the group level (Bliese, 2000;
Castro, 2002). For FLMs’ strict, externally adaptive, and internally adaptive implementation
behaviors, the ICC(1) scores were .18, .26, and .21, respectively. For ITA and FLMs’ workplace
status, the ICC(1) scores were .20 and .22, respectively. All of them exceeded the acceptable cutoff
values of .05 (Bliese, 2000). Accordingly, there is an empirical justification for the data

aggregation to the team level.
Analytical Strategy

A number of analytic strategies were applied to test the hypotheses. The collected data
from the online surveys were analyzed through the SPSS statistical packaged software (V.28). |
initially standardized those variables involved in moderation before creating the interaction
terms. The hypothesized interactive effects were tested using ordinary least squared (OLS)
regression analyses because all variables in this research model stayed at the team level. | further
used the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982; Preacher & Hayes, 2004) to examine the statistical significance
of ITA’s indirect effects. The test in this process was based on the regression coefficients for the
paths between three patterns in implementing HR practices within workgroups and their workplace

status, along with their respective standard errors.

CHAPTER V
RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
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Table 1 presents means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations among all study
variables. As predicted, key study variables were correlated. To be specific, FLMs” HR role
identity is significantly associated with their perceptions of MHRO (r = .34, p <.001), BLM (r =
—.35, p <.001), and workplace status (r = .29, p <.01), as well as their perceptions of peer FLMs’
HR implementation (r = .43, p < .001) and workplace status (r = .24, p < .05). The negative
correlation between FLM’s HR role identity and their perception of peers’ cynicism about HR (r
= —.14) was not significant. Moreover, FLMs’ multiple HR implementation behavioral patterns
were also significantly associated with their HR role identity, with the statistic values of .26, .26,
and .26, respectively (p < .01). For ITA, its correlations with FLMs’ externally adaptive
implementation (r = .34) and their internally adaptive implementation (r = —.37) were both
significant at p < .001, while the correlation between ITA and FLMs’ strict implementation (r
=.14) was not significant. Also, FLM’s workplace status was proved to be significantly correlated

with ITA (r =.37, p <.001).
Validity of Study Variables

To ensure the discriminant and convergent validities among multi-dimensional constructs,
| first conducted a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs). CFA provides several indices
that allow comparing the model fit of the hypothesized factor structure with that of alternative ones
(Hair et al., 2009). The results of the CFAs are shown in Table 3. For FLM-rated measures, results
revealed a better fit for the hypothesized four-factor model (i.e., all variables as distinct constructs)
compared to the other three alternative models. Results indicated y? = 197.82, df = 129, y?/df =
1.53, incremental fit index (IFI) = .95, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = .94, comparative fit index (CFI)
= .95, root mean square residual (RMR) = .07. For employee-rated measures, results justified a

better fit for the hypothesized five-factor model (i.e., all variables are considered separate
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constructs) compared to the other four alternative models. Results indicated y? = 164.64, df = 160,
22ldf =1.03, IF1 = 1.00, TLI = 1.00, CFI = 1.00, RMR = .03. In terms of the cutoff values, statistic
results of x?/df are acceptable when they are lower than 3, and IFI, TLI, and CFI are acceptable
when they are above .90 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hall et al., 1999; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline,
2005). RMR is acceptable at values less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Given the increased values
of y>and RMR, and decreased values of CFI, IFI, and TLI, it was established that the hypothesized
four-factor and five-factor models provided the best fit to the data. Therefore, discriminant

validities of variables were justified.

In terms of convergent validity, this research calculated factor loadings for all survey items.
The results are shown in Table 12. It is demonstrated that factor loadings of all items included to
measure study variables were above the cutoff value of .50 (Hair et al., 2009). In addition, this
research checked the average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) for each
variable. The results are also reported in Table 12. It is presented that AVEs for all study variables
exceeded the cutoff value of .50. Also, CRs for all study variables are acceptable at values higher

than .70 (Nunnally, 1978). Hence, convergent validities of all constructs are justified.
Hypotheses Tests

Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 1c, and 1d suggested a positive relationship between perceptions of
MHRO and FLM’s HR role identity, and a negative relationship between immediate superiors’
BLM and FLM’s HR role identity, along with the moderating effects of immediate superior’s
workplace status which can strengthen both relationships. Table 4 illustrates the regression results
of moderating effect. It revealed that FLM-perceived MHRO was positively related to FLMs” HR
role identity (8 = .31, p <.001). also, FLM-perceived immediate superior’s BLM was negatively

related to FLMs’ HR role identity (f =—.38, p <.001). Also, the results suggested that interactions
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between FLMs’ perceptions of immediate superior’s HR involvement (i.e., HRO and BLM) and
immediate superior’s workplace status had significantly positive effects on FLM’s HR role identity,
with the #=.29 (p <.001) and .24 (p < .01), respectively. In addition, the interaction plot presented
in Figure 1 further proved hypothesis 1c; the relationship between immediate superiors’ HRO and
focal FLM’s HR role identity was stronger when immediate superior’s workplace status is higher
than lower. However, the pattern of this interaction presented in Figure 2 was not consistent with
hypothesis 1d. It indicated that even though immediate superior’s workplace status was low, FLMs’
HR role identity still increased along with the growth of BLM. If so, the moderating effect of

workplace status could not be warranted. In this case, hypotheses 1a, 1b, and 1c were supported.

Hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2c¢, and 2d predicted both positive and negative relationships between
FLM-perceived peer HR involvement (i.e., HR implementation and cynicism about HR) and focal
FLM’s HR role identity, as well as the interaction effects of peers’ workplace status in
strengthening these relationships. In support of the hypothesized main effects (i.e., H2a and H2b),
the results in Table 5 revealed a positive and significant effect of peers’ HR implementation on
FLM’s HR role identity (f = .43, p <.001). It is also clear that peers’ cynicism about HR had a
negative and significant effect on focal FLM’s HR role identity (5 = —.23, p <.01). Moreover, the
results also showed a statistically significant interaction effects of peers’ workplace status in both
the positive (f = .15, p < .10) and negative (f = .25, p < .01) relationships. In addition, the
interaction plot in Figure 3 further supported hypothesis 2c, with the indication that the relationship
between peers’ HR implementation and focal FLM’s HR role identity was stronger at higher level
of peers’ workplace status. However, the pattern of the interactions were not fully consistent with

hypothesis 2d. As presented in Figure 4, when peers had low workplace status, FLMs’ HR role
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identity also increased along with the increment of BLM. In this case, the moderating effects might

not be ensured. Therefore, hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c were empirically supported.

Hypothesis 3 proposed positive relationships between FLM’s HR role identity and their
multiple HR implementation behavioral patterns. In support of these hypotheses, the results shown
in Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8 reported significantly positive effects of FLM’s HR role identity
on each of the implementation behaviors. In particular, the effect of FLM’s HR role identity on
their strict implementation was .26 (p < .05); the effect of FLM’s HR role identity on their
externally adaptive implementation was .27 (p <.01); and then the effect of FLM’s HR role identity
on their internally adaptive implementation was .10 (p < .05). That is, hypothesis 3 is empirically

supported.

Hypothesis 4a and 4b predicted the moderating effects of learning goal orientation and
performance avoidance goal orientation in the relationships between FLM’s HR role identity and
externally adaptive implementation and strict implementation, respectively. Results were
presented in Table 6 and Table 7. As previously suggested, the results (see Table 7) reported a
positive and significant interaction effect of FLM’s learning goal orientation that strengthens the
positive relationship between their HR role identity and externally adaptive implementation (5
=.18, p <.05); the positive effect of FLM’s HR role identity on externally adaptive implementation
is stronger at a higher level of learning goal orientation (also see Figure 5). However, Table 6
indicated that the moderating effect of performance avoidance goal orientation on the relationship
between FLM’s HR role identity and strict implementation was not significant. Thus, the results

gave empirical support to hypothesis 4a but hypothesis 4b could not be supported.

Hypothesis 5a, 5b, and 5c suggested that FLM’s multiple forms of HR implementation

behaviors have either positive or negative effects on ITA. Table 9 presents the regression results.
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In consistent with the prediction, results showed that FLMs’ externally adaptive implementation
had a positive and significant effect on ITA (8 = .20, p < .10), and FLM’s internally adaptive
implementation had a negative and significant effect on ITA (=-.30, p <.01). However, it failed
to establish any significant effect of strict implementation on ITA. In this case, hypothesis 5b and

5¢ were empirically supported.

Finally, hypothesis 6a, 6b, and 6¢c emphasized the mediating role of ITA in the relationships
between different FLMs’ HR implementation behaviors and their workplace status. Table 10
shows the regression results of the relationship between ITA and FLM’s workplace status, and
results of the indirect effects are shown in Table 11. By conducting Sobel test, the mediating effects
of ITA in the relationships between externally and internally adaptive implementation behaviors
and FLM’s workplace status were supported. The results in Table 11 demonstrated a significant
indirect effect for ITA in the relationships between FLMs’ externally adaptive (effect estimate
=.08, S.E. =.05, p <.10) and internally adaptive implementation behaviors (effect estimate = —.13,
S.E. =.05, p <.05). However, given the non-significant relationship between strict implementation
and ITA (as presented in Table 9), ITA did not exert any mediating effect in such relationship.

Therefore, hypothesis 6b and 6¢ were supported.

CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION
Summary of Findings

Table 13 provides a summary of hypothesis tests. In the current study, the key issues in the

FLM literature about examining FLMs’ self-view to their HR role, as well as antecedents and

65



outcomes of such HR role identity are examined. The results confirmed that there is general
support for the proposed framework of FLMs’ HR role identity and HR implementation. Notably,
it relates to a recently developed conceptual model (Kou et al., 2022) which includes multi-level
HR actors’ involvement in shaping FLMs’ HR role identity. However, the current research
considers feasibility of conducting empirical analyses. So, it pays particular attention to the team-
level HR involvement since immediate superiors and peers are the ones who have the closest
contacts with FLMs in terms of their daily HR duties. As predicted, empirical results give evidence
to the propositions that immediate superiors’ HR involvement has both positive and negative
effects on FLMs’ HR role identity. To be specific, MHRO promotes FLMs’ HR role identity, while
their BLM hampers the development of FLMs’> HR role identity. Also, results supported the
hypothesized interaction effect of immediate superiors’ workplace status, with the positive effect
of MHRO on FLMs’ HR role identity being strengthened at higher levels of immediate superiors’
workplace status. In terms of peer FLMs’ HR involvement, research findings here validated the
hypotheses that peers’ HR implementation will have a positive effect on FLMs’ HR role identity,
while their cynicism about HR will negatively influence FLMs’ identification with the HR role. In
a similar vein with immediate superiors’ workplace status, peer FLMs’ workplace status were
found to strengthen the positive relationship between their HR implementation and focal FLM’s
HR role identity. Such findings are consistent with the social information processing theory,
indicating that supervisors and coworkers are both important social others who can influence
individuals’ work-related attitudes and behaviors (e.g., Chen et al., 2013; Lin et al., 2022). Yet,
this research also found that immediate superiors’ and peers’ workplace status did not moderate
the negative effects of their HR involvement and FLMs’ HR role identity. This is possible because

FLMs, at the beginning of the HR devolution, may hold lower levels of commitment and self-
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views to the HR role. If so, negative effects of social others’ HR involvement will be more easily
to be rationalized as the mentality of “it is not my job”, regardless of how much immediate
superiors or peers are socially valued. In particular, the negative effect of immediate superiors’
BLM on FLMs’ HR role identity may not be influenced by superiors’ workplace status because
FLMs’ perceptions of a dysfunctional HR climate has been already formed through observing their
superiors’ BLM. In this vein, FLMs will attribute the intent of the HR policies to have little to no
value to be implemented. Once the perception is formulated, FLMs are likely to step off from the
HR role, ignoring whether their superiors have a high or low workplace status. Also, peers’
cynicism about HR negatively influence FLMs’ HR role identity when FLMs share the same doubt
about the organization’s HR policies. In this sense, despite whether peers are perceived as

possessing greater or less workplace status, FLMs still ascribe that their HR job is not beneficial.

Second, as an extended attempt from Kou et al.’s (2022) conceptual framework which
considers FLMs’ HR implementation behavior as the outcome of FLMs’ HR role identity in
general, this thesis further characterized multiple forms of FLMs’ HR implementation behaviors
as different responses to their HR role identity. Results show that FLMs with enhanced HR role
identity may make choices among strict implementation, externally adaptive implementation, and
internally adaptive implementation. Not surprisingly, these findings are found to be aligned with
the theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957, 1962). Moreover, the relationships between
FLMs’ HR role identity and different patterns of HR implementation behaviors are proved to be
conditional on FLMs’ personal motivational processes (i.e., goal orientations). Grounded on the
theory of intelligence (Dweck & Leggett, 1988), the proposed interaction effect of learning goal
orientation in the relationship between FLMs’ HR role identity and their externally adaptive

implementation was supported by the results. Although performance avoidance goal orientation
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was found not to influence the relationship between FLMs’ HR role identity and strict
implementation, it is theoretically reasonable since FLMs who implement HR practices by strictly
following the job instructions tend to avoid making changes in different situations. Prior research
has shown that performance avoidance goal orientation relates to individuals’ disinclination to
seek feedback from others (Payne et al., 2007). As such, this motivational process of making less
efforts into learning or managing the challenges may insert little significance on their behaviors
observed by employees. In essence, FLMs’ strict implementation of espoused HR practices might
be observed by employees as less motivated to learn and to optimize HRM. On this regard, FLMs’
motivation process (i.e., performance avoidance goal orientation) — be it at a higher or a lower
level — would not make any observable difference in the eyes of employees in terms of FLMs” HR

implementation behaviors.

Finally, this thesis emphasized the indirect effects of multiple HR implementation
behavioral patterns on FLMs’ workplace status through ITA of FLMs’ HR implementation.
Results provided support to the hypothesized mediating effect of ITA in the relationships between
FLMs’ HR role identity and their externally adaptive implementation and internally adaptive
implementation. However, as opposed to the hypotheses, FLMs’ strict implementation was found
not to exert a significant influence on the ITA. Accordingly, ITA did not mediate the relationship
between strict implementation and FLMs’ workplace status. It may be that strict implementation
implies FLMs’ indifferency about either the particular work conditions or the employees’ personal
interests, thereby reducing employees’ satisfaction of the HR enactment. In many cases, employees
are made known HR policies through induction programs at the beginning of their employment
(Pak & Kim, 2018). Following that, employees form expectations of their work environment

(McDermott et al., 2013; Rousseau, 1990; Shore & Tetrick, 1994). As Nishii and Paluch (2018)
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noted, FLMs should have the ability to participate in true dialogue over the course of executing
HR policies. As per the attribution theory, such ability affects employees’ perceptions about the
relative costs and benefits associated with particular HR implementation as well as employees’
affirmation of focal FLMs’ HR goal achievement (Katou et al., 2021). Therefore, strict
implementation is less helpful for employees to evaluate their FLMs’ HR-related motivations and
to develop feedback about whether or not they accept the HR implementation and endow their

FLMs with workplace status.
Theoretical Implications

This study makes theoretical contributions to the research identified at the intersection
between role identity and line management in several ways. First, it advances theory development
in the FLMs’ HR implementation domain. In proposing the current framework, it goes beyond the
widely consulted theories such as the AMO approach (e.g., Bos-Nehles et al., 2013; Boxall &
Purcell, 2003) on examining FLMs’ effective HR implementation. Instead, it suggests role identity
theory as a more explicit stance to articulate FLMs’ sense-making process toward their devolved
HR duties. Role identity theory explains how an individual’s commitment to a particular role
fosters his or her follow-up role behaviors (Chen & Tang, 2018). Drawing upon this theory, this
paper develops the notion of FLM’s HR role identity. It argues that the extent to which FLMs
internalize the significance of the HR role determines whether they can behave as expected. In so
doing, this paper joins the previous research on applying role identity theory to the HR context to

enrich the literature with a more comprehensive understanding of the topic.

Second, the extant literature on role identity largely lacks the exploration of contextual
antecedents to it. Combining research on role identity and HR devolution, the current study

benefits the research on FLMs’” HR implementation with the conceptualization of HR involvement

69



of immediate superiors and peer FLMs as predictors of FLMs’ HR role identity. Indeed, empirical
studies have demonstrated that HR-related support from HR professionals enhances FLMs’
perceptions of their HR responsibilities (e.g., Gilbert et al., 2015; Op de Beeck et al., 2016; Perry
& Kulik, 2008). This research extends this understanding and considers the dynamic nature of the
HR implementation process. It proposes that not only the HR department and top managers, but
also immediate superiors, peer FLMs, are involved in the process of FLMs’ HR implementation.
Moreover, grounded in the social support and perspective, propositions in this thesis attempt to
reveal the processes in which the immediate superior’s and peers’ HR involvement motivates or
diminishes FLMs’ HR role identity. More specifically, it suggests that both MHRO and peers’ HR
implementation will engender FLMs’ HR role identity, while immediate superiors’ BLM and peers’
cynicism about HR can hinder FLMs’ HR role identity. By doing so, this research also contributes
to the FLM research and the increasing literature on supervisor BLM and organization cynicism.
Social information processing theory indicates that supervisors and colleagues are important social
others influencing individuals’ work attitudes and behaviors (e.g., Chen et al., 2013). Remarkably,
one of the core arguments in the social context perspective is that perceptions of the work
environment influence employee attitudes, with particular attention paid to job satisfaction, which
then lead to a set of employee behaviors including attachment and both task and contextual
performance (Ferris et al., 1998). With the examination of both positive and negative effects of the
HR involvement of immediate superiors and peers on FLMs’ HR role identity, this research also
contributes to the development of the social context theory by incorporating the role identity as a

supplement to employee attitudes.

Third, it is widely acknowledged in the HRM research that FLMs’ HR involvement is

important to transfer designed HR strategies in the workgroup (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Pak &
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Kim, 2018; Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007). Even though prior studies on this field have made
extensive efforts on the sources and consequences of FLMs’ effective implementation (e.g.,
DeWettinck & Vroonen, 2017; Op de Beeck et al., 2017; Sikora & Ferris, 2014), the current
discourse of single-dimensional and oversimplified conceptualization of FLMs’ HR
implementation behavior has limited our understanding of how and how much FLMs are involved
in the HR implementation. Therefore, this thesis aims to draw a more detailed distinction among
FLMs’ strict implementation, externally adaptive implementation, and internally adaptive
implementation. In this way, this paper joins the current discussion on the variability of FLMs’
HR involvement in both the HR process (i.e., the extent of involvement) and the HR content (i.e.,
the adaptation of rules and procedures) of espoused HR practices (Kehoe & Han, 2020). As
mentioned earlier, the empirical results suggested that FLMs’ externally adaptive implementation
works better with the workgroup’s HR functioning, while internally adaptive implementation may
be detrimental to FLMs’ effective implementation. This detailed conceptualization of HR
implementation behavior reasonably reflects on the real phenomena (Pak et al., 2016) and, thus,

holds much theoretical implication (c.f., Kehoe & Han, 2020).

Finally, unlike most previous research that focuses on positive relationships between role
identity and consequent role behaviors (e.g., Farmer et al., 2003), this research founds that role
identity may be a double-edged sword. In particular, results of this research show that even though
FLMs’ internally adaptive implementation of espoused HR practices is initially characterized as
having a negative effect on team functioning (i.e., ITA), this kind of HR implementation behavior
is still motivated by greater HR role identity. These findings necessitate a more sophisticated and
balanced viewpoint in both conceptualizing role identity and applying social exchange

perspectives. Regardless of the recognition of acting as the HR implementer within workgroups,
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FLMs who approach HR implementation based on their own style and preferences signal messages
to employees that their FLMs are poor exchange partners as they are self-centered (Farasat et al.,
2022). Such perceptions may go against employees’ perceived organizational support or perceived
supervisor support and damage their ITA. In addition, results of this study also illustrate that FLMs’
strict implementation of HR practices is not associated with ITA. This also provides compelling
support for the social exchange perspective, with the premise that something given engenders an
obligation (Wayne et al., 1997). Because the process of reciprocity between employees and FLMs
are not static but fluid, employees may be satisfied only when the exchange relationship is balanced

and may respond as required in return (Kilroy et al., 2022).
Practical Implications

This research also provides critical practical implications for managers in organizations
that participate in HR implementation processes. First, it underscores the importance of FLMs’
HR role identity in conducting HR tasks. Extant research has provided practical guidance for
organizations to promote employees’ role identity through organizational support (e.g., Sluss et
al., 2008), while it specifies such support as a multilevel phenomenon that requires organizational
members across all organizational levels to cooperate with FLMs for HR goal achievement. The
findings of the current research highlight one promising way in which promotion, or leader
development programs, can be advanced. In particular, leader development programs may be more
effective when they target developing FLMs’ HR role identity, because this embedded sense-
making process can then support more readily observable HRM behaviors and abilities (Day et al.,
2009; Lord & Hall, 2005). Therefore, this paper suggests that organizations and their managers
constantly search for levers to increase FLMs’ level of attachment and commitment to the HR job.

Furthermore, given that FLMs’ HR role identity and subsequent HR implementation behaviors
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predict employees’ satisfaction or agreement on such HR implementation, HR role identity could
potentially be assessed and applied as the basis for managerial selection or promotion so as to

ensure effective team functioning.

Second, it suggests that practicing managers should be sensitive to the impact that different
organizational members may have on FLMs’ formulation of a sense of identity. Additionally, the
communication of a positive HR implementation environment should be the norm. That is, they
are supposed to develop a favorable environment for FLMs to enact HR practices. For example,
HR processes built by senior HR teams may benefit from a clear institutional description of the
HR role toward FLMs through a mutual understanding of what can be expected from HR.
Immediate superiors’ direct assistance and peers’ influence, on the other hand, could be enhanced
through the establishment of open communication to overcome barriers and minimize conflicts
and good practices and targeted network activities such as sharing experiences and motivating
each other. This gives guidance for different managerial agents on creating the proper
organizational environment to shape FLMs’ internalization of the HR role expectations and

motivating FLMs to attach these self-interests of role requirements to take on HRM responsibilities.

Third, considering that FLMs’ HR role identity can be context-induced, organizations have
to be aware that both FLMs and employees may imitate their supervisors’ work attitudes (e.g.,
BLM). Even though this may seem to have advantages in terms of achieving maximum profits, it
will also be dysfunctional (Greenbaum et al., 2012). In particular, this paper suggests that
companies should identify, promote, and reward people in managerial positions who consider
service, morality, ethics, and harmony as much as they consider in pursuing productivity and
business competence (Kalyar et al., 2020; Valentine et al. 2014). Furthermore, companies should

find a way for minimizing BLM among managers by setting goals and performance evaluation
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strategies that imply the company’s long-term survival and success (Farasat et al., 2022), such that
it is beneficial for the company to inform FLMs about appropriate behavior norms that are
necessary to achieve not only business profits but also HR goals (Mesdaghinia et al., 2019). In the
similar vein, given that cynical perceptions about HR may spread among FLMs, companies should
take actions to manage this threat. For example, senior managers (e.g., the HR professionals) can
clearly communicate the HR strategies and procedures to ensure FLMs to have appropriate
understanding of the intention of the enforced HR practices. In doing so, FLMs will sense that
decision-making is in their control and may not perceive the HR responsibility as a menace to their

self-interests (O’Brien et al., 2004).

Finally, given the crucial role FLMs play in communicating HR messages and enforcing
HR practices within workgroups, organizations should be aware of authorizing FLMs to take
various context-specific actions which fit the best their local work environment. Faced with the
competitive business environment, corporate managers are often under the pressure of making
changes in their policies and strategies. In this case, HR practices could be developed at the top
management level which are aligned with the overall visions of the organization, while FLMs
should be enabled to make discretionary decisions on how to carry out such HR duties to assure

the acceptance of employees and the achievement of HR goals.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research

As with any empirical study, this study is not without limitations. First, this research
acknowledges a potential limitation of not conducting structural equation modelling (SEM).
Indeed, SEM is widely used in the research of organizational science, and this approach is found
effective in examining research models systematically. However, the main purpose of this research

is to reveal the specific mechanisms in the process of developing FLMs’ HR role identity and their
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HR implementation behaviors, particularly the moderating effects of individual workplace status
and goal orientations. According to Gefen et al. (2000), compared with SEM, regression suits
better for paths analysis and may avoid problems such as multicollinearity (Busemeyer & Jones
1983). Even so, SEM was still conducted, and the results have shown general consistency with

this research findings.

Second, the current research also recognizes the methodological limitation on the causal
inference. Even though the data was collected using a time-lagging method, it is possible that the
research analysis could be influenced by external factors during the data collection or during the
time lag period. Due to the complexity of the research model, this thesis proposes that there might
be other considerations on the research design. For example, by adopting the quasi-experimental
method, samples of this study are not selected randomly which may mitigate the unexpected
influence of external factors (e.g., Waldman et al., 2013). Otherwise, it could also benefit from
gathering data from multiple waves (i.e., Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3). The current research design
was limited by accessibility of field samples and time-frame set. Therefore, it allows a more ideal

type of research design in the future attempt.

Third, due to the limitation of the data, all study variables were operationalized at the team
level. Even though this research offers primary evidence that FLMs’ perceptions of HR
involvement of their immediate superiors and peers may encourage or impair their HR role identity.
It did not, however, examine organization-level or division-level antecedents which may also have
an effect. As suggested by Kou et al. (2022), HR involvement by the other HR actors can be
analyzed as a multi-level phenomenon. Therefore, this paper encourages future works exploring
division- or organization-level factors and conducting cross-level analyses based on this line of

theorization.
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The fourth possible limitation is that all participants in this study were from Chinese
companies, which may raise concerns about the generalizability of the findings due to the fact that
Chinese people are likely to behave in high conformity with social others’ expectations (Yang,
1981). Even though both self-views and others’ views should be influential in almost any cultural
context, the relative intensity of their effects on HR role identity may be contingent on whether
FLMs work in an independent or a collective culture (Farmer et al., 2003; Markus & Kitayama,
1991). Additionally, given that many of the hypotheses are grounded in the social exchange theory,
this paper realizes that the Chinese culture, which is collectivistic in essence, may also affect
exchange relationships between superiors and subordinates. That said, such exchanges may in turn
influence the degree to which reciprocity is valued (Gouldner, 1960). For instance, employees
from collectivist cultures seem to share communal goals within workgroups (Bochner, 1994;
Triandis et al., 1988), and they regard superiors’ attitudes and workplace status as more reliable.
Thus, they may sense an obligation toward the bottom line emphasized by their high-BLM
immediate superiors compared with employees in individualistic cultures such as the U.S.
(Babalola et al., 2021). If so, evaluations of superiors’ behaviors and performance may be elevated
(Shen et al., 2011). The consideration of cultures is also consistent with the social context
perspective, indicating that culture or external environment acts as an important antecedent to
effective HR systems (Ferris et al., 1998). To this end, this paper encourages future endeavors on

considering the possibility of cultural influences.

Fifth, the current research model focuses on the antecedents of FLMs’ HR role identity and
suggests direct effects of FLMs’ HR role identity on their HR implementation behaviors. The
assumption is that FLMs initially possess a weaker understanding of HR duties. External

stimulations could have a significant effect on HR role identity. This also implies that immediate
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superiors and peer FLMs are independent of each other to play an equal role in influencing FLMs’
HR role identity. However, it did not place substantial emphasis on the possible negative side of
FLMs’ HR role identity. For instance, if FLMs themselves hold a higher level of HR role identity
after HR devolution, extra involvement of others might mitigate their self-verification, thereby
hindering the probability of desired HR implementation behaviors and performance (Farmer et al.,

2003).

Sixth, even though the current research highlighted the magnitude of FLMs’ HR role
identity in the relationship between HR actors’ involvement and their behavior to enact HR
practices, it is realistic to assume a direct effect of HR involvement on FLMs’ HR implementation
behaviors regardless of FLMs’ identification with the HR role. This assumption could be supported
by the existing research findings (e.g., Torrington & Hall, 1996; Whittaker & Marchington, 2003).
For example, Sikora and Ferris (2014) found that the quality of social interactions between HR
managers and FLMs is positively related to FLMs’ HR implementation. Considering this research
context, when the immediate superior/peer and FLM relationship is strong and positive, FLMs are
likely to have more trust in the HR function and place more value on the former’s directions. As a
result, they will work actively with them to perform their HR duties more fully (Sikora & Ferris,
2014). In contrast, negative HR involvement or poor relationships with immediate superiors or
peers hamper FLMs’ HR implementation efforts. Hence, this paper suggests further research
seeking a more comprehensive framework including not only indirect but also direct effects of HR

involvement on FLMs’ HR enactment behaviors.

Seventh, this thesis highlights the importance of the workplace status as a boundary
condition which strengthens the influences of immediate superiors’ and peers’ HR involvement

and FLMs’ HR role identity. Although this is a compelling pursuit, there is still a room for future
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investigations on other potential moderators to explain these relationships. For example, in the
attempt to explain the role leaders’ ethical behavior plays in influencing subordinates’ attitudes
and behaviors, research has shown the moderating effect of leaders’ role model influence at the
unit level (e.g., Ogunfowora, 2014). More specifically, Ogunfowora (2014) conceptualized leader
role modeling strength as a unit-level construct that explains within-team agreement concerning
unit members’ perceptions of their leader as a role model of ethical work behaviors. Moreover,
Brown and Trevino (2006) suggested that individuals’ in-work behaviors could be influenced by
various role models because it enables them to offset the unfavorable effects from other role
models (Ogunfowora, 2014). In this line of reasoning, it is reasonable to anticipate that there should
be interactive effects between immediate superiors’ (or peer FLMs’) HR involvement and their

role model influence that enhance FLMs’ HR role identity.

Similarly, this thesis predicts that, in addition to workplace status, immediate superiors’
and peers’ workplace reputation may also influence the effects of their HR involvement on FLMs’
HR role identity. According to Ferris and colleagues (2003), personal reputation represents a
“complex combination of salient personal characteristics and accomplishments, demonstrated
behavior, and intended images presented over some period of time” (p. 213). In a study of
Hochwarter et al. (2007), personal reputation was found to play a critical role in the relationship
between political behavior and uncertainty, exhaustion, and performance. In particular, workplace
reputation reflects the immediate superior’s or peer FLM’s ability to get things done (Stouten et
al., 2010). Thus, it is possible that immediate superiors or peers who are viewed as having a high
workplace reputation may be more legitimate, capable (Gioia & Sims, 1983), and responsible
(Neves & Story, 2015; Ostrom, 2003). In the sense, this research suggests future attempts that

examine the interactive effects of the HR actors’ involvement and their workplace reputation on
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influencing FLMs’ HR role identity. This is of benefit to the scholarship and practice because
personal reputation is deemed as a significant signaling function which conveys information about
one’s intentions behind behaviors (Posner, 1997), and consequently, impacts performance

(Hochwarter, 2007).

Finally, this study further assumes that, in addition to ITA, FLMs’ HR role identity
contributes to HR implementation effectiveness within workgroups. This relationship might be
either direct or indirect. In other words, it could be mediated or moderated by FLMs’ actual
behaviors to enforce HR practices. Theorists on role identity warn that a role identity leads to role-
consistent performance only when the demands of a context are consistent with the behavior of
that identity (McCall & Simmons, 1978). That said, when consistency occurs, support from the
HR actors yields self-verification and validates the HR identity, thereby contributing to HR
effectiveness. When context-specific demands are inconsistent with a higher HR role identity and
identity-consistent enactment is not verified, HR role identity will suffer, and the FLM will feel
distressed about the HR role (Burke, 1991). Moreover, group HR practices enforcement may be
influenced by the extent to which FLMs are required to engage in HR responsibilities or how the
organization’s HR function itself is developed. Although this is beyond the scope of the study, it
encourages future research efforts to be made regarding a more complex but profound framework

to discover other possible outcomes of FLMs’ HR role identity.
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TABLE 1. Definitions of Study Constructs

Constructs

Definitions

Immediate Superior's HR
Orientation

Immediate Superior's
Bottom-Line Mentatlity

Immediate Superior's
Workplace Status

Peer FLM's HR
Implementation

Peer FLM's Cynicism about
HR

Peer FLM's Workplace Status

FLM's HR Role Identity

Strict Implementation

Externally Adaptive
Implementation

Internally Adaptive
Implementation

Learning Goal Orientation
Performance Avoidance Goal
Orientation

Intra-team Acceptance

Immediate superior’s public approval and authorization of HR
implementation in the division to set priorities and allocate
resources in the context of daily HR routines.

Immediate superiors’ one-dimensional thinking that revolves
around securing bottom-line outcomes to the neglect of
competing priorities.

Immediate superiors’ relative standing in an organization,
reflected in the respect, prestige, and prominence perceived by
other organizational members.

An FLM’s perception of the extent to which they allocate their
time and effort to HR activities.

An FLM’s general disbelief of the organization’s stated or
implied motives for HR practices.

Peer FLMs’ relative standing in an organization, reflected in the
respect, prestige, and prominence perceived by other
organizational members.

An FLM’s internalization of meanings associated with HR
duties entrusted by the organization.

FLMs’ enactment behaviors that are aligned with what is
written in instruction manuals.

FLMs’ enactment behaviors that adapt some contents of
espoused HR practices to fit the local contexts.

FLMs’ enactment behaviors that adapt some contents of
espoused HR practices to fit their personal values.

FLMs’ desire to improve their capabilities and master
challenging situations by learning new skills or knowledge.

FLMs’ desire to keep away from disclosing one’s low ability or
receiving negative judgment from others.

The extent to which team members agree on the adopted HR
strategies within the workgroup.



FLM's Workplace Status FLMs’ relative standing in an organization, reflected in the
respect, prestige, and prominence perceived by other
organizational members.
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TABLE 2. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Cronbach’s Alphas of Study

Variables
able M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 1¢
3.55 0.85 -
3.91 0.82 .35 -
b 4.93 0.98 —-.06 —-.06 -
3.67 1.48 -.03 =20 -.17 -
FLM? 5.35 1.90 .08 -.16 -.16 78" -
3.85 1.04 -.05 =27 -.03 287 277 (92)
3.62 101 17 18 20" 16 257 03 (.92)
3.61 0.99 -.04 -.02 .04 23" .20" .03 19" (.85)
3.79 0.97 .03 -.17 —-.06 .06 .10 54 .06 .16 (.92)
3.64 0.84 .06 .01 -.03 22" .26™ .16 .30 20" .04 (.86)
3.74 0.88 .04 .07 -.01 .19 14 .20" .16 49" .08 12 (.80)
3.56 1.05 -.20 -.20 -.07 .18 .04 347 =357 29T 437" —14 24" (.85)
3.88 0.97 17 14 —-.05 -.02 .00 -.03 —.02 -.07 —.05 —.16 .00 .04 (.90)
3.66 0.91 .25 28" -.10 .06 -02 -.09 .03 .26 .07 -.04 .16 .09 15 (.84)
3.67 0.40 -.01 .04 -.14 13 14 25" —.13 -.05 .18 .10 .07 26" .16 .03 (.85)
3.88 0.45 -.10 -.08 -.03 .03 .01 .06 -.09 .08 —-.06 -.09 12 26" .48 .07 21" (.84)
197 0.42 -.14 -.10 12 -07 -.11 —.08 -21" 23" A7 -.17 -.02 .26 -27 =05 -30 —45" (.87)
3.62 0.46 .00 -.06 .04 .20" 13 A1 27 .05 -.09 —-.04 .19 .09 .16 .08 14 347 =37 (.8
3.75 0.42 —-.05 -.03 =21 .01 14 .05 -.07 -.02 —.08 —.03 14 .20 .38 .04 .32 607" —41™

37

Note. N = 105. # Rated by focal FLMs. ® Rated by employees. Data collected from employees are
aggregated to the team level. Cronbach’s alpha values of study variables are in parentheses along the
diagonal.

AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation. MHRO = immediate superior’s HR
orientation. MBLM = immediate superior’s bottom-line mentality. Msta = immediate superior’s workplace
status. PHRI = peer FLM’s HR implementation. Pcyn =peer FLM’s cynicism about HR. Psta=peer FLM’s
workplace status. Rl = FLM’s HR role identity. LGO = learning goal orientation. PAGO = performance
avoidance goal orientation. SImp = strict implementation. EApt = externally adaptive implementation. |Apt
= internally adaptive implementation. ITA = intra-team acceptance. Fsta = FLM’s workplace status.
“p<.05 " p<.01; " p<.001.
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TABLE 3. Results for Confirmatory Factor Analyses

CFlI

Factor Structure X’ df x2ldf IFI TLI
FLM-rated measures
HRO+PHRI+BLM+Pcyn 197.82 129 1.53 .95 .94 .95
HRO+PHRI+BLM, Pcyn 211.32 132 1.60 .94 .93 94
HRO, PHRI, BLM+Pcyn 235.82 134 1.76 .93 91 .93
HRO, PHRI, BLM, Pcyn 246.40 135 1.83 .92 91 92
Employee-rated measures
SImp+EApt+IApt+ITA+ Fsta 164.64 160 1.03 1.00 1.00 1.00
SImp+EApt+IApt,+ITA, Fsta 449.68 164 2.74 .94 .94 94
Simp+Eapt+IApt, ITA, Fsta 566.66 167 3.39 .92 91 .92
SImp+EApt, IApt, ITA, Fsta 687.31 169 4.07 .90 .89 90
Simp, EApt, 1Apt, ITA, Fsta 709.28 170 4.17 .89 .88 89

Note. FLN-rated measures (N = 105). Employee-rated measures (N = 518).

df degrees of freedom, IFI incremental fit index, TLI Tucker-Lewis index, CFI comparative fit
index, RMR root mean square residual.
HRO = immediate superior’s HR orientation. PHRI = peer FLMs’ HR implementation. BLM =

immediate superior’s bottom-line mentality. Pcyn = peer FLMs’ cynicism about HR. SImp =
strict implementation. EApt = externally adaptive implementation. IApt = internally adaptive
implementation. ITA = intra-team acceptance. Fsta = FLM’s workplace status.
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TABLE 4. Moderation Effects of Immediate Superior Workplace Status

Variable? Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Tenure 0.37" 0.30" 23 21
Tenure as FLM -.24 =17 —-.16 -.12
Team size -.10 -.05 -.06 -.10
AMO —-.13 —-.11 -.09 -.09
CSE —-.12 .00 .00 .01
MHRO 28" 29" 31
MBLM -317 -37 -38"
Msta 347 337
MHRO x Msta 297
MBLM x Msta 24"
F 2.83" 5.38" 7.54™ 9.54™
R? A3 .28 .39 .50
AR? 13" 15" A1 127

Note. N = 105. Entries are standardized regression coefficients.

% Variables are standardized.
AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation.
MHRO = immediate superior’s HR orientation. MBLM = immediate
superior’s bottom-line mentality. Msta = immediate superior’s workplace

status.

“p<.05 " p<.01;

p <.001.
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TABLE 5. Moderation Effects of Peer FLM Workplace Status

Variable? Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Tenure 37" 35" 30" 317
Tenure as FLM —.24 =23 =21 -.17
Team size —.10 —-.09 —.08 —-.06
AMO -.13 —.16 —.16 -17
CSE —-.12 —-.04 —-.07 -.07
PHRI 417 39" 437
Pcyn -.18" -.20" -23"
Psta 217 20"
PHRI x Psta 157
Pcyn X Psta 257
F 2.83" 6.197" 6.517" 7.60""
R2 A3 31 .35 45
AR? 13" 18" 04" .10™

Note. N = 105. Entries are standardized regression coefficients.
aVariables are standardized.

AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation. PHRI
= peer FLM’s HR implementation. Pcyn = peer FLM’s cynicism about
HR. Psta = peer FLM’s workplace status.

Tp<.10; "p<.05; " p<.01;, ™ p<.001.
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TABLE 6. Moderation Effect of Performance Avoidance Goal Orientation

Variable? Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Tenure 13 .03 .04 .05
Tenure as FLM .05 A2 A1 .10
Team size -.05 —-.03 -.03 -.04
AMO —-.04 -.01 .00 -.01
CSE .08 A1 12 A2
RI 26" 27" 28"
PAGO —-.03 -.02
RI x PAGO 12
F .76 1.76 1.50 1.49
R? .04 .10 .10 A1
AR? .04 06" .00 .01

Note. N = 105. Entries are standardized regression coefficients.

@ Variables are standardized.

AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation. RI =
role identity. PAGO = performance avoidance goal orientation.

“p<.05 " p<.0L
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TABLE 7. Moderation Effect of Learning Goal Orientation

Variable? Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Tenure —-.01 —.11 —-.02 .03
Tenure as FLM .02 .08 -.03 —-.05
Team size .04 .06 .06 .06
AMO —-.09 -.05 —-.11 -.10
CSE -.05 —-.01 -.07 -.07
RI 277 22" 22"
LGO 507" 507
RI x LGO 18"
F .29 1.42 6.357" 6.30""
R? 01 .08 31 .34
AR? 01 07" 237 03"

Note. N = 105. Entries are standardized regression coefficients.

@ Variables are standardized.

AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation. RI =
role identity. LGO = learning goal orientation.

“p<.05; " p<.01; " p<.001.
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TABLE 8. Results for Regression Analysis: FLM’s HR Role Identity and Internally

Adaptive Implementation

Variable? Model 1 Model 2
Tenure A1 .02
Tenure as FLM -.20 -.14
Team size .04 .07
AMO -.09 -.05
CSE -.08 -.05
RI 26"
F .90 1.83
R? .04 10
AR? .04 06"

Note. N = 105. Entries are standardized regression coefficients.
®Variables are standardized.

AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation. Rl =
FLM’s HR role identity.

“p <.05.
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TABLE 9. Results for Regression Analyses: FLM’s Multiple Implementation Behaviors

and Intra-team Acceptance

Outcome: Intra- Step 1 Step 2

team acceptance b Std. Error Beta t R? b Std. Error Beta t R?
(Constant) 3.18 40 793 .06 3.14 .80 391 .24
Tenure .10 .05 33 2.07 A1 .05 37 2.49"
Tenureas FLM  —.03 .04 -13 -.83 -.05 .04 -20 -1.33

Team size .05 .05 10 1.02 .05 .04 A1 1.17

AMO .02 .06 .03 .29 .01 .05 .02 23

CSE -.01 .06 -02 21 -.02 .06 —-.04 =37

Simp -.02 11 -01  —.13

EApt 21 A1 .20 1.967

|Apt -32 12 -30 281"

Note. AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation. SImp =
strict implementation. EApt =

externally adaptive implementation. IApt = internally adaptive implementation.
p<.10;"p<.05; " p<.01L
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TABLE 10. Results for Regression Analyses: Intra-team Acceptance and FLM’s

Workplace Status

Outcome: FLM’s Step 1 Step 2
workplace status b Std. Error  Beta t R? b Std. Error  Beta t R?
(Constant) 4.25 .36 11.74 .07 3.02 42 7.18 .24
Tenure -.07 .04 -23 —-147 —.10 .04 -37 —2.54"
Tenure as FLM .06 .04 28  1.767 .07 .03 33 237
Team size —.08 .04 -20 -2.00" —-.10 .04 -24 2677
AMO —.04 .05 -.08 —-77 —.05 .05 —-09 —-98
CSE —-.01 .05 -02 -.18 —-.01 .05 -01 -.10
ITA .39 .08 43 4717
Note. AMO = ability-motivation-opportunity. CSE = core self-evaluation. ITA = intra-
team acceptance.
Tp<.10; "p<.05 " p<.01;, " p<.001.
TABLE 11. Sobel Tests for Indirect Effects of Intra-team Acceptance
Model Effect estimate z-value S.E. p-value
EApt --> ITA --> Fsta .08 1.78 .05 08"
IApt --> ITA --> Fsta -.13 —2.38 .05 02"

Note. SImp = strict implementation. EApt = externally adaptive implementation. IApt = internally adaptive

implementation. ITA = intra-team acceptance. Fsta = FLM’s workplace status.

p<.10; "p<.05.
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TABLE 12. Validity and Reliability of Study Variables

Survey Items Fact-or
Loadings
Immediate Superior's HR Orientation
1. My immediate supervisor has clearly indicated his/her commitment to HRM. 91
2. My immediate supervisor has championed HRM within the division. 87
3. My immediate supervisor has a strong will ensuring the implementation of espoused HR 88
practices.
4. My immediate supervisor has much interest in managing how espoused HR practices are 91
being implemented in teams.
5. My immediate supervisor communicates HR strategies and relevant initiatives, providing 80
resources necessary to ensure an effective implementation of espoused HR practices.
Immediate Superior's Bottom-Line Mentality
1. My immediate supervisor is solely concerned with meeting the bottom-line. 91
2. My immediate supervisor only cares about the business. .88
3. My immediate supervisor treats the bottom line as more important than anything else. 91
4. My immediate supervisor cares more about profits than employee well-being. .88
Immediate Superior's Workplace Status
1. My immediate supervisor has a great deal of prestige in my organization. .83
2. My immediate supervisor possesses high status in my organization. .87
3. My immediate supervisor occupies a respected position in my organization. .89
4. My immediate supervisor possesses a high level of prominence in my organization. 75
Peer FLM's HR Implementation
1. Many times, my peers are enthusiastic advocates of the HR policies of our organization. 90
2. My peers clearly communicate HR-related initiatives or changes in my team. .88
3. My peers implement HR practices, strictly following HR processes. .87
4. My peers put a strong emphasis on my team members’ participating in HR programs (e.g., 89
training, culture-building activities), even when they are busy working.
5. My peers emphasize following HR procedures. .85
Peer FLM's Cynicism about HR
1. My peers believe that the HR policy is not up-front about the reasons for doing it. A7
2. My peers believe that there are ulterior motives for the HR policy. .87
3. My peers think that the HR policy would misrepresents its intentions to gain acceptance for a 85
decision it wanted to make.
4. My peers think that the HR policy is not honest about its objectives. .87

Peer FLM Workplace Status

91



A pe

In general, peer FLMs in my division have a great deal of prestige in my organization.
In general, peer FLMSs in my division possess high status in my organization.
In general, peer FLMSs in my division occupy respected positions in my organization.

In general, peer FLMs in my division possess a high level of prominence in my organization.

FLM HR Role Identity

1.
2.

| often think about ways to develop and motivate my team members.

| have a clear self-view as a FLM whose primary role is to effectively develop and motivate
people in my team.

To be a good people manager is an important part of my identity.

| believe that nurturing team members' productivity and engagement is my responsibility.

As a FLM, my core role is to provide my team members with necessary support so that they
can perform better in their jobs.

Learning Goal Orientation

1.

2
3.
4

I am willing to select a challenging work assignment that | can learn a lot from.
| often look for opportunities to develop new skills and knowledge.

For me, development of my work ability is important enough to take risks.
| prefer to work in situations that require a high level of ability and talent.

Performance Avoidance Goal Orientation

1.

4.

| would avoid taking on a new task if there was a chance that | would appear rather
incompetent to others.

Avoiding a show of low ability is more important to me than learning a new skill.

I’m concerned about taking on a task at work if my performance would reveal that I had low
ability.

| prefer to avoid situations at work where 1 might perform poorly.

Strict Implementation

1.

4.

My FLM implements HR practices, strictly following corporate HR processes and
guidelines.

My FLM emphasizes following HR rules and procedures and give my team members a clear
guidance over the course of HR implementation.

My FLM straightforwardly follows the guidance of our company in implementing HR
practices.

My FLM tries to adhere to the implementation manual of HR practices.

Externally Adaptive Implementation

1.

2.

My FLM implements espoused HR practices in a way that fits in well with our task
environment.

My FLM flexibly applies rules and procedures of espoused HR practices according to
differing circumstances.
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My FLM tries to flexibly enact adopted HR practices according to a changing task
environment of our team.

My FLM puts effort into changing and applying rules and procedures of espoused HR
practices according to our team context.

Internally Adaptive Implementation

1.

2
3.
4

My FLM makes HR-related decisions according to my personal work style.
My FLM implements adopted HR practices in a way that aligns with my personal value.
My FLM enacts espoused HR practices based upon my subjective criteria.

Many times, HR-related decisions are subjectively made according to my FLM’s own
personal work style and value.

Intra-team Acceptance

1.
2.

4.
FL
1.

2.
3.
4

There is consensus on the enforcement of espoused HR practice in my team.

We have little conflict between our FLM and team members concerning the implementation
of espoused HR practices.

Our team members have a shared agreement with one another on how HR practices are
implemented.

We do not experience conflict over the implementation phase of espoused HR practices.

M Workplace Status

My FLM has a great deal of prestige in my organization.

My FLM possesses high status in my organization.

My FLM occupies a respected position in my organization.

My FLM possesses a high level of prominence in my organization.

81

.82

.86
.85
.83

.86

.85

.88

.86

.86

.83
.82
.83
.83
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TABLE 13. Summary of Hypotheses

Hla:

H1b:

H?2a:

H2b:

Hic:

H1d:

H2c:

H2d

H3:

H4a:

H4b:

Hb5a:

Immediate supervisor’s HR orientation (HRO) is positively
related to FLM’s HR role identity.

Immediate supervisor’s bottom-line mentality (BLM) is
negatively related to FLM’s HR role identity.

Peer FLMs’ HR implementation (HRI) is positively related to
FLMs’ HR role identity.

Peer FLMs’ cynicism about HR is negatively related to FLMs’
HR role identity.

Immediate superiors’ workplace status moderates the effect of
their HR orientation (H1a) on FLMs’ HR role identity such that
the effect is stronger among that with higher status than among
that with lower status.

Immediate superiors’ workplace status moderates the effect of
their BLM (H1b) on FLMs’ HR role identity such that the effect
Is stronger among that with higher status than among that with
lower status.

Peer FLMs’ workplace status moderates the effect of their HR
implementation (H2a) on FLMs’ HR role identity such that the
effect is stronger among that with higher status than among that
with lower status.

Peer FLMs’ workplace status moderates the effect of their
cynicism about HR (H2b) on FLMs’ HR role identity such that
the effect is stronger among that with higher status than among
that with lower status.

FLM’s HR role identity is positively related to their strict
implementation, externally adaptive implementation, and
internally adaptive implementation of espoused HR practices.

FLM’s learning goal orientation moderates the relationship
between FLMs’ HR role identity and their externally adaptive
implementation such that the relationship is stronger at higher
levels of learning goal orientation.

FLM’s performance avoidance goal orientation moderates the
relationship between FLMs’ HR role identity and their strict
implementation, such that the relationship is stronger at higher
levels of performance avoid orientation.

Strict implementation is positively related to intra-team HRM
acceptance (ITA).
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H5b:

H5c:

H6a:

H6b:

Hé6c:

Externally adaptive implementation is positively related to intra-
team HRM acceptance (ITA).

Internally adaptive implementation is negatively related to intra-
team HRM acceptance (ITA).

Intra-team acceptance (ITA) mediates the positive relationship
between FLMs’ strict implementation of espoused HR practices
and their workplace status.

Intra-team acceptance (ITA) mediates the positive relationship
between FLMs’ externally adaptive implementation of espoused
HR practices and their workplace status.

Intra-team acceptance (ITA) mediates the negative relationship
between FLMs’ internally adaptive implementation of espoused
HR practices and their workplace status.

Supported

Supported

Not Supported

Supported

Supported
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FIGURE 1. Interactions of Immediate Superior’s HR Orientation and their Workplace
Status on FLM’s HR Role Identity
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FIGURE 2. Interactions of Immediate Superior’s Bottom-Line Mentality and their
Workplace Status on FLM’s HR Role Identity
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FIGURE 3. Interactions of Peer FLM’s HR Implementation and their Workplace Status on
FLM’s HR Role Identity
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FIGURE 4. Interactions of Peer FLM’s Cynicism about HR and their Workplace Status on
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FIGURE 5. Interactions of FLM’s HR Role Identity and Learning Goal Orientation on

High

Ez‘pt

Low
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FIGURE 6. Conceptual Framework
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Immediate Superior’s Performance Avoidance
Workplace Status Goal Orientation

Perceived HR Involvement

 Immediate Superior FLM’s HR implementation patterns

| HR Orientation

Strict HR

| |

| |

| |

| I
I

| : — | ! . I

| | Bottom-line Mentality v 17| Implementation |

| I ; |

[ I [

| [ I

| | |

| I

|

| |

|

|

|
| -
« Peer FELM FLM’s HR || Externally Adaptive Intra-team
Role Identity 4 17| HR Implementation Acceptance
| HR Implementation I
™.l Internally Adaptive HR I
| Cynicism about HR ! I Implementation i
- I e
Peer FLM’s

Workplace Status Learning Goal Orientation

101



REFERENCES
Acaray, A., & Yildirim, S. (2017). The impact of personality traits on organizational cynicism in
the education sector. World Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Sustainable
Development, 13, 65-76.

Afota, M. C., Ollier-Malaterre, A., & Vandenberghe, C. (2019). How supervisors set the tone for
long hours: Vicarious learning, subordinates' self-motives and the contagion of working
hours. Human Resource Management Review, 29, 100673.

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. (1996). Assessing the work
environment for creativity. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 1154-1184.

Ames, C. (1992). Achievement goals and the classroom motivational climate. Student
perceptions in the classroom, 1, 327-348.

Ames, C., & Archer, J. (1988). Achievement goals in the classroom: Students' learning strategies
and motivation processes. Journal of Educational Psychology, 80, 260-267.

Anderson, C., Hildreth, J. A. D., & Howland, L. (2015). Is the desire for status a fundamental
human motive? A review of the empirical literature. Psychological Bulletin, 141, 574-601.

Anderson, C., John, O. P., Keltner, D., & Kring, A. M. (2001). Who attains social status? Effects
of personality and physical attractiveness in social groups. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 81, 116-132.

Anderson, C., & Kennedy, J. A. (2012). Micropolitics: A new model of status hierarchies in
teams. In Looking back, moving forward: A review of group and team-based research (\Vol.
15, pp. 49-80). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Anderson, C., & Kilduff, G. J. (2009). The pursuit of status in social groups. Current Directions

in Psychological Science, 18, 295-298.



Anderson, N. R., & West, M. A. (1998). Measuring climate for work group innovation:
Development and validation of the team climate inventory. Journal of Organizational
Behavior: The International Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational
Psychology and Behavior, 19, 235-258.

Appelbaum, E., Bailey, T., Berg, P., Kalleberg, A. L., & Bailey, T. A. (2000). Manufacturing
advantage: Why high-performance work systems pay off. Cornell University Press.

Aquino, K., Galperin, B. L., & Bennett, R. J. (2004). Social status and aggressiveness as
moderators of the relationship between interactional justice and workplace
deviance. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 34, 1001-1029.

Arthur, J. B., Herdman, A. O., & Yang, J. (2016). How top management HR beliefs and values
affect high-performance work system adoption and implementation effectiveness. Human
Resource Management, 55, 413-435.

Ashforth, B. (2000). Role transitions in organizational life: An identity-based perspective.
Routledge.

Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., & Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in organizations: An
examination of four fundamental questions. Journal of Management, 34, 325-374.

Ashforth, B. E., & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. Academy of
Management Review, 14, 20-39.

Auh, S., & Menguc, B. (2005). Balancing exploration and exploitation: The moderating role of
competitive intensity. Journal of Business Research, 58, 1652—-1661.

Babalola, M. T., Mawritz, M. B., Greenbaum, R. L., Ren, S., & Garba, O. A. (2021). Whatever It
Takes : How and When Supervisor Bottom-Line Mentality Motivates Employee

Contributions in the Workplace. Journal of Management, 47, 1134-1154.

103



Bacon, N., & Blyton, P. (2005). Worker responses to teamworking: exploring employee
attributions of managerial motives. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 16, 238—255.

Bales, R. F. (1950). Interaction process analysis; a method for the study of small groups.
Addison-Wesley.

Balogun, J., & Johnson, G. (2004). Organizational restructuring and middle manager
sensemaking. Academy of Management Journal, 47, 523-549.

Bandiera, O., Barankay, 1., & Rasul, I. (2009). Social connections and incentives in the
workplace: Evidence from personnel data. Econometrica, 77, 1047-1094.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social Learning Theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Barkow, J. H. (1975). Prestige and culture: A biosocial interpretation. Current Anthropology, 16,
553-572.

Basford, T. E., & Offermann, L. R. (2012). Beyond leadership: The impact of coworker
relationships on employee motivation and intent to stay. Journal of Management &
Organization, 18, 807-817.

Baum, J. R., Bird, B. J., & Singh, S. (2011). The practical intelligence of entrepreneurs:
Antecedents and a link with new venture growth. Personnel Psychology, 64, 397-425.
Becker, B. E., & Huselid, M. A. (2006). Strategic human resources management: Where do we

go from here? Journal of Management, 32, 898-925.

Berger, J., Cohen, B. P., & Zelditch, M., Jr. (1972). Status characteristics and social interaction.
American Sociological Review, 37, 241-255.

Bhanthumnavin, D. (2003). Perceived social support from supervisor and group members’

psychological and situational characteristics as predictors of subordinate performance in

104



Thai work units. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 14, 79-97.

Biddle, B. J. (1986). Recent developments in role theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 12, 67—
92.

Biddle, B. J. (2013). Role theory: Expectations, identities, and behaviors. Academic Press.

Blader, S. L., & Yu, S. (2017). Are status and respect different or two sides of the same coin?
Academy of Management Annals, 11, 800-824.

Blau, P. M. (1964). Justice in social exchange. Sociological Inquiry, 34, 193-206.

Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: Implications
for data aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel
theory, research, and methods in organizations: Foundations, extensions, and new
directions (pp. 349-381). Jossey-Bass/Wiley.

Bochner, S. (1994). Cross-cultural differences in the self concept: A test of Hofstede's
individualism/collectivism distinction. Journal of cross-cultural psychology, 25, 273-283.

Boh, W. F., & Wong, S. S. (2015). Managers versus co-workers as referents: Comparing social
influence effects on within-and outside-subsidiary knowledge sharing. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 126, 1-17.

Bolino, M. C. (1999). Citizenship and impression management: Good soldiers or good actors?
Academy of Management Review, 24, 82-98.

Bond, S., & Wise, S. (2003). Family leave policies and devolution to the line. Personnel
Review, 32, 58-72.

Bonner, J. M., Greenbaum, R. L., & Quade, M. J. (2017). Employee unethical behavior to shame
as an indicator of self-image threat and exemplification as a form of self-image protection:

The exacerbating role of supervisor bottom-line mentality. Journal of Applied Psychology,

105



102, 1203-1221.

Bos-Nehles, A. (2010). The line makes the difference: Line managers as effective HR
partners. Unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Twente, Enschede, Netherlands.

Bos-Nehles, A. C., & Meijerink, J. G. (2018). HRM implementation by multiple HRM actors: A
social exchange perspective. The International Journal of Human Resource Management,
29, 3068-3092.

Bos-Nehles, A. C., Van Riemsdijk, M. J., & Kees Looise, J. (2013). Employee perceptions of
line management performance: Applying the AMO theory to explain the effectiveness of
line managers” HRM implementation. Human Resource Management, 52, 861-877.

Brewster, C., & Larsen, H. H. (1992). Human resource management in Europe: evidence from
10 countries. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 4, 765-783.

Briker, R., Hohmann, S., Walter, F., Lam, C. K., & Zhang, Y. (2021). Formal supervisors’ role
in stimulating team members’ informal leader emergence: Supervisor and member status as
critical moderators. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 42, 913-932.

Brislin, R. W. (1990). Applied cross-cultural psychology: An introduction. In R. W. Brislin
(Ed.), Applied Cross-Cultural Psychology (pp. 9-33). Sage, Thousands Oaks, CA.

Brown, M. E., & Trevifio, L. K. (2006). Ethical leadership: A review and future directions. The
leadership quarterly, 17, 595-616.

Bottom, W. P., Holloway, J., Miller, G. J., Mislin, A., & Whitford, A. (2006). Building a
pathway to cooperation: Negotiation and social exchange between principal and
agent. Administrative Science Quarterly, 51, 29-58.

Bowen, D. E., & Ostroff, C. (2004). Understanding HRM—firm performance linkages: The role

of the “strength” of the HRM system. Academy of Management Review, 29, 203-221.

106



Boxall, P., & Macky, K. (2007). High-performance work systems and organisational
performance: Bridging theory and practice. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 45,
261-270.

Boxall, P., & Purcell, J. (2003). Strategy and human resource management: Management, work
and organisations. Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan.

Brewster, C., & Soderstrom, M. (1994). Human resources and line management. Policy and
practice in European human resource management. London: Routledge.

Brown, M., & Cregan, C. (2008). Organizational Change Cynicism: the Role of Employee
Involvement. Human Resource Management, 47, 667—-686.

Browne, M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model Wt. In K. A. Bollen
& J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models (pp. 136-162). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Budhwar, P. S. (2000). Evaluating levels of strategic integration and devolvement of human
resource management in the UK. Personnel Review, 29, 141-157.

Budhwar, P. S., & Sparrow, P. R. (1997). Evaluating levels of strategic integration and
devolvement of human resource management in India. International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 8, 476-494.

Burgelman, R. A. (1991). Intraorganizational ecology of strategy making and organizational
adaptation: Theory and field research. Organization Science, 2, 239-262.

Burke, P. J. (1991). Identity processes and social stress. American Sociological Review, 56, 836—
849.

Burke, P. J., & Stets, J. E. (2009). Identity theory. Oxford University Press.

Busemeyer, J. R., & Jones, L. E. (1983). Analysis of multiplicative combination rules when the

107



causal variables are measured with error. Psychological Bulletin, 93(3), 549-562.

Button, S. B., Mathieu, J. E., & Zajac, D. M. (1996). Goal orientation in organizational research:
A conceptual and empirical foundation. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 67, 26-48.

Callero, P. L. (1985). Role-Identity Salience. Social Psychology Quarterly, 48, 203-215.

Carmeli, A., & Schaubroeck, J. (2007). The influence of leaders' and other referents' normative
expectations on individual involvement in creative work. The Leadership Quarterly, 18, 35—
48.

Castro, S. L. (2002). Data analytic methods for the analysis of multilevel questions: A
comparison of intraclass correlation coefficients, rwg(j), hierarchical linear modeling,

within- and between-analysis, and random group resampling. The Leadership Quarterly,

13, 69-93.

Caza, A. (2011). Testing alternate predictors for the performance consequences of middle
managers’ discretion. Human Resource Management, 50, 9-28.

Caza, B. B., Vough, H., & Puranik, H. (2018). Identity work in organizations and occupations:
Definitions, theories, and pathways forward. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39, 889—
910.

Chaiken, S., Wood, W., & Eagly, A. H. 1996. Principles of persuasion. In E. T. Higgins & A. W.
Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic principles (pp. 702-744). New
York: Guilford.

Chang, H., Son, S. Y., & Pak, J. (2020). How do leader-member interactions influence the HRM-
performance relationship? A multiple exchange perspective. Human Performance, 33, 282—

301.

108



Charng, H. W., Piliavin, J. A., & Callero, P. L. (1988). Role identity and reasoned action in the
prediction of repeated behavior. Social Psychology Quarterly, 51, 303-317.

Chen, Z., Takeuchi, R., & Shum, C. (2013). A social information processing perspective of
coworker influence on a focal employee. Organization Science, 24, 1618-1639.

Chen, C., & Tang, N. (2018). Does perceived inclusion matter in the workplace? Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 33, 43-57.

Chen, Y. R., Peterson, R. S., Phillips, D. J., Podolny, J. M., & Ridgeway, C. L. (2012).
Introduction to the special issue: Bringing status to the table—attaining, maintaining, and
experiencing status in organizations and markets. Organization Science, 23, 299-307.

Chen, Z., Lam, W., & Zhong, J. A. (2007). Leader-member exchange and member performance:
A new look at individual-level negative feedback-seeking behavior and team-level
empowerment climate. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 202-212.

Chiaburu, D. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2008). Do peers make the place? Conceptual synthesis and
meta-analysis of coworker effects on perceptions, attitudes, OCBs, and performance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 1082-1103.

Child, J. (1972). Organizational structure, environment and performance: The role of strategic
choice. Sociology, 6, 1-22.

Choi, W., Madjar, N., & Yun, S. (2018). Suggesting creative solutions or just complaining:
Perceived organizational support, exchange ideology, and learning goal orientation as
determining factors. Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the Arts, 12, 68—78.

Cohen, S., & McKay, G. (1984). Social support, stress and the buffering hypothesis: A theoreti-
cal analysis. In A. Baum, S. E. Taylor, & I. E. Singer (Eds.), Handbook of psychology and

health (pp. 253-267), Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

109



Cook, K. S., Cheshire, C., Rice, E. R., & Nakagawa, S. (2013). Social exchange theory. In
Handbook of social psychology (pp. 61-88). Dordrecht: Springer. Cropanzano, R., &
Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review. Journal of
Management, 31, 874-900.

Chung, G. H., & Pak, J. (2020). Is there internal fit among ability-, motivation-, and opportunity-
enhancing HR practices? Evidence from South Korea. Review of Managerial Science, 15,
2049-2074.

Cunningham, 1., & Hyman, J. (1999). Devolving human resource responsibilities to the line.
Personnel Review, 28, 9-27.

Daily, C., Dalton, D., & Cannella, A. 2003. Corporate governance: Decades of dialogue and
data. Academy of Management Review, 28, 371-382.

Dawley, D. D., Andrews, M. C., & Bucklew, N. S. (2008). Mentoring, supervisor support, and
perceived organizational support: What matters most? Leadership & Organization
Development Journal, 29, 235-247.

Day, D. V., Harrison, M. M., & Halpin, S. M. (2009). An integrative approach to leader
development: Connecting adult development, identity, and expertise. New York:
Psychology Press.

De Clercq, D., Mohammad Rahman, Z., & Belausteguigoitia, 1. (2017). Task Conflict and
Employee Creativity: The Critical Roles of Learning Orientation and Goal Congruence.
Human Resource Management, 56, 93-109.

Dean Jr, J. W., Brandes, P., & Dharwadkar, R. (1998). Organizational cynicism. Academy of
Management Review, 23, 341-352.

Den Hartog, D. N., Boselie, P., & Paauwe, J. (2004). Performance management: A model and

110



research agenda. Applied Psychology, 53, 556-569.

DeRue, D. S., Ashford, S. J., & Cotton, N. C. (2009). Assuming the mantle: Unpacking the
process by which individuals internalize a leader identity. In L. M. Roherts, & J. E. Dutton
(Eds.), Exploring positive identities and organizations: Building a theoretical and research
foundation (pp. 213-232). New York: Taylor & Francis.

DeRue, D. S., & Wellman, N. (2009). Developing Leaders via Experience: The Role of
Developmental Challenge, Learning Orientation, and Feedback Availability. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 94, 859-875.

DeShon, R. P., & Gillespie, J. Z. (2005). A motivated action theory account of goal
orientation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 1096-1127.

Dewettinck, K., & Vroonen, W. (2017). Antecedents and consequences of performance
management enactment by front-line managers. Evidence from Belgium. The International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 28, 2473-2502.

De Winne, S., Delmotte, J., Gilbert, C., & Sels, L. (2013). Comparing and explaining HR
department effectiveness assessments: Evidence from line managers and trade union
representatives. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 24, 1708—
1735.

Djurdjevic, E., Stoverink, A. C., Klotz, A. C., Koopman, J., da Motta Veiga, S. P., Yam, K. C.,
& Chiang, J. T. J. (2017). Workplace status: The development and validation of a
scale. Journal of Applied Psychology, 102, 1124-1147.

Dong, L., Neufeld, D., & Higgins, C. (2009). Top management support of enterprise systems
implementations. Journal of Information Technology, 24, 55-80.

Drazin, R., Glynn, M. A., & Kazanjian, R. K. (1999). Multilevel theorizing about creativity in

111



organizations: A sensemaking perspective. Academy of Management Review, 24, 286-307.

Driskell, J. E., & Mullen, B. (1990). Status, expectations, and behavior: A meta-analytic review
and test of the theory. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 16, 541-553.

Duffy, M. K., Ganster, D. C., & Pagon, M. (2002). Social undermining in the
workplace. Academy of Management Journal, 45, 331-351.

Dumont, J., Shen, J., & Deng, X. (2017). Effects of green HRM practices on employee
workplace green behavior: The role of psychological green climate and employee green
values. Human resource management, 56, 613-627.

Dweck, C. S. (1986). Motivational processes affecting learning. American Psychologist. 41,
1040-1048

Dweck, C. S., & Leggett, E. L. (1988). A social-cognitive approach to motivation and
personality. Psychological Review, 95, 256-273.

Dysvik, A., & Kuvaas, B. (2012). Perceived supervisor support climate, perceived investment in
employee development climate, and business-unit performance. Human Resource
Management, 51, 651-664.

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational
support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 500-507.

Eisenberger, R., Stinglhamber, F., Vandenberghe, C., Sucharski, I. L., & Rhoades, L. (2002).
Perceived supervisor support: Contributions to perceived organizational support and
employee retention. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 565-573.

Elliot, A. J. (1999). Approach and Avoidance Motivation and Achievement Goals. Educational
Psychologist, 34, 169-189.

Elliot, A. J., & Church, M. A. (1997). A hierarchical model of approach and avoidance

112



achievement motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 72, 218-232.

Elliot, A. J., & McGregor, H. A. (2001). A 2x 2 achievement goal framework. Journal of
Personality and Cocial Psychology, 80, 501-519.

Elliot, A. J., McGregor, H. A., & Gable, S. (1999). Achievement goals, study strategies, and
exam performance: a mediational analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 91, 549-
563.

Elliott, E. S., & Dweck, C. S. (1988). Goals: An approach to motivation and
achievement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 5-12.

Enns, H. G., & McFarlin, D. B. (2003). When executives influence peers: Does function matter?
Human Resource Management: Published in Cooperation with the School of Business
Administration, The University of Michigan and in alliance with the Society of Human
Resources Management, 42, 125-142.

Evans, S. (2017). HRM and front line managers: The influence of role stress. The International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 28, 3128-3148.

Farasat, M., Azam, A., Imam, H., & Hassan, H. (2022). Linking supervisors’ bottom-line
mentality to workplace cheating behavior: examining the mediating and moderating role of
organizational cynicism and moral identity. Baltic Journal of Management, 17, 603-620.

Farh, J. L., Lee, C., & Farh, C. I. (2010). Task conflict and team creativity: a question of how
much and when. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95, 1173-1180.

Farmer, S. M., Tierney, P., & Kung-Mcintyre, K. (2003). Employee creativity in Taiwan: An
application of role identity theory. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 618-630.

Farndale, E., Van Ruiten, J., Kelliher, C., & Hope-Hailey, V. (2011). The influence of employee

voice on organisational commitment in times of organisational change: An exchange

113



perspective. Human Resource Management, 50, 113-129.

Ferris, G. R., Arthur, M. M., Berkson, H. M., Kaplan, D. M., Harrell-Cook, G., & Frink, D. D.
(1998). Toward a social context theory of the human resource management-organization
effectiveness relationship. Human Resource Management Review, 8, 235-264.

Ferris, G.R., Blass, F.R., Douglas, C., Kolodinsky, R.W. and Treadway, D.C. (2003), “Personal
reputation in organizations”. In Greenberg, J. (Ed.), Organizational Behavior: The State of
the Science (2nd ed.), Lawrence Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.

Festinger L (1954). A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations, 7, 117-140.

Festinger, L. (1957). A theory of cognitive dissonance. Stanford, CA: Stanford University.

Festinger, L. (1962). A theory of cognitive dissonance (Vol. 2). Stanford university press.

Ford, J. K., Smith, E. M., Weissbein, D. A., Gully, S. M., & Salas, E. (1998). Relationships of
goal orientation, metacognitive activity, and practice strategies with learning outcomes and
transfer. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 218-233.

Freedman, A. (1990). The changing human resources function. Conference Board, Inc.

Fudge, R. S., & Schlacter, J. L. (1999). Motivating employees to act ethically: An expectancy
theory approach. Journal of Business Ethics, 18, 295-304.

Garavan, T., Heraty, N., & Morley, M. (1998). Actors in the HRD process: An exploratory
study. International Studies of Management & Organization, 28, 114-135.

Gardner, W. L., Cogliser, C. C., Davis, K. M., & Dickens, M. P. (2011). Authentic leadership: A
review of the literature and research agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 1120-1145.

Gefen, D., Straub, D., & Boudreau, M. C. (2000). Structural equation modeling and regression:
Guidelines for research practice. Communications of the association for information

systems, 4(1), 7.

114



Gennard, J., & Kelly, J. (1997). The unimportance of labels: the diffusion of the personnel/HRM
function. Industrial Relations Journal, 28, 27-42.

George, J. M. (1990). Personality, affect, and behavior in groups. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 75, 107-116.

Gilbert, C., De Winne, S., & Sels, L. (2011). The influence of line managers and HR department
on employees’ affective commitment. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management, 22, 1618-1637.

Gilbert, C., De Winne, S., & Sels, L. (2015). Strong HRM processes and line managers’ effective
HRM implementation: A balanced view. Human Resource Management Journal, 25, 600—
616.

Gilliland, S. W., & Schepers, D. H. (2003). Why we do the things we do: A discussion and
analysis of determinants of just treatment in layoff implementation decisions. Human
Resource Management Review, 13, 59-83.

Gioia, D. A., & Sims Jr, H. P. (1983). Perceptions of managerial power as a consequence of
managerial behavior and reputation. Journal of Management, 9, 7-24.

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American
Sociological Review, 25, 161-178.

Graen, G. B., & Uhl-Bien, M. (1995). Relationship-based approach to leadership: Development
of leader-member exchange (LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a ulti-
level multi-domain perspective. The Leadership Quarterly, 6, 219-247.

Grant, A. M., & Mayer, D. M. (2009). Good soldiers and good actors: Prosocial and impression
management motives as interactive predictors of affiliative citizenship behaviors. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 94, 900-912.

115



Greenbaum, R. L., Mawritz, M. B., & Eissa, G. (2012). Bottom-Line Mentality as an Antecedent
of Social Undermining and the Moderating Roles of Core Self-Evaluations and
Conscientiousness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97, 343-359.

Griskevicius, V., Tybur, J. M., Gangestad, S. W., Perea, E. F., Shapiro, J. R., & Kenrick, D. T.
(2009). Aggress to impress: Hostility as an evolved context-dependent strategy. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 980-994.

Groysberg, B., Polzer, J. T., & Elfenbein, H. A. (2011). Too many cooks spoil the broth: How
high-status individuals decrease group effectiveness. Organization Science, 22, 722-737.

Guay, F., Vallerand, R. J., & Blanchard, C. (2000). On the assessment of situational intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation: The Situational Motivation Scale (SIMS). Motivation and
Emotion, 24, 175-213.

Guest, D. (1987). Human resource management and industrial relations. Journal of Management
Studies, 24, 503-521.

Guest, D. E. (1997). Human resource management and performance: A review and research
agenda. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 8, 263-276.

Guest, D. E., & Bos-Nehles, A. C. (2013). HRM and performance: The role of effective
implementation. In D. E. Guest, J. Paauwe, & P. Wright (Eds.), HRM and performance:
Achievements and challenges (pp. 79-96). Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Guest, D., & Conway, N. (2000). The public sector and the psychological contract. Institute of
Personnel Development, London.

Guzzo, R. A., & Noonan, K. A. (1994). Human resource practices as communications and the
psychological contract. Human Resource Management, 33, 447-462.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a

116



theory. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 16, 250-279.

Hair, J. F., Jr., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., & Anderson, R. E. (2009). Multivariate data analysis
(7th ed.). NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hales, C. (2005). Rooted in supervision, branching into management: Continuity and change in
the role of first- line manager. Journal of Management Studies, 42, 471-506.

Hall, R. J., Snell, A. F., & Foust, M. S. (1999). Item parceling strategies in SEM: Investigating
the subtle effects of unmodeled secondary constructs. Organizational Research Methods, 2,
233-256.

Han, J. H., Liao, H., Taylor, M. S., & Kim, S. (2018). Effects of high-performance work systems
on transformational leadership and team performance: Investigating the moderating roles of
organizational orientations. Human Resource Management, 57, 1065-1082.

Hall, L., & Torrington, D. (1998). Letting go or holding on—the devolution of operational
personnel activities. Human Resource Management Journal, 8, 41-55.

Harris, L., Doughty, D., & Kirk, S. (2002). The devolution of HR responsibilities—perspectives
from the UK’s public sector. Journal of European Industrial Training, 26, 218-229.

Hausknecht, J. P., Trevor, C. O., & Howard, M. J. (2009). Unit-level voluntary turnover rates
and customer service quality: implications of group cohesiveness, newcomer concentration,
and size. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94, 1068.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. London: Psychology Press.

Heilman, M. E., Martell, R. F., & Simon, M. C. (1988). The vagaries of sex bias: Conditions
regulating the undervaluation, equivaluation, and overvaluation of female job
applicants. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 41, 98-110.

Henrich, J., & Gil-White, F. J. (2001). The evolution of prestige: Freely conferred deference as a

117



mechanism for enhancing the benefits of cultural transmission. Evolution and Human
Behavior, 22, 165-196.

Hewett, R., Shantz, A., & Mundy, J. (2019). Information, beliefs, and motivation: The
antecedents to human resource attributions. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 40, 570—
586.

Hochwarter, W. A., Ferris, G. R., Zinko, R., Arnell, B., & James, M. (2007). Reputation as a
moderator of political behavior-work outcomes relationships: A two-study investigation
with convergent results. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 567-576.

Hope-Hailey, V., Gratton, L., McGovern, P., Stiles, P., & Truss, C. (1997). A chameleon
function? HRM in the 90's. Human Resource Management Journal, 7, 5-18.

Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural equation modeling: a
multidisciplinary journal, 6, 1-55.

Hutchinson, S., & Purcell, J. (2010). Managing ward managers for roles in HRM in the NHS:
Overworked and under- resourced. Human Resource Management Journal, 20, 357-374.

Ibarra, H., & Barbulescu, R. (2010). Identity as narrative: Prevalence, effectiveness, and
consequences of narrative identity work in macro work role transitions. Academy of
Management Review, 35, 135-154.

llies, R., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Leader-member exchange and citizenship
behaviors: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 269-277.

Jackson, S. E., Schuler, R. S., & Jiang, K. (2013). An aspirational framework for strategic human
resource management. The Academy of Management Annals, 8, 1-89.

James, L. R. (1982). Aggregation bias in estimates of perceptual agreement. Journal of Applied

118



Psychology, 67, 219-229.

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater reliability
with and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 85-98.

James, L. R., Demaree, R. G., & Wolf, G. (1993). rwg: An assessment of within-group interrater
agreement. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 306-309.

Janssen, O., & Van Yperen, N. W. (2004). Employees' goal orientations, the quality of leader-
member exchange, and the outcomes of job performance and job satisfaction. Academy of
Management Journal, 47, 368-384.

Jaussi, K. S., & Dionne, S. D. (2003). Leading for creativity: The role of unconventional leader
behavior. The Leadership Quarterly, 14, 475-498.

Jensen, M., & Roy, A. (2008). Staging exchange partner choices: When do status and reputation
matter? Academy of Management Journal, 51, 495-516.

Joiner, T. A. (2007). Total quality management and performance. International Journal of
Quality & Reliability Management, 24, 617-627.

Judge, T. A., Erez, A., Bono, J. E., & Thoresen, C. J. (2003). The core self-evaluations scale:
Development of a measure. Personnel psychology, 56, 303-331.

Judge, T. A., & Hulin, C. L. (1993). Job satisfaction as a reflection of disposition: A multiple
source causal analysis. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 56, 388—
421.

Kahn, R. L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R. P., Snoek, J. D., & Rosenthal, R. A. (1964).
Organizational stress: Studies in role conflict and ambiguity. New York: John Wiley &
Sons.

Kalliath, T. J., & Beck, A. (2001). Is the path to burnout and turnover paved by a lack of

119



supervisory support? A structural equations test. New Zealand Journal of Psychology, 30,
72.

Kalyar, M. N., Shoukat, A., & Shafique, I. (2020). Enhancing firms’ environmental performance
and financial performance through green supply chain management practices and
institutional pressures. Sustainability Accounting, Management and Policy Journal, 11,
451-476.

Kankanhalli, A., Tan, B. C., & Wei, K. K. (2005). Contributing knowledge to electronic
knowledge repositories: An empirical investigation. MIS quarterly, 29, 113-143.

Kanter, R. M. (1985). Managing the human side of change. Management Review, 74, 52-56.

Karathanos, P., Pettypool, M. D., & Troutt, M. D. (1994). Sudden lost meaning: A catastrophe?
Management Decision, 32, 15-19.

Katou, A. A., Budhwar, P. S., & Patel, C. (2021). Line manager implementation and employee
HR attributions mediating mechanisms in the HRM system—Organizational performance
relationship: A multilevel and multipath study. Human Resource Management
Journal, 31(3), 775-795.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations. New York: Wiley.

Kehoe, R. R., & Han, J. H. (2020). An expanded conceptualization of line managers’
involvement in human resource management. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105, 111
129.

Kelley, H. H. (1952). Two functions of reference groups. Readings in Social Psychology, 2, 410-
414.

Kelman, H. C., & Hamilton, V. L. (1989). Crimes of obedience: Toward a social psychology of

authority and responsibility. Yale University Press.

120


https://search.proquest.com/openview/c64e216e2ef25dd875f34db0acd1610b/1?cbl=32948&amp%3Bpq-origsite=gscholar

Kemper, T. D. (1990). Social structure and testosterone: Explorations of the socio-bio-social
chain. Piscataway, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Khilji, S. E., & Wang, X. (2006). “Intended” and “implemented” HRM: The missing linchpin in
strategic human resource management research. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 17, 1171-1189.

Kim, D., Choi, D., & Vandenberghe, C. (2018). Goal-Focused Leadership, Leader-Member
Exchange, and Task Performance: The Moderating Effects of Goal Orientations and
Emotional Exhaustion. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33, 645-660.

Kiser, E. (1999). Comparing varieties of agency theory in economics, political science, and
sociology: An illustration from state policy implementation. Sociological Theory, 17, 146—
170.

Kline R. (2005). Principles and practice ofstructural equation modeling. New York, NY:
Guilford Press.

Kossek, E. E., Pichler, S., Bodner, T., & Hammer, L. B. (2011). Workplace social support and
work—family conflict: A meta-analysis clarifying the influence of general and work—family-
specific supervisor and organizational support. Personnel Psychology, 64, 289-313.

Kou, X., Kurdi-Nakra, H., & Pak, J. (2022). The framework of first-line manager's HR role
identity: A Multi-actor HR involvement perspective. Human Resource Management
Review, 32, 100898.

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Bell, B. S. (2003). Work groups and teams in organizations. In W. C.
Borman, D. R. llgen, & R. J. Klimoski (Eds.), Handbook of psychology (Vol. 12): Industrial
and Organizational Psychology (pp. 333-375). New York: Wiley.

Kulik, C. T., & Bainbridge, H. T. (2006). HR and the line: The distribution of HR activities in

121



Australian organisations. Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 44, 240-256.

Kurdi-Nakra, H., Kou, X., & Pak, J. (2022). The road taken and the path forward for HR
devolution research: An evolutionary review. Human Resource Management, 61, 239-258.

Kuvaas, B., & Dysvik, A. (2010). Exploring alternative relationships between perceived
investment in employee development, perceived supervisor support and employee
outcomes. Human Resource Management Journal, 20, 138-156.

Lambert, L. S. (2011). Promised and delivered inducements and contributions: An integrated
view of psychological contract appraisal. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96, 695-712.
Lankau, M. J., Carlson, D. S., & Nielson, T. R. (2006). The mediating influence of role stressors
in the relationship between mentoring and job attitudes. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68,

308-322.

Lau, D. C., & Liden, R. C. (2008). Antecedents of coworker trust: Leaders' blessings. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 93, 1130-1138.

Lawler, E. J., & Thye, S. R. (1999). Bringing emotions into social exchange theory. Annual
Review of Sociology, 25, 217-244.

Leary, M. R., Jongman-Sereno, K. P., & Diebels, K. J. (2014). The pursuit of status: A self-
presentational perspective on the quest for social value. In J. T. Cheng, J. L. Tracy & C.
Anderson (Eds.), The psychology of social status (pp. 159-178). New York, NY: Springer.

LeBreton, J. M., & Senter, J. L. (2008). Answers to 20 questions about interrater reliability and
interrater agreement. Organizational Research Methods, 11, 815-852.

Legge, K. (1989), Human resource management: a critical analysis. In J. Storey (Ed.), New
Perspectives on Human Resource Management, Routledge, London.

Leicester, C. (1989). The key role of the line manager in employee development. Personnel

122



Management, 53-57 (March).

Lepak, D. P., & Snell, S. A. (1999). The human resource architecture: Toward a theory of human
capital allocation and development. Academy of Management Review, 24, 31-48.

Lepak, D. P., & Snell, S. A. (2002). Examining the human resource architecture: The
relationships among human capital, employment, and human resource
configurations. Journal of Management, 28, 517-543.

LePine, J. A. (2005). Adaptation of teams in response to unforeseen change: effects of goal
difficulty and team composition in terms of cognitive ability and goal orientation. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 90, 1153-1167.

Levinson, H. (1965). Reciprocation: The relationship between man and organization.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 9, 370-390.

Lin, Y., Yang, M., Quade, M. J., & Chen, W. (2022). Is the bottom line reached? An exploration
of supervisor bottom-line mentality, team performance avoidance goal orientation and team
performance. Human Relations, 75, 349-372.

Liu, J., Lee, C., Hui, C., Kwan, H. K., & Wu, L. Z. (2013). Idiosyncratic deals and employee
outcomes: The mediating roles of social exchange and self-enhancement and the
moderating role of individualism. Journal of Applied Psychology, 98, 832-840.

Lopez-Cotarelo, J. (2018). Line managers and HRM: A managerial discretion perspective.
Human Resource Management Journal, 28, 255-271.

Lord, R. G., De Vader, C. L., & Alliger, G. M. (1986). A meta-analysis of the relation between
personality traits and leadership perceptions: An application of validity generalization
procedures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 402-410.

Lord, R. G., & Hall, R. J. (2005). Identity, deep structure and the development of leadership

123



skill. The Leadership Quarterly, 16, 591-615.

Lowe, J. (1992). Locating the line: the front-line supervisor and human resource management. In
P. Blyton & P. Turnbull (Eds.) Reassessing human resource management (pp. 148-168).
Sage Publication

MacDuffie, J. (1995). Human resource bundles and manufacturing performance: organizational
logic and flexible production systems in theworld auto industry. Industrial and Labor
Relations Review, 48, 197-221.

Madjar, N., Oldham, G. R., & Pratt, M. G. (2002). There’s no place like home? The
contributions of work and nonwork creativity support to employees’ creative performance.
Academy of Management Journal, 45, 757-767.

Makhecha, U. P., Srinivasan, V., Prabhu, G. N., & Mukheriji, S. (2018). Multi-level gaps: A
study of intended, actual and experienced human resource practices in a hypermarket chain
in India. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 29, 360—-398.

Mansour, A., Rowlands, H., Al-Gasawneh, J. A., Al-Qudah, S., Shrouf, H., & Al-smadi, L. A.
(2021). The mediation effect of employees’ affective organizational commitment: The
impact of employees’ perceptions of the social support for training programs on enhancing
their organizational citizenship behavior in Jordanian hotels sector. Academy of Strategic
Management Journal, 20, 1-23.

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion,
and motivation. Psychological Review, 98, 224-253.

Maslyn, J. M., & Uhl-Bien, M. (2001). Leader—-member exchange and its dimensions: Effects of
self-effort and other’s effort on relationship quality. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86,

697-708.

124


https://elib.tcd.ie/login?url=https%3A//www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/mediation-effect-employees-affective/docview/2599953053/se-2%3Faccountid%3D14404
https://elib.tcd.ie/login?url=https%3A//www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/mediation-effect-employees-affective/docview/2599953053/se-2%3Faccountid%3D14404

Mat, N. H. N., Salleh, H. S., Mohamed, W. N., & Yusof, Y. (2015). Enacting the HRM role:
What matters to line managers? Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences, 6, 535-543.

Mathias, B. D., & Williams, D. W. (2017). The impact of role identities on entrepreneurs’
evaluation and selection of opportunities. Journal of Management, 43, 892-918.

Mathibe, I. (2008). Expectancy theory and its implications for employee motivation. Academic
Leadership: the Online Journal, 6, 8.

Mawritz, M. B., Greenbaum, R. L., Butts, M. M., & Graham, K. A. (2017). I just can’t control
myself: A self-regulation perspective on the abuse of deviant employees. Academy of
Management Journal, 60, 1482-1503.

Maxwell, G. A., & Watson, S. (2006). Perspectives on line managers in human resource
management: Hilton International’s UK hotels. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 17, 1152-1170.

McCall, G. J., & Simmons, J. L. (1978). Identities and interactions. New York: The Free Press.

McConville, T. (2006). Devolved HRM responsibilities, middle- managers and role dissonance.
Personnel Review, 35, 637-663.

McConville, T., & Holden, L. (1999). The filling in the sandwich: HRM and middle managers in
the health sector. Personnel Review, 28, 406-424.

McCullough, R., & Sims, R. R. (2012). Implementation of an HRIMS at the personnel board of
Jefferson County, Alabama: A case study in process reengineering. Public Personnel
Management, 41, 685-703.

McDermott, A. M., Conway, E., Rousseau, D. M., & Flood, P. C. (2013). Promoting effective
psychological contracts through leadership: The missing link between HR strategy and

performance. Human Resource Management, 52, 289-310.

125



McGovern, P., Gratton, L., Hope- Hailey, V., Stiles, P., & Truss, C. (1997). Human resource
management on the line? Human Resource Management Journal, 7, 12-29.

McGuire, W. J. 1972. Attitude change: The information processing paradigm. In C. G.
McClintock (Ed.), Experimental social psychology (pp. 108-141). New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston.

Meglino, B. M., & Ravlin, E. C. (1998). Individual values in organizations: Concepts,
controversies, and research. Journal of Management, 24, 351-389.

Mesdaghinia, S., Rawat, A., & Nadavulakere, S. (2019). Why Moral Followers Quit: Examining
the Role of Leader Bottom-Line Mentality and Unethical Pro-Leader Behavior. Journal of
Business Ethics, 159, 491-505.

Moon, H. K., Choi, B. K., & Jung, J. S. (2012). Previous International Experience, Cross-
Cultural Training, and Expatriates’ Cross-Cultural Adjustment: Effects of Cultural
Intelligence and Goal Orientation. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 23, 285-330.

Merton, R. K. (1968). The Matthew effect in science: The reward and communication systems of
science are considered. American Association for the Advancement of Science, 159, 56-63.

Merton, R. K., & Merton, R. C. (1968). Social theory and social structure. Simon and Schuster.

Mirabeau, L., & Maguire, S. (2014). From autonomous strategic behavior to emergent strategy.
Strategic Management Journal, 35, 1202-1229.

Mirfakhar, A. S., Trullen, J., & Valverde, M. (2018). Easier said than done: A review of
antecedents influencing effective HR implementation. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 29, 3001-3025.

Mullen, B., & Copper, C. (1994). The relation between group cohesiveness and performance: An

integration. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 210-227.

126



Murayama, K., & Elliot, A. J. (2009). The joint influence of personal achievement goals and
classroom goal structures on achievement-related outcomes. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 101, 432-447.

Navis, C., & Glynn, M. A. (2011). Legitimate distinctiveness and the entrepreneurial identity:
Influence on investor judgments of new venture plausibility. Academy of Management
Review, 36, 479-499.

Nehles, A. C., van Riemsdijk, M., Kok, I., & Looise, J. K. (2006). Implementing Human
Resource Management successfully: A first-line management challenge. Management
Revue, 17, 256-273.

Nelson, D., & Quick, J. (2001). Organizational Behaviour: Foundations, Realities and
Challenges, SouthWestern.

Neves, P., & Story, J. (2015). Ethical leadership and reputation: Combined indirect effects on
organizational deviance. Journal of Business Ethics, 127, 165-176.

Ngo, H. Y., Foley, S., & Loi, R. (2009). Family friendly work practices, organizational climate,
and firm performance: A study of multinational corporations in Hong Kong. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 30, 665-680.

Nicholls, J. G. (1976). Effort is virtuous, but it's better to have ability: Evaluative responses to
perceptions of effort and ability. Journal of Research in Personality, 10, 306-315.

Nicholls, J. G. (1984). Achievement motivation: conceptions of ability, subjective experience,
task choice, and performance. Psychological Review, 91, 328-346.

Nishii, L. H., Lepak, D. P., & Schneider, B. (2008). Employee attributions of the “why” of HR
practices: Their effects on employee attitudes and behaviors, and customer satisfaction.

Personnel Psychology, 61, 503-545.

127



Nishii, L. H., & Paluch, R. M. (2018). Leaders as HR sensegivers: Four HR implementation
behaviors that create strong HR systems. Human Resource Management Review, 28, 319—
323.

Nishii, L. H., & Wright, P. M. (2007). Variability within organizations: Implications for strategic
human resource management. In D. B. Smith (Ed.), The people make the place: Festschrift
in honor of Benjamin Schneider. Lawrence Erlbaum.

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Nutt, P. C., & Backoff, R. W. (1997). Facilitating transformational change. The Journal of
Applied Behavioral Science, 33, 490-508.

O'Brien, A. T., Alexander Haslam, S., Jetten, J., Humphrey, L., O'Sullivan, L., Postmes, T, ... &
Reynolds, K. J. (2004). Cynicism and disengagement among devalued employee groups:
The need to ASPIRe. Career Development International, 9, 28-44.

Ogunfowora, B. (2014). It’s all a matter of consensus: Leader role modeling strength as a
moderator of the links between ethical leadership and employee outcomes. Human
Relations, 67, 1467-1490.

Op de Beeck, S., Wynen, J., & Hondeghem, A. (2016). HRM implementation by line managers:
Explaining the discrepancy in HR-line perceptions of HR devolution. The International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 27, 1901-1919.

Op de Beeck, S., Wynen, J., & Hondeghem, A. (2017). Effective HRM implementation by line
managers: Relying on various sources of support. International Journal of Public
Administration, 40, 192-204.

Op de Beeck, S., Wynen, J., & Hondeghem, A. (2018). Explaining effective HRM

implementation: A middle versus first-line management perspective. Public Personnel

128



Management, 47, 144-174.

Ostrom, E. (2003). Toward a behavioral theory linking trust, reciprocity, and reputation. In E.
Ostrom & J. Walker (Eds.), Trust and reciprocity: Interdisciplinary lessons from
experimental research (pp. 19-79). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Oyserman, D., & Packer, M. J. (1996). Social cognition and self-concept: A socially
contextualized model of identity. In J. L. Nye, & A. M. Brower (EdSs.), What's social about
social cognition? Research on socially shared cognition in small groups (pp. 175-201).
Sage Publications, Inc..

Ozcelik, G., & Uyargil, C. (2015). A conceptual framework for line managers’ HRM
implementation effectiveness: Integrating social context and AMO theories. Journal of
Business Economics and Finance, 4, 289.

Paarlberg, L. E., Perry, J. L., & Hondeghem, A. (2008). From theory to practice: Strategies for
applying public service motivation. In J. L. Perry, & A. Hondeghem (Eds.), Motivation in
public management: The call of public service (pp. 268-293). Oxford University Press.

Pak, J. (2016). Toward the implementation model of high performance work systems. Seoul
National University (Doctoral Dissertation).

Pak, J. (2022). Capturing variability of high-performance work systems within organisations:
The role of team manager's person-HRM fit and climate for HR implementation and
subsequent implementation behaviour. Human Resource Management Journal, 32, 759—
781.

Pak, J., Chung, G. H., Kim, S., & Choi, J. N. (2016). Sources and consequences of HRM gap:
The Korean experience. CreateSpace Independent Publishing Platform.

Pak, J., & Kim, S. (2018). Team manager’s implementation, high performance work systems

129



intensity, and performance: A multilevel investigation. Journal of Management, 44, 2690
2715.

Papalexandris, N., & Panayotopoulou, L. (2005). Exploring the partnership between line
managers and HRM in Greece. Journal of European Industrial Training, 29, 281-291.
Payne, S. C. Youngcourt, S. S. Beaubien, J. M. (2007). A meta-analytic examination of the goal

orientation nomological net. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 128-150.

Perry, E. L., & Kulik, C. T. (2008). The devolution of HR to the line: Implications for
perceptions of people management effectiveness. The International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 19, 262—-273.

Pieterse, A. N., Knippenberg, D. V. a N., & Dierendonck, D. V. a N. (2013). Cultural Diversity
and Team Performance: The Role of Team Member Goal Orientation. Academy of
Management Journal, 56, 782-804.

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended
remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 879.

Posner, R. (1997). Social norms and the law: An economic approach. American Economic
Review, 87, 365-369.

Potipiroon, W., & Ford, M. T. (2019). Relational costs of status: Can the relationship between
supervisor incivility, perceived support, and follower outcomes be exacerbated? Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 92, 873-896.

Powell, T. C., & Dent-Micallef, A. (1997). Information technology as competitive advantage:
The role of human, business, and technology resources. Strategic Management Journal, 18,

375-405.

130



Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects
in simple mediation models. Behavior research methods, instruments, & computers, 36,
717-731.

Purcell, J., & Hutchinson, S. (2007). Front-line managers as agents in the HRM- performance
causal chain: Theory, analysis and evidence. Human Resource Management Journal, 17, 3—
20.

Qian, Y., & Daniels, T. D. (2008). A communication model of employee cynicism toward
organizational change. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 13, 319-332.

Quade, M. J., Mclarty, B. D., & Bonner, J. M. (2020). The influence of supervisor bottom-line
mentality and employee bottom-line mentality on leader-member exchange and subsequent
employee performance. Human Relations, 73, 1157-1181.

Quigley, N. R., Tesluk, P. E., Locke, E. A., & Bartol, K. M. (2007). A multilevel investigation of
the motivational mechanisms underlying knowledge sharing and performance. Organization
science, 18, 71-88.

Reay, T., Goodrick, E., Waldorff, S. B., & Casebeer, A. (2017). Getting leopards to change their
spots: Co-creating a new professional role identity. Academy of Management Journal, 60,
1043-1070.

Reichers, A. E., & Schneider, B. (1990). Climate and culture: An evolution of constructs. In B.
Schneider (Ed.), Organizational climate and culture (pp. 5-39). San Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Renwick, D. (2000). HR-line work relations: a review, pilot case and research agenda. Employee
Relations, 22, 179-201.

Rhee, Y. W., & Choi, J. N. (2017). Knowledge management behavior and individual creativity:

Goal orientations as antecedents and in-group social status as moderating contingency.

131



Journal of Organizational Behavior, 38, 813-832.

Renwick, D. (2003). Line manager involvement in HRM: an inside view. Employee Relations,
25, 262-280.

Repper, J., Aldridge, B., Gilfoyle, S., Gillard, S., Perkins, R., & Rennison, J. (2013). Peer
support workers: Theory and practice. London: Centre for Mental Health.

Ridgeway, C. L. (1982). Status in groups: The importance of motivation. American Sociological
Review, 47, 76-88.

Ridgeway, C. L. (1987). Nonverbal behavior, dominance, and the basis of status in task groups.
American Sociological Review, 52, 683-694.

Riley, A., & Burke, P. J. (1995). Identities and self-verification in the small group. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 58, 61-73.

Rizzo, J. R., House, R. J., & Lirtzman, S. I. (1970). Role conflict and ambiguity in complex
organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 15, 150-163.

Rousseau, D. M. (1990). New hire perceptions of their own and their employer's obligations: A
study of psychological contracts. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 11, 389-400.

Ryu, S., & Kim, S. (2013). First-line Managers' HR involvement and HR effectiveness: The case
of South Korea. Human Resource Management, 52, 947-966.

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing approach to job attitudes
and task design. Administrative Science Quarterly, 23, 224-253.

Schieman, S. (2006). Gender, dimensions of work, and supportive coworker relations. The
Sociological Quarterly, 47, 195-214.

Schmidt, A. M., & Ford, J. K. (2003). Learning within a learner control training environment:

The interactive effects of goal orientation and metacognitive instruction on learning

132



outcomes. Personnel Psychology, 56, 405-429.

Schneider, B., Bowen, D., Ehrhart, M., & Holcombe, K. (2000). The climate for service:
Evolution of a concept. In Handbook or Organizational Culture & Climate. California:
Sage Thousand Oaks.

Schneider, B., & Bowen, D. E. (2019). Perspectives on the organizational context of frontlines:
A commentary. Journal of Service Research, 22, 3-7.

Schyns, B., & Von Collani, G. (2002). A new occupational self-efficacy scale and its relation to
personality constructs and organizational variables. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 11, 219-241.

Scott, B. A., Colquitt, J. A., & Paddock, E. L. (2009). An Actor-Focused Model of Justice Rule
Adherence and Violation: The Role of Managerial Motives and Discretion. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 94, 756—-7609.

Scott, S. G., & Bruce, R. A. (1994). Determinants of innovative behavior: A path model of
individual innovation in the workplace. Academy of Management Journal, 37, 580-607.

Scott, W. R. (2013). Institutions and organizations: ldeas, interests, and identities (4th ed.). Sage
Publications.

Shadur, M. A,, Kienzle, R., & Rodwell, J. J. (1999). The relationship between organizational
climate and employee perceptions of involvement: The importance of support. Group &
Organization Management, 24, 479-503.

Shatz, | (2015). The negative impact of goal-oriented instructions. Educational Studies. 41, 476—
480.

Sheehan, C., De Cieri, H., Cooper, B., & Shea, T. (2016). Strategic implications of HR role

management in a dynamic environment. Personnel Review, 45, 353-373.

133



Shen, H., Wan, F., & Wyer Jr, R. S. (2011). Cross-cultural differences in the refusal to accept a
small gift: the differential influence of reciprocity norms on Asians and North
Americans. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 100, 271-281.

Shin, S. J., & Zhou, J. (2003). Transformational leadership, conservation, and creativity:
Evidence from Korea. Academy of Management Journal, 46, 703-714.

Shleifer, A., & Vishny, R. W. (1997). A survey of corporate governance. The Journal of
Finance, 52, 737-783.

Shore, L. M., & Tetrick, L. E. (1994). The psychological contract as an explanatory
framework'. Trends in Organizational Behavior, 1, 91-1009.

Sikora, D. M., & Ferris, G. R. (2014). Strategic human resource practice implementation: The
critical role of line management. Human Resource Management Review, 24, 271-281.
Sluss, D. M., & Ashforth, B. E. (2007). Relational identity and identification: Defining ourselves

through work relationships. Academy of Management Review, 32, 9-32.

Sluss, D. M., & Ashforth, B. E. (2008). How relational and organizational identification
converge: Processes and conditions. Organization Science, 19, 807-823.

Sluss, D. M., Klimchak, M., & Holmes, J. J. (2008). Perceived organizational support as a
mediator between relational exchange and organizational identification. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 73, 457-464.

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in structural equation
models. Sociological Methodology, 13, 290-312.

Song, W., Yu, H., Zhang, Y., & Jiang, W. (2015). Goal orientation and employee creativity: The
mediating role of creative role identity. Journal of Management and Organization, 21, 82—

97.

134



Sonnenberg, M. (2006). The signalling effect of HRM on psychological contracts of employees:
A multi-level perspective. Erasmus University, Rotterdam, the Netherlands.

Spreitzer, G. M. (1995). Psychological empowerment in the workplace: Dimensions,
measurement, and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 38, 1442—-1465.

Stanley, D. J., Meyer, J. P., & Topolnytsky, L. (2005). Employee cynicism and resistance to
organizational change. Journal of Business and Psychology, 19, 429-459.

Stanton, P., Young, S., Bartram, T., & Leggat, S. G. (2010). Singing the same song: Translating
HRM messages across management hierarchies in Australian hospitals. International
Journal of Human Resource Management, 21, 567-581.

Steffensen, D. S., Jr., Ellen, B. P., lll, Wang, G., & Ferris, G. R. (2019). Putting the
“management” back in human resource management: A review and agenda for future
research. Journal of Management, 45, 2387-2418.

Stets, J. E., & Burke, P. J. (2000). Identity theory and social identity theory. Social Psychology
Quarterly, 63, 224-237.

Stirpe, L., Bonache, J., & Trullen, J. (2015). The acceptance of newly introduced hr practices
some evidence from spain on the role of management behavior and organizational climate.
International Journal of Manpower, 36, 334-353.

Storey, J. (1989). Human resource management in the public sector. Public Money &
Management, 9, 19-24.

Storey, J. (1992). Developments in the Management of Human Resources: An Analytical Review.
Oxford, Blackwell Publishers.

Stouten, J., Baillien, E., Van den Broeck, A., Camps, J., De Witte, H., & Euwema, M. (2010).

Discouraging bullying: The role of ethical leadership and its effects on the work

135



environment. Journal of Business Ethics, 95, 17-27.

Stryker, S. (1980). Symbolic interactionism: A social structural version. Benjamin-Cummings
Publishing Company.

Stryker, S., & Burke, P. J. (2000). The past, present, and future of an identity theory. Social
Psychology Quarterly, 63, 284-297.

Sung, S. Y., & Choi, J. N. (2014). Multiple dimensions of human resource development and
organizational performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35, 851-870.

Tedeschi, J. T., & Felson, R. B. (1994). Violence, aggression, and coercive actions. American
Psychological Association.

Terry, D. J., & Hogg, M. A. (1996). Group norms and the attitude-behavior relationship: A role
for group identification. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 776-793.

Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. (1959). The social psychology of groups. New York, NY: Wiley.

Thornhill, A., & Saunders, M. N. K. (1998). What if line managers don’t realize they’re
responsible for HR? Lessons from an organization experiencing rapid change. Personnel
Review, 27, 460-476.

Torrington, D., & Hall, L. (1996). Chasing the rainbow: how seeking status through strategy
misses the point for the personnel function. Employee Relations, 18, 81-97.

Triandis, H. C. (1980). Reflections on trends in cross-cultural research. Journal of Cross-cultural
Psychology, 11, 35-58.

Triandis, H. C., Bontempo, R., Villareal, M. J., Asai, M., & Lucca, N. (1988). Individualism and
collectivism: Cross-cultural perspectives on self-ingroup relationships. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 323-338.

Trullen, J., Stirpe, L., Bonache, J., & Valverde, M. (2016). The HR department's contribution to

136



line managers' effective implementation of HR practices. Human Resource Management
Journal, 26, 449-470.

Valentine, S., Hollingworth, D., & Eidsness, B. (2014). Ethics-related selection and reduced
ethical conflict as drivers of positive work attitudes: Delivering on employees’ expectations
for an ethical workplace, Personnel Review, 43, 692-716.

Valentine, S., Greller, M. M., & Richtermeyer, S. B. (2006). Employee job response as a
function of ethical context and perceived organization support. Journal of Business
Research, 59, 582-588.

VandeWalle, D. (1997). Development and validation of a work domain goal orientation
instrument. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 57, 995-1015.

VandeWalle, D. (2003). A goal orientation model of feedback-seeking behavior. Human
Resource Management Review, 13, 581-604.

VandeWalle, D., Brown, S. P., Cron, W. L., & Slocum Jr, J. W. (1999). The influence of goal
orientation and self-regulation tactics on sales performance: A longitudinal field
test. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84, 249-259.

VandeWalle, D., Cron, W. L., & Slocum Jr, J. W. (2001). The role of goal orientation following
performance feedback. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 629-640.

Van Erde, W., & Thierry, H. (1996). Vroom’s expectancy models and work-related criteria: A
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 575-586.

Van Sell, M., Brief, A. P., & Schuler, R. S. (1981). Role conflict and role ambiguity: Integration
of the literature and directions for future research. Human Relations, 34, 43-71.

Van Waeyenberg, T., & Decramer, A. (2018). Line managers’ AMO to manage employees’

performance: The route to effective and satisfying performance management. The

137



International Journal of Human Resource Management, 29, 3093-3114.

Van Yperen, N. W. (2003). Task interest and actual performance: the moderating effects of
assigned and adopted purpose goals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85,
1006-1015.

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. Wiley.

Waldman, D. A., Galvin, B. M., & Walumbwa, F. O. (2013). The development of motivation to
lead and leader role identity. Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 20, 156-168.

Wang, M., & Takeuchi, R. (2007). The role of goal orientation during expatriation: A cross-
sectional and longitudinal investigation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1437-1445.

Wang, Z., Xing, L., & Zhang, Y. (2021). Do high-performance work systems harm employees’
health? An investigation of service-oriented HPWS in the Chinese healthcare sector.
International Journal of Human Resource Management, 32, 2264-2297.

Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E., & Austin, J. T. (2000). Cynicism about organizational change:
Measurement, antecedents, and correlates. Group & Organization Management, 25, 132—
153.

Watson, D., & Slack, A. K. (1993). General factors of affective temperament and their relation to
job satisfaction over time. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 54,
181-202.

Wayne, S. J., Shore, L. M., & Liden, R. C. (1997). Perceived organizational support and leader-
member exchange: A social exchange perspective. The Academy of Management Journal,
40, 82-111.

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations (Vol. 3). Sage.

Weiss, H. M. (1977). Subordinate imitation of supervisor behavior: The role of modeling in

138



organizational socialization. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 19, 89—
105.

Welbourne, T. M., Johnson, D. E., & Erez, A. (1998). The role-based performance scale:
Validity analysis of a theory-based measure. Academy of Management Journal, 41, 540
555.

Wells, G. L. (1978). Applied eyewitness-testimony research: System variables and estimator
variables. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36, 1546-1557.

Whitener, E. M. (2001). Do “high commitment” human resource practices affect employee
commitment? A cross-level analysis using hierarchical linear modeling. Journal of
Management, 27, 515-535.

Whitaker, B. G., & Dahling, J. J. (2013). The Influence of Autonomy and Supervisor Political
Skill on the Use and Consequences of Peer Intimidation in Organizations. Human
Performance, 26, 353-373.

Whittaker, S., & Marchington, M. (2003). Devolving HR responsibility to the line. Employee
Relations, 25, 245-261.

Wilier, R. (2009). Groups reward individual sacrifice: The status solution to the collective action
problem. American Sociological Review, 74, 23-43.

Wolters, C. A. (2004). Advancing Achievement Goal Theory: Using Goal Structures and Goal
Orientations to Predict Students' Motivation, Cognition, and Achievement. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 96, 236-250.

Woodrow, C., & Guest, D. E. (2014). When good HR gets bad results: Exploring the challenge
of HR implementation in the case of workplace bullying. Human Resource Management

Journal, 24, 38-56.

139



Wooldridge, B., Schmid, T., & Floyd, S. W. (2008). The middle management perspective on
strategy process: Contributions, synthesis, and future research. Journal of Management, 34,
1190-1221.

Wright, P. M., McMahan, G. C., & McWilliams, A. (1994). Human resources and sustained
competitive advantage: A resource-based perspective. International Journal of Human
Resource Management, 5, 301-326.

Wright, P. M., & Nishii, L. H. (2013). HRM and performance: The role of effective
implementation. In J. Paauwe, D. Guest, & P. Wright (Eds.), HRM & Performance:
Achievements & Challenges. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

Yang, K. S. (1981). The formation and change of Chinese personality: A cultural-ecological
perspective. Acta Psychologica Taiwanica, 23, 39-56.

Yang, Z., Liu, P., & Cui, Z. (2021). Strengths-based job crafting and employee creativity: The
role of job self-efficacy and workplace status. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 748747.

Yoon, J., & Thye, S. (2000). Supervisor support in the work place: Legitimacy and positive
affectivity. The Journal of Social Psychology, 140, 295-316.

Zhao, H., Liu, W., Li, J., & Yu, X. (2019). Leader—-member exchange, organizational
identification, and knowledge hiding: The moderating role of relative leader—-member
exchange. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 40, 834-848.

Zhou, J., & George, J. M. (2001). When job dissatisfaction leads to creativity: Encouraging the
expression of voice. Academy of Management Journal, 44, 682—696.

Zohar, D. (2000). A group-level model of safety climate: Testing the effect of group climate on
microaccidents in manufacturing jobs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85, 587-596.

Zohar, D. (2003). Safety climate: Conceptual and measurement issues. In J. C. Quick, & L. E.

140



Tetrick (Eds.), Handbook of occupational health psychology (pp. 123-142). American
Psychological Association.

Zohar, D., & Luria, G. (2005). A multilevel model of safety climate: Cross-level relationships
between organization and group-level climates. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 616—

628.

141



