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Abstract
Purpose – HR practices are only effective if they are well accepted by employees. The purpose of this 
paper is to explore the effect of two forms of support on the acceptance of newly introduced HR 
practices (NHRPs): that of top managers and of supervisors. In addition, the authors analyze how these 
two forms of support work in conjunction with one another. The authors argue that a lack of 
consistency between the two impairs NHRP acceptance. The authors also explore variations in 
acceptance under different organizational climates.
Design/methodology/approach – The analysis is based on an original sample of 307 employees 
from nine multinational companies operating in Spain. Multilevel regression analysis is used to test the 
hypotheses.
Findings – The authors found that top management support, supervisor support, and innovation 
climate are all predictors of NHRP acceptance. The authors also found that low supervisor support 
reduces the effect of top management support. Finally, the authors found that innovation climate is not 
a substitute for management and supervisor support.
Practical implications – The findings suggest that top management and supervisor behavior is 
critical to gaining employee acceptance of NHRPs, no matter how well designed such practices are or 
how well they address the needs of the organization and its employees. The findings also indicate that 
top managers and supervisors should coordinate the introduction of NHRPs, since employees perceive 
support signals from these two agents not only individually but also in conjunction.
Originality/value – Recognizing that employee acceptance is an important determinant of the 
effectiveness of HR practices, the authors make a unique contribution to the literature by investigating 
some critical contextual enablers of acceptance.
Keywords Acceptance, HR practices, Top management support, Innovation climate,
Supervisor support

Introduction
Numerous studies show that HR practices enhance organizational performance by
positively influencing employee attitudes and behaviors. However, research has begun
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to acknowledge that employee reaction to HR practices is an important antecedent of
the effectiveness of such practices, for they cannot deliver the desired organizational
outcomes without employee positive response (Nishii et al., 2008). Moreover, although
there is no strong evidence showing the extent to which employees view HR practices
favorably, some recent data suggest caution in that respect. For example, Cantrell and
Smith (2010) found that barely one-third of the employees in a wide sample of American
firms held a favorable opinion of HR practices in their respective workplaces.

Low acceptance of HR practices can be costly; in addition to development,
implementation, and opportunity costs, it may also entail critical HR costs. Indeed, it
may result in negative work attitudes and increased feelings of stress (Bacon and
Blyton, 2005), thereby reducing employee output. Similarly, it may cause absenteeism
and withdrawal behaviors (Fisher and Howell, 2004). Consequently, some scholars
have suggested that, as a measure of effectiveness, employee acceptance of HR
practices is as important as objective measures such as ROI or productivity (Gómez-
Mejía and Balkin, 1987).

For these reasons, it is worthwhile to analyze the circumstances under which HR
practices can best gain acceptance. In this study we explore the role of top management
and supervisor behavior as an antecedent of acceptance. We also analyze the
consequences of inconsistencies between top management and supervisor behavior. In
addition, we examine whether readiness to accept HR practices is associated with
organizational climate, and how climate interacts with top management and supervisor
behavior to influence acceptance. We test our hypotheses using an original sample of
307 employees from nine multinational companies operating in Spain. Specifically, our
focus is on the acceptance of 36 HR practices recently introduced in such companies;
that is, practices that are perceived as new by employees. For this reason we refer to
them as new HR practices. We believe that such an analysis may offer relevant
insights to firms aiming to successfully implement changes and innovations in their HR
management.

Theory and hypotheses
Firms have become considerably more interested in investing in HR practices in recent
years. Investments in HR practices are supported by many studies showing a positive
relationship between these practices and such organizational outcomes as increased
efficiency, productivity, and profitability (Guest and Bos-Nehles, 2013). However,
research has also begun to acknowledge that the mere use of HR practices may not be
sufficient to enhance business success: they have to translate into productive employee
behavior (Schuler and Jackson, 1987). For this to happen, employees must first
respond positively to HR practices. Building on the recognition that HR practices and
performance are very distal from one another, Wright and Nishii (2013) proposed a
multi-level process model of SHRM that theoretically shows how employees’
perceptions and interpretations of HR practices affect their work attitudes and
behaviors, which in turn influence organizational outcomes. Purcell and Kinnie (2007)
echoed such a model, arguing that employees’ perceptions of HR practices is at the
heart of any HR causal chain “because [employees] are the focal point of HR
practices and they deliver performance” (p. 548). Consistent with this view, Nishii et al.
(2008) found that positive employee perceptions of HR policies deliver desired
behaviors, which in turn positively affect performance. In contrast, negative employee
perceptions are inversely related to expected behaviors and performance. These
findings suggest that even well-intended and strategically designed HR practices may



not succeed in eliciting the desired behaviors unless workers hold positive views
about them. Based on previous research on employee responses to organizational
innovations and organizational change (e.g. Jones et al., 2005), in the present study,
we use the term acceptance to refer to the extent to which employees feel positive about
an HR practice.

Acceptance is especially key when it comes to newly introduced HR practices
(NHRPs) – HR practices with which employees are not familiar. NHRPs, like
other kinds of workplace innovations, can sometimes disrupt existing procedures
and work habits. Such disruptions may engender ambivalent or even negative
feelings as employees wonder how the NHRP will affect them personally.
For example, Fisher and Howell (2004) described the case of a specific practice such
as the introduction of new HR self-service modules which was perceived by
workers as requiring them to perform additional (and unrewarded) tasks that were
previously handled by HR.

As mentioned in the Introduction, negative employee perceptions of NHRPs are not
uncommon; indeed, Cantrell and Smith (2010) suggested that they are sometimes
seen “more as a barrier to performance improvement than as an enabler” (p. 16). Such
negative feelings toward NHRPs may be counterproductive for the organization in
terms of lower productivity resulting from employee stress (Bacon and Blyton, 2005;
Nishii et al., 2008) and even turnover costs resulting from reduced employee
commitment expressed through withdrawal behaviors (Fisher and Howell, 2004;
van Dam, 2005).

We have found only a few studies that attempt to systematically identify the key
factors in employee acceptance of NHRPs. Kossek (1989) found higher acceptance
among workers with more seniority and/or higher position in the firm. More recent
studies have suggested that positive responses may be fostered by: characterizing the
NHRP as not threatening job security (Bacon and Blyton, 2005); accompanying it with a
pay increase or other incentive (Bacon and Blyton, 2006); and clearly and prominently
describing the NHRP’s intentions to employees (Nishii et al., 2008). Referring to HR
practices in general, Cantrell and Smith (2010) found higher acceptance when such
practices are geared to the characteristics of each employee work group in the firm. The
reputation of the HR department within the firm may also be a factor in acceptance of
HR practices (Ferris et al., 2007). Finally, focussing specifically on employee acceptance
of HR information systems, some studies have highlighted antecedents such as
perceived organizational support and managerial pressure (Marler et al., 2009), and
organizational culture ( Jones et al., 2005).

Our study attempts to expand on this research by exploring how NHRP acceptance
is influenced by two types of supportive behavior: that of top management and that
of supervisors. Weick (1995) described sense-making as the process by which people
confronted with a new and ambiguous situation are able to refer to their surroundings
to make sense of and respond to the novel situation. NHRPs are, by definition, novel
situations for employees. From a sense-making perspective, the acceptance of a NHRP
will depend on the meanings employees attach to it, based on the cues in their
organizational surroundings. Among those cues, the behavior of supervisors and
managers will be important (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991). The behavior of supervisors
and managers is also important to the related construct of sense-giving – “the process
of attempting to influence the sensemaking and meaning construction of others toward
a preferred redefinition of organizational reality” (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991, p. 442).
From a sense-giving perspective, they may orchestrate cues and attempt to manage the



meaning employees attach to organizational events and thus their response to such
events (Stensaker et al., 2008).

In addition to management behavior, the workplace environment in which NHRPs
are introduced is also important. In particular, organizational climate may play a
prominent role in influencing employee sense making (Robinson et al., 2005). Thus,
we will explore the influence of organizational climate on employee acceptance of
NHRPs. Finally, in an attempt to discern connections among the variables of interest,
we will explore the interplay between organizational climate and the support of top
management and supervisors in terms of their joint effects on employee acceptance
of NHRPs.

Top management support
While there is scant literature on the role of top management in HR implementation
(Guest and Bos-Nehles, 2013), the role of top management in successful HR changes has
been acknowledged (Boria-Reverter et al., 2013; Tanure and Gonzalez-Duarte, 2007).
Because of their elite status, top management behavior sends powerful messages to the
workforce about the importance to the organization of the HR practice in question
(Choi et al., 2011; Klein et al., 2001). In a case study, Stanton et al. (2010) observed
that CEO commitment to HR provided links between organizational strategy and HR
strategy, allowing employees to form positive associations with HRM and its
outcomes. They concluded that top management behavior is a clear differentiator in the
success of any HR activity. Cascio et al. (2010) suggest that top management
support for a new organizational practice promotes acceptance by leading employees to
think that the company is making improvements and striving to be successful
in the long run. Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991) proposed that top managers are primary
agents of sense-giving, possessing the ability to directly influence employees’ thinking
and attitudes. They documented a case in which the CEO first developed an abstract
vision of the change and then disseminated it to employees, thereby influencing
through sense-giving their understanding and acceptance of the change. Thus,
we propose:

H1. Employees will display greater acceptance of NHRPs if they perceive greater
top management support for the practices.

Supervisor support
Leadership research has extensively treated the influence of supervisors on how
employees experience the workplace. Supervisor support, for example, has been found
to be a main antecedent of job satisfaction (Griffin et al., 2001). “Leader-member
exchange” research has also highlighted that employees’ productive behavior can often
be understood as a function of the quality of their relationship with the supervisor
(Alfes et al., 2013). It has also been shown that, given the immediacy of their
relationships with employees, supervisors are critical agents of the organization
through which employees shape their perception of workplace events (Ertürk, 2008;
Oreg and Berson, 2011). Although supervisors are not always HR specialists, they are
charged with the delivery of HR practices (Purcell and Hutchinson, 2007). Based on
interview material, Purcell and Hutchinson (2007) concluded that most of the HR
practices experienced by employees are those enacted by supervisors, implying a sort
of “symbiotic relationship between [supervisors] and HR practices” (p. 16). More
recently, McCarthy et al. (2013) echoed this conclusion by arguing that as HR policies
cascade down the organizational hierarchy, line managers and supervisors become



important stakeholders in influencing how employees interpret and react to espoused
HR policies.

Supervisors’ actions may thus constitute important cues which help employees to
make sense of NHRPs and generate expectations of responding positively to them
(Tierney and Farmer, 2004). By displaying support, supervisors promote awareness
of the NHRP, encourage employees to incorporate it into daily work processes
(McCarthy et al., 2013), and deliver signals about its significance for work unit goals
(Townsend et al., 2012).

Supervisors are also strong sense-giving agents. For example, Smith et al. (2010)
showed how plant managers actively engaged in shaping the way subordinates viewed
the organization and its values through what they called “everyday sense-giving
activities” (e.g. daily walks in the plant or regular meals with subordinates). In the
case of NHRPs, supervisors may influence employee responses by acting as
“interpreters” of the practices, helping employees to contextualize them in their work
unit and understand how the practices may improve the job experience and deliver
individual benefits (Townsend et al., 2012). This implies, of course, that supervisors’
behavior may also be counterproductive, particularly if they lack understanding of the
NHRPs or the analytical and functional skills required to enact them correctly, resulting
in inconsistencies between intended and actual practices (Purcell and Kinnie, 2007). In
any case, one would expect that:

H2. Employees will display greater acceptance of NHRPs when they perceive
greater supervisor support for the practices.

Inconsistencies between top management and supervisor support
As illustrated in Cascio et al.’s (2010) study of the adoption of a sales force automation
technology, consistently strong support for a NHRP by both supervisors and top
managers sends a signal that the entire organization is committed to and is
serious about the NHRP implementation. Consistent messages across all hierarchy
layers also promote the understanding and application of HR processes (Stanton
et al., 2010).

However, the level of support shown by supervisory and management levels is not
always equal. Top management may strongly support a NHRP while the supervisor
does not, or vice versa. We argue that weak support by one of the two is likely not
only to hinder acceptance, but also to negatively moderate the effect of support by the
other part.

Consider a case in which top management support is strong but supervisor support
is weak. Because, as mentioned, supervisors are charged with putting NHRPs into
practice (Purcell and Hutchinson, 2007), lack of supervisor support may lead employees
to perceive the practice as neither essential nor valued. Such perceptions may reduce
the effect of top management support for the NHRP. Conversely, since top management
supportive behavior gives legitimacy to supervisors’ endeavors (Bowen and Ostroff,
2004), weak top management support may lead employees to believe that the practice is
not a priority to the firm. Consequently they may attach less value to the support
shown by their supervisors. Thus, we propose:

H3a. Top management support of NHRPs has a weaker influence on employee
acceptance if supervisor support is also weak.

H3b. Supervisor support of NHRPs has a weaker influence on employee acceptance
if top management support is also weak.



Innovation climate
In addition to management behavior, a contextual cue that may facilitate NHRPs’
acceptance is organizational climate – “the message employees get about what is
important in the organization” (Schneider and Bowen, 1995, p. 239) based on the
policies, practices, and procedures they experience on an ongoing basis (Dawson et al.,
2008). Organizational climate models the way employees build the meaning of
workplace reality and events, thus guiding employee attitudes and behavior (Schneider
and Bowen, 1995).

Of particular interest for the acceptance of NHRPs is the strength of an
organization’s innovation climate – the extent to which employees perceive that
continuous improvement is important within the organization. If, for instance, an
organization is strongly anchored to its routines, and its employees rarely experience
alterations in standard work processes, then the innovation climate is likely to be weak.
Conversely, if the organization values constant improvement and regularly introduces
changes, such as upgrading of technology or improvements in work techniques,
and its employees are relatively accustomed to experiencing change and realigning to
novel organizational circumstances and procedures, then the innovation climate is
likely to be strong.

Making (positive) sense of NHRPs may be a less demanding exercise for employees
in strong innovation climates, where the introduction of these new practices is likely to
be understood as a normal and appropriate organizational effort, consistent with the
“way of doing things” in an organization that is habitually open to new ideas (Rogers,
1995). Acceptance may accordingly be a likely response. One should also expect that
innovation climates will help attract and retain employees with more innovation
friendly personalities, which will in turn increase the likelihood of positive response to
NHRPs. Thus, we propose:

H4. Employees will display greater acceptance of NHRPs if they perceive a stronger
innovation climate within the organization.

Innovation climate’s moderation effect
Organizational climate is rather stable over time and exerts a constant, though silent,
influence on employee behavior (Dawson et al., 2008). The silent character and
constancy of climate suggest that, for NHRP acceptance, the importance of support
activities by top management and supervisors may be contingent on climate. Because
in weak innovation climates employees are less familiar with change and novel events
such as NHRPs, one might expect that top management and supervisor support would
be particularly important for employees to make sense of and respond to NHRPs. Thus,
weak innovation climate may enhance the importance for NHRP acceptance of having
supportive managers and supervisors. Conversely, in strong innovation climates,
where employees are more prone to consider the introduction of NHRPs as “normal
praxis,”we may expect top management and supervisor support to be less important in
shaping employee attribution of and response to new practices. A strong innovation
climate, in other words, may have a substitution effect over other contextual enablers
of acceptance. Thus, we propose:

H5. When employees perceive a stronger innovation climate within the
organization: (a) top management support and (b) supervisor support will
exert a lower influence on their acceptance of NHRPs.

According to the hypotheses above, a proposed model is developed (Figure 1).



Methodology
Sample
To test our hypotheses we adopted a field study methodology, surveying employees
from nine workplaces located in Spain. Workplaces ranged in size from 700 to 8,000
employees and belonged to different industries (i.e. banking, insurance, social services,
software, express carrier and package delivery, nutrition, electronics and
telecommunications). Four of these workplaces were Spanish headquarters of
multinational companies and five were subsidiaries of foreign multinationals. HR
managers in each workplace were asked to identify up to four NHRPs that they had
implemented in the previous year. A total of 36 NHRPs were identified. All the practices
were championed by the HR department and aimed at non-managerial employees.
(Details of the practices are presented in the next section.)

With the assistance of the HR department in each company, we randomly selected
employees who were affected by the NHRPs identified. For each practice we selected
20 employees from the same department who answered only about that practice. This
made a target sample for the nine workplaces of 720 employees (eighty employees
per workplace).

Data collection
To collect the data, we first sent an e-mail to all employees in our sample inviting
them to participate in an online survey. This e-mail informed employees about
the content of the study, describing it as an examination of the characteristics of the
implementation process of new HR practices in their firms. Prior to our e-mail, the HR
director of each company informed the targeted employees of the importance of the
survey to the company, emphasizing that the data would be received solely by an
external constituency, and would be handled anonymously and exclusively for
statistical purposes. A link in the e-mail text allowed employees to enter the
questionnaire after logging in through a personal username and password provided
by us. We automatically received completed questionnaires in an e-mail account
created ad hoc. While survey questions were identical for all employees, the
introduction to the survey was customized so that it mentioned the specific NHRP that

Top Management
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Inconsistency Between
Top Management and
Supervisor Support

NHRP
Acceptance

Innovation
Climate

H1

H2

H3a H3b
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Figure 1.
The proposed model



was appropriate to the respondent. Data were gathered during the months of
September and October of 2010. A total of 434 employees answered the survey,
representing a 61 percent response rate. Such an unusual response rate is justified by
the fact that top management of the participant firms was highly committed to the
study. The study itself was part of a larger research initiative aimed at exploring
innovative HR practices and their linkages with corporate success. This research
initiative, which was coordinated by a Spanish business school, was led by one of the
CEOs of the companies involved, whose role was crucial in the recruitment of other
companies for participating in the study.

In preparing the survey, we followed some of the strategies suggested by Podsakoff
et al. (2003) to reduce the likelihood of common method bias, such as separating items
measuring the same construct in the questionnaire, emphasizing that there were no
“right” or “wrong” answers, and, as mentioned above, assuring respondent anonymity.
We also asked HR managers of the nine workplaces to review the final wording of the
survey items in order to assure that they were readable, clear and relevant to their
workplace contexts.

Our sample size comprised 307 usable questionnaires (42.6 percent of the initial
target sample). In all, 58 percent of the respondents were female and 42 percent
were male. In total, 25 percent were age 35 or younger, 65 percent were between 36 and
50, and 10 percent were older than 50. Table I shows the 36 NHRPs introduced
by the firms in the sample as well as the number of valid questionnaires received for
each practice.

Measures
NHRP acceptance. Acceptance of new organizational practices can be conceptualized in
a variety of ways (see Frambach and Schillewaert, 2002). What matters in the case of
NHRPs is whether the employee has a positive perception of them, as this will influence
their effectiveness (Nishii et al., 2008). Drawing from research on employee responses
to organizational innovations and organizational change, we defined acceptance as the
extent to which employees feel positive about the NHRP. Specifically, acceptance was
measured with a four-item scale adapted from previous research (e.g. Jones et al., 2005).
The items were worded in rather generic terms so that they could be used to assess all
the different NHRPs in our sample. The items selected were the following: “I like the
way this practice is designed,” “I want this practice to continue to be used in the future,”
“This practice is useful in improving the competitiveness of our company,” and “This
practice is useful in improving the way we work.” Response options ranged from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale total score was the average of the
four items’ scores (α¼ 0.84).

Top management support. This construct captures employee perceptions and it was
measured through three items. Employees rated the extent to which they believed that
top management: “has put all its support behind the new practice,” “has stressed the
importance of the new practice,” “has encouraged us to embrace the new practice”
(1¼ very little; 5¼ very much). The scale total score was the average of the three items’
scores (α¼ 0.86).

Supervisor support. Three items were used to measure this construct, which refers to
employee perceptions. Employees rated the extent to which they believed that their
immediate supervisor: “has shown high interest in the new practice,” “has stressed the
value of the new practice for the work unit,” and “has actively pushed to make the new



practice a success” (1¼ very little; 5¼ very much). The scale total score was the
average of the three items’ scores (α¼ 0.84).

Innovation climate. This construct captures employee perceptions. It was measured
with a three-item scale. Respondents rated their level of agreement (1¼ strongly
disagree; 5¼ strongly agree) with the following statements: “In my department/work

Practices

Number of valid
questionnaires

returned
Acceptance

mean

Firm 1 1. Employee suggestion box 7 3.2
2. Use of simulations in internal selection 15 3.4
3. Competency-based appraisal system 6 3.3
4. Flexible work schedule 9 3.9

Firm 2 5. 360 performance appraisal system 9 3.3
6. E-HR administrative services 13 3.8
7. Job rotation 11 4.4
8. International exchange program for employees 11 4.5

Firm 3 9. Employee referral program 12 4.2
10. Conflict management training 12 3.8
11. Competency based appraisal system 11 3.6
12. Mentoring program for high potentials 8 3.7

Firm 4 13. Profit-sharing program 5 4.4
14. Flexible work schedule 7 4.5
15. E-HR administrative services 10 3.9
16. Mentoring program for high potentials 6 3.7

Firm 5 17. Disability awareness training for employees 9 4.3
18. Work-life balance program 7 3.8
19. Job rotation 8 2.9
20. Self-managing work teams 5 3.1

Firm 6 21. 360 performance appraisal system 4 3.8
22. Employee suggestion box 9 4.3
23. Job enlargement 4 3.7
24. Employee referral program 7 4.0

Firm 7 25. Competency based appraisal system 11 4.1
26. E-HR administrative services 8 3.8
27. Employee performance award 6 4.2
28. Use of assessment centers in internal selection 8 3.6

Firm 8 29. Profit-sharing program 5 4.6
30. Job enlargement 4 3.7
31. Training on problem-solving methods 7 3.9
32. Training for communication skills 7 3.5

Firm 9 33. New performance based pay system 12 3.8
34. Self-managing work teams 12 4.2
35. Work-life balance program 10 3.8
36. Job enrichment 12 3.7

Notes: The low number of valid questionnaires for some NHRPs is due to the fact that we used
listwise deletion for our analysis. Listwise deletion method drops all observations from subjects with
missing data on any of the variables considered. Although it may result in sample attrition, in
regression analyses (i.e. our statistical method, which we will present further on) listwise deletion has
the advantage of allowing the estimation of the regression coefficients for each independent variable
based on the same set of observations. For this reason, it is preferable to other methods for handling
missing data (Allison, 2002)

Table I.
New HR practices
introduced by the
firms in the sample



unit there is pressure to innovate and improve the way we work”; “My department/
work unit pursues the adoption of best management practices”; and “In my
department/work unit, due to cultural and structural problems, it is very difficult to
improve the way we do things” (reverse coded). The scale total score was the average
of the three items’ scores (α¼ 0.79).

Control variables. In our analyses we controlled for the following variables: personal
benefit derived from the new HR practice, personal innovativeness, employee gender,
employee age, and firm.

Personal benefit was included in the analysis because employees may be more
receptive to NHRPs when they anticipate positive outcomes for themselves from the
practice (van Dam, 2005). Because the kind of practices considered could affect
employees’ chances of promotion, we controlled for perceived promotion opportunities
provided by the practice as a potential personal benefit. Respondents rated their
level of agreement (1¼ strongly disagree; 5¼ strongly agree) with the following
statement: “This new HR practice improves my chances of promotion.” We also
controlled for the impact that the NHRP had on personal monetary remuneration.
Respondents rated their level of agreement (1¼ strongly disagree; 5¼ strongly agree)
with the following statement: “This new HR practice improves my monetary
remuneration.”

We measured personal innovativeness, which represents an individual tendency to
respond positively to new organizational practices through a four-item scale adapted
from Agarwal and Prasad (1998). On a five-point scale, employees were asked the
extent to which they agreed with the following statements (1¼ strongly disagree;
5¼ strongly agree): “I am generally cautious about accepting new ideas,” “I rarely trust
new ideas until I can see whether the vast majority of people around me accept them,” “I
am aware that I am usually one of the last people in my group to accept something
new,” and “I am reluctant to adopt new ways of doing things until I see them working
for people around me.”We computed the average of the items’ scores to obtain the scale
total score (α¼ 0.76). A high score on this scale indicates weak personal
innovativeness.

We also used gender as a control, as it has been found to affect response to new
organizational practices (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Gender was measured with a dummy
variable (0¼male; 1¼ female). Additionally, we controlled for respondent age, as
individuals tend to become less open to innovations with age (Venkatesh et al.,
2003). Age was measured via an ordinal variable with three categories
(1¼ younger than 35; 2¼ between 35 and 50; and 3¼ older than 50). Finally, we
used nine dummy variables to control for the firm where a given respondent
was employed.

Following Podsakoff et al. (2003), we used Harman’s one-factor test to examine
whether the data suffered from common method bias. The unrotated factor solution
yielded three factors with eigenvalues W1.0 that accounted for 61.2 percent of the
variance, while the largest factor did not account for a majority of the variance.
This reduced the likelihood that common method variance was a problem in this study.
The first factor (i.e. NHRP acceptance, top management support, supervisor support,
and innovation climate) accounted for 25.5 percent of the variance; the second factor
(i.e. impact on remuneration and promotion opportunities) accounted for 20.8 percent
of the variance; and the third factor (i.e. personal innovativeness) accounted for 14.9
percent of the variance.



Analysis and results
Descriptive statistics and correlations are reported in Table II.

As shown, the average level of acceptance of the different NHRPs was 3.8, with a
standard deviation of 0.9. The minimum level of acceptance for an NHRP was
2.9 and the maximum was 4.6 (see Table I). Interestingly, there were cases where two
very similar practices had rather different levels of acceptance (e.g. job rotation in
firms 2 and 5).

Next, to test our hypotheses we carried out multilevel regression analyses allowing
for random intercepts at the department level in order to account for group-level
heterogeneity and non-independence of observations. Table III shows the results.

We started by regressing acceptance on the control variables (Model 1). As shown,
promotion opportunities, impact on remuneration and personal innovativeness are
significantly associated with acceptance, whereas gender and age are not. Next, we
added our predictors to the regression while maintaining the control variables. In
Model 2 we introduced top management (TM) and supervisor (S) support. The analysis
indicates that both variables significantly predict acceptance, thus confirming H1 and
H2. Models 3 and 4 were run to test H3a and H3b. To this end, we first constructed a
variable indicating the degree of inconsistency between top management and
supervisor support. Such a variable is the result of the difference in absolute terms
between top management and supervisor support. The higher the value of this
variable, the larger the level of inconsistency. As shown in Model 3, this variable is not
significantly associated with acceptance. Then, after mean-centering the variables in
order to avoid multicollinearity, we introduced the interactions of this variable with top
management support and supervisor support. As shown in Model 5, the interaction
term with top management support is negatively and significantly related to
acceptance. However, the interaction term with supervisor support is not
significantly associated with acceptance. Hence, these findings confirm H3a but not
H3b. In Model 5 we introduced, as a predictor, innovation climate. As shown,
results indicate a positive and significant association between climate and acceptance,
thus supporting H4. Finally, in order to test H5a and H5b, we introduced in Models 6
and 7, the interactions of climate with top management support and climate with
supervisor support, respectively. All variables were first mean-centered. As expected,
all of these interaction terms are negatively associated with acceptance. However,
associations are very small and lack statistical significance, which lead us to reject
H5a and H5b.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. NHRP acceptance 3.8 0.9
2. Gender 1.9 0.6 0.03
3. Age 0.6 0.5 −0.08 0.18**
4. Promotion opportunities 3.0 1.2 0.42** 0.11* −0.07
5. Impact on remuneration 2.3 1.2 0.34** 0.09 −0.06 57**
6. Personal innovativeness 1.7 0.5 −0.17** −0.02 0.02 0.01 0.10
7. Top management support 3.4 0.9 0.48** 0.01 0.06 0.28** 0.17 −0.06
8. Supervisor support 3.1 1.0 0.47** 0.10 0.02 0.44** 0.31* −0.03 0.38**
9. Innovation climate 3.7 0.7 0.41** 0.06 0.16** 0.30** 0.25** −0.14** 0.28** 0.34**

Notes: n¼ 307. *po0.05; **po0.01 two-tailed

Table II.
Correlation matrix
and descriptive
statistics
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It is worth noting that, despite high correlations between some of the predictors, VIF
values ranged from 1.1 to 1.9, suggesting that multicollinearity effects were not
influencing the regressions. Also, likelihood ratio tests confirm that multilevel random-
intercepts models fit the data significantly better than standard OLS regressions.

Additional analyses
Despite their widespread use, difference scores – which we used to test H3a and H3b –
are prone to some methodological problems (Edwards, 2002). Particularly, in our case
their potential low reliability may affect the testing of H3a and H3b. Hence, we carried
out some additional analyses without using difference scores to further validate
our results.

First, following Edwards (2002), we have performed a polynomial regression
(Table IV).

As shown in Table IV, the surface test a4, which indicates how discrepancy between
top management and supervisor support relates to acceptance, is positive and non-
significant, suggesting that inconsistency per se does not matter much for acceptance.
This is consistent with the findings we obtained through multilevel regression
analyses, which also indicate a positive and non-significant association between top
management and supervisor support inconsistency and acceptance (Table III, Model 4).
Such results apparently suggest that our measure of inconsistency is reliable, thus
validating our tests of H3a and H3b.

Model 1

Control variables
Gender −0.06
Age −0.10
Promotion opportunities 0.10**
Impact on remuneration 0.07*
Personal innovativeness −0.17**
Firm Yesa

Independent variables
TM support 0.29***
S support 0.33***
TM support squared −0.01
TM support× S support −0.04
S support squared 0.03
Variance components

Individual level 0.5966509
Group (department) level 0.2356154

Model fit
Wald χ² 243.3***
LR test vs OLS 10.44***

Surface tests
a1 0.62***
a2 −0.03
a3 −0.03
a4 0.06

Notes: n¼ 307. Unstandardized coefficients are shown; aYes indicates that the firm dummy variables
were included within the models. *po0.05; **po0.01; ***po0.001

Table IV.
Multilevel
polynomial
regression analysis



As an additional test to validate our analyses, we have run a multilevel regression
using only the sub-sample of employees (n¼ 164) for whom the variable
“inconsistency” took a value higher than 1 (i.e. those employees that perceived at
least some inconsistency between the levels of top management and supervisor
support). The results appear in Table V.

As shown in Table V, for this sub-sample the effect of top management support on
acceptance considerably decreases and becomes non-significant, while the effect of
supervisor support is maintained. These findings appear to fit well with our results
regarding H3a and H3b obtained through difference scores and, in our opinion, give
them additional support.

Discussion
Over the past two decades, research has offered very encouraging findings about the
effect of HR practices on firm performance. Yet, more recent studies show that for HR
practices to produce expected results, they need to be accepted by employees (e.g.
Nishii et al., 2008). Accordingly, it is important to investigate the circumstances under
which new HR practices are most likely to be accepted.

This study offers an examination of some contextual factors influencing acceptance
of NHRPs. Drawing on the sense-making/sense-giving perspective, we argued that
such environmental cues as top management support, supervisor support and
organizational climate may facilitate positive attributions for these new practices by
employees, thus promoting acceptance. Our empirical analyses conducted on an
original sample of employees from nine workplaces in Spain confirm our arguments.

As for top management support, while its role in the success of organizational
innovations has been widely examined (e.g. Klein et al., 2001), so far relatively few
researchers have explored its influence on the success of NHRPs (e.g. Stanton et al.,
2010). Indeed, Guest and Bos-Nehles (2013) have recently marked the consequences of
top management support for HR implementation as a promising area for future

Model 1

Control variables
Gender −0.09
Age −0.25*
Promotion opportunities 0.16**
Impact on remuneration 0.03*
Personal innovativeness −0.20****
Firm Yesa

Independent variables
TM support 0.10
S support 0.17**
Variance components
Individual level 0.6468448
Group (department) level 0.2712225

Model fit
Wald χ² 62.35***
LR test vs OLS 4.33**

Notes: n¼ 164. Unstandardized coefficients are shown. aYes indicates that the firm dummy variables
were included within the model. *po0.05; **po0.01; ***po0.001; ****po0.10

Table V.
Multilevel regression

analysis with the
sub-sample of
employees that

perceived at least
some inconsistency

between top
management and

supervisor support



research. Our study takes a step toward understanding such consequences, suggesting
that top management support for NHRPs is likely to positively influence employees’
perceptions of them. Our analysis also contributes to the literature by highlighting the
effects of supervisor support on employee reactions to NHRPs. Recent research has
indicated that supervisors have a major responsibility in enacting the firm’s HR
practices (e.g. Townsend et al., 2012). We add to this research by showing that
employee acceptance of NHRPs is significantly influenced by supervisor behavior. Our
analysis thus suggests that for employees to respond positively to NHRPs, it is
important that they perceive commitment from both top management and supervisors.

In addition, the study explores the previously neglected question of the relative
influence of top management vs supervisor support upon employee acceptance. In
particular, we focussed on how inconsistencies between the two affect acceptance, and
we found that low supervisor support for NHRPs negatively moderates the effect of top
management support. Figure 2 represents this effect. Conversely, and contrary to what
we expected, if supervisors are supportive of NHRPs, they will be able to influence
acceptance even when top management support is weak.

These findings might be explained by the fact that, compared to top management,
supervisors have a greater cognitive influence over employees because of the closeness
of their relationship (Redman and Snape, 2005). As argued by Purcell and Hutchinson
(2007), supervisors are seen as the main agents of the organization. Accordingly, they
are capable of shaping employee perceptions about what is important and what is not.
Moreover, research has shown that employee commitment to the supervisor may be
even greater than that to the organization (Becker et al., 1996). Such a prominent
role of supervisors would explain why they still influence employee acceptance of
NHRPs even in presence of low top management support, and why the effect of top
management support is noticeably diminished by unsupportive supervisors, as
Figure 2 indicates. In our study, supervisors played a pivotal role in NHRP
implementation. For example, in implementing a flexible work schedule NHRP,
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supervisors clarified expectations for employees interested in adopting it, ensured the
compatibility of each employee’s proposed flexible schedule with that of other team
members, and monitored its impact on their units. In implementing a competency-
based appraisal NHRP, supervisors needed to introduce the initiative to employees in
their unit, outline the employee contributions necessary to making the appraisal
process effective, and devote sufficient time to sit with employees, identify
improvement areas, draft competency-based training needs, and the like. In sum, the
role of supervisors was crucial for the effective implementation of the NHRPs.

Finally, we contribute to the literature by investigating the effect on acceptance of
innovation climate. Our findings suggest that a strong innovation climate may
favorably predispose employees toward NHRPs and facilitate acceptance. However, we
found that a strong innovation climate does not negatively moderate the effect of the
other predictors. While contrary to what we hypothesized, this finding is nonetheless
interesting. It suggests that both top management support and supervisor support are
important acceptance enablers independently of climate setting, and that, as such, they
should be a given in all workplaces. In a weak innovation climate, they may be essential
for employees to make sense of an unusual event (i.e. the NHRP) and reduce the
uncertainty associated with it. In strong innovation climate, where employee exposure
to innovations is high, they may signal the importance of the NHRP.

At the practical level, our findings suggest that managers cannot take for granted
employee acceptance of NHRPs. Our findings may be of particular interest for HR
managers, as they suggest that NHRPs that do not receive visible top management and
supervisor support are likely to gain little acceptance, no matter how well designed
they are or how well they address the needs of the organization and its employees.
Our findings also suggest that employees perceive support signals from these two
agents not only individually but also in conjunction. In particular, supervisor support
of NHRPs is crucial. This being the case, top management should work with
supervisors to ensure their commitment to such new practices. Supervisor commitment
may be enhanced through meetings prior to the introduction of NHRPs to describe a
new practice’s rationale, or even earlier through the involvement of supervisors at the
design stage. Clear communication between HR decision makers and supervisors is
thus pivotal so that supervisors clearly understand the new practice and are equipped
with the analytical and functional skills required to carry out their critical role of
delivering a clear message to the staff about its significance and value. Finally,
although our findings show that workplaces with strong innovation climate may enjoy
some advantages when it comes to introducing NHRPs, it may be a mistake to believe
that innovation climate can be a substitute for management and supervisor support.

The study also suggests areas for future research. For example, while we analyzed
some factors leading to acceptance, we could not explore the effect of acceptance on
the intended outcomes of NHRPs. Future studies should analyze this point. Another
important issue for future research may be the effect of acceptance on employee
attitudes, such as commitment and job satisfaction. From our study we cannot
conclude that higher acceptance is conducive to improved employee attitudes. Neither
can we conclude that employee acceptance of a NHRP is the same as employee
satisfaction with the practice (employees may accept a NHRP and yet they may not be
satisfied with it). Future research should analyze how acceptance of NHRPs relates
to satisfaction with NHRPs. Furthermore, it may be interesting to examine other
contextual enablers of NHRP acceptance besides those considered in this study, such as
the kind of relationship between supervisors and employees. “Leader-member



exchange” may indeed influence employees’ response to change (Oreg and Berson,
2011). It may also be interesting to study acceptance under different levels of firm
competitiveness. It is possible, for example, that employees will more readily accept
NHRPs (even unattractive ones) if the firm is experiencing hard times. Future research
may also study in-depth acceptance of specific NHRPs. It is possible that the
importance of the predictors we identified varies depending on the NHRPs. It is also
worth to be further explored the reasons why similar practices had marked differential
acceptance levels across different firms (e.g. job rotation in firms 2 and 5, Table I).
Besides our acceptance predictors, other factors may also explain these differences.
For example, the idiosyncratic design of the practices in each firm may play a role in
determining employees’ response, implying that there may be effective and not so
effective ways to design a practice vis-à-vis acceptance. Specific features of the
organizational settings in which the practices are introduced may also be relevant to
explain their acceptance. For instance, a given practice may be received differently by
employees depending on its perceived consistency with the firm’s organizational
culture. Finally, it may be interesting to study processes that promote employee
acceptance of NHRPs, which would require a more qualitative approach.

The study is not without limitations, which demand some caution and point to
further issues for future research. First, we used a single source to gather information
on our dependent and independent variables, which presents threats of bias arising
from common method variance. Although the Harman’s one factor test reduced our
concerns regarding this problem, it does not exclude the problem entirely. A second
limitation is related to the fact that we used cross-sectional data. Thus, we cannot rule
out reverse causalities between our dependent and independent variables, though
rationales presented about causations appear sound. A third limitation relates to our
sample, which was limited to nine large companies in Spain. Accordingly, one must
exercise caution in generalizing the findings beyond sampled firms. Finally, due to
listwise deletion of missing data, for some NHRPs we could count on a limited number
of valid questionnaires. There was no specific pattern in the distribution of the missing
data. Thus, the low number of valid questionnaires for some practices should not
undermine the generalizability of our results to sampled firms.

Conclusion
Recent developments in SHRM research have distinctly indicated that the link between
HR practices and performance cannot take place unless the practices are viewed
positively by their recipients, that is, the employees. The present study makes a unique
contribution to the literature by investigating some contextual factors influencing
acceptance of NHRPs, and by doing so it also suggests possible ways to introduce them
more effectively. The time is right to further develop this research field. We hope that
this study will help pave the way.

References

Agarwal, R. and Prasad, J. (1998), “Are individual differences germane to the acceptance of new
information technologies?”, Decision Sciences, Vol. 30 No. 2, pp. 361-391.

Alfes, K., Shantz, A.D., Truss, C. and Soane, E.C. (2013), “The link between perceived human
resource management practices, engagement and employee behaviour: a moderated
mediation model”, International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 24 No. 2,
pp. 330-351.

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F09585192.2012.679950&isi=000311550300006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5915.1999.tb01614.x&isi=000086414700005


Allison, P.D. (2002), Missing Data, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Bacon, N. and Blyton, P. (2005), “Worker responses to teamworking: exploring employee
attributions of managerial motives”, International Journal of Human Resource
Management, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 238-255.

Bacon, N. and Blyton, P. (2006), “The effects of co-operating or conflicting over work
restructuring: evidence from employees”, The Sociological Review, Vol. 54 No. 1, pp. 1-19.

Becker, T.E., Billings, R.S., Eveleth, D.M. and Gilbert, N.L. (1996), “Foci and bases of employee
commitment: implications for job performance”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 39
No. 2, pp. 464-482.

Boria-Reverter, S., Crespi-Vallbona, M., García-González, A. and Vizuente-Luciano, E. (2013), “Los
valores compartidos en la empresa española”,Universia Business Review, Vol. 37 No. 1,
pp. 68-85.

Bowen, D.E. and Ostroff, C. (2004), “Understanding HRM-firm performance linkages: the role
of the ‘strength’ of the HRM system”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 29 No. 2,
pp. 203-321.

Cantrell, S. and Smith, D. (2010), Workforce of One: Revolutionizing Talent Management through
Customization, Harvard Business Press, Boston, MA.

Cascio, R., Mariadoss, B.J. and Mouri, N. (2010), “The impact of management commitment
alignment on salespersons’ adoption of sales force automation technologies: an empirical
investigation”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 39 No. 7, pp. 1088-1096.

Choi, J.N., Sung, S.Y., Lee, K. and Cho, D.-S. (2011), “Balancing cognition and emotion: innovation
implementation as a function of cognitive appraisal and emotional reactions toward
innovation”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 107-124.

Dawson, J.F., González-Romá, V., Davis, A.J. and West, M.A. (2008), “Organizational climate and
climate strengths in UK hospitals”, European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 89-111.

Edwards, J.R. (2002), “Alternatives to difference scores: polynomial regression analysis and
response surface methodology”, in Drasgow, F. and Schmitt, N.W. (Eds), Advances in
Measurement and Data Analysis, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA, pp. 350-400.

Ertürk, A. (2008), “A trust-based approach to promote employees’ openness to organizational
change in Turkey”, International Journal of Manpower, Vol. 29 No. 5, pp. 462-483.

Ferris, G.R., Perrewé, P.L., Ranft, A.L., Zinko, R., Stoner, J.S., Brouer, R.L. and Laird, M.D. (2007),
“Human resources reputation and effectiveness”, Human Resource Management Review,
Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 117-130.

Fisher, S.L. and Howell, A.W. (2004), “Beyond user acceptance: an examination of employee
reactions to information technology systems”, Human Resource Management, Vol. 43
No. 2, pp. 243-258.

Frambach, R.T. and Schillewaert, N. (2002), “Organizational innovation adoption. A multi-level
framework of determinants and opportunities for future research”, Journal of Business
Research, Vol. 55 No. 2, pp. 163-176.

Gioia, D.A. and Chittipeddi, K. (1991), “Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic change
initiation”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 12 No. 6, pp. 433-448.

Gómez-Mejía, L.R. and Balkin, D.B. (1987), “The determinants of personnel manager
perceptions of effective drug testing programs”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 40 No. 4,
pp. 745-764.

Griffin, M.A., Patterson, M. and West, M.A. (2001), “Job satisfaction and team work: the role of
supervisory support”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 22 No. 5, pp. 537-550.

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.684&isi=000286290500007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.4250120604&isi=A1991GE73500003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F0958519042000311426&isi=000226668500006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F0958519042000311426&isi=000226668500006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.hrmr.2007.03.003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.101&isi=000170376700005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F256788&isi=A1996UE39800009
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.indmarman.2009.12.010&isi=000283613500007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0148-2963%2800%2900152-1&isi=000172709200011
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0148-2963%2800%2900152-1&isi=000172709200011
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000220575500003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594320601046664&isi=000254655900006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594320601046664&isi=000254655900006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1744-6570.1987.tb00622.x&isi=A1987L313600004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F01437720810888580&isi=000260712700005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-954X.2006.00599.x&isi=000235937600001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fhrm.20018&isi=000223585200010


Guest, D.E. and Bos-Nehles, A. (2013), “HRM and performance: the role of effective
implementation”, in Paauwe, J., Guest, D.E. and Wright, P.W. (Eds), HRM and
Performance: Achievements and Challenges, Wiley, Chichester, pp. 79-96.

Jones, R.A., Jimmieson, N.L. and Griffiths, A. (2005), “The Impact of organizational culture and
reshaping capabilities on change implementation success: the mediating role of readiness
for change”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 42 No. 2, pp. 361-386.

Klein, K.J., Conn, A.B. and Sorra, J.S. (2001), “Implementing computerized technology: an
organizational analysis”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 86 No. 5, pp. 811-824.

Kossek, E.E. (1989), “The acceptance of human resource innovation by multiple constituencies”,
Personnel Psychology, Vol. 42 No. 2, pp. 263-281.

McCarthy, A., Cleveland, J.N., Hunter, S., Darcy, C., and Grady, G. (2013), “Employee work-life
balance outcomes in Ireland: a multilevel investigation of supervisory support and
perceived organizational support”, International Journal of Human Resource Management,
Vol. 24 No. 6, pp. 1257-1276.

Marler, J., Fisher, S. and Ke, W. (2009), “Employee self-service technology acceptance: a
comparison of pre-adoption and post-adoption relationships”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 62
No. 2, pp. 327-358.

Nishii, L.H., Lepak, D.P. and Schneider, B. (2008), “Employee attributions of the ‘why’ of the HR
practices: their effects on employee attitudes and behaviors, and customer satisfaction”,
Personnel Psychology, Vol. 61 No. 3, pp. 503-545.

Oreg, S. and Berson, Y. (2011), “Leadership and employees’ reactions to change: the role of
leaders’ personal attributes and transformational leadership style”, Personnel Psychology,
Vol. 64 No. 3, pp. 627-659.

Podsakoff, P.M., Organ, D.W., Lee, J. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method biases in
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies”, Journal
of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 5, pp. 879-903.

Purcell, J. and Hutchinson, S. (2007), “Front-line managers as agents in the HRM-performance
causal chain: theory, analysis and evidence”, Human Resource Management Journal,
Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 3-20.

Purcell, J. and Kinnie, N. (2007), “HRM and business performance”, in Boxall, P., Purcell, J. and
Wright, P. (Eds), The Oxford Handbook of Human Resource Management, Oxford
University Press, New York, NY, pp. 533-551.

Redman, T. and Snape, E. (2005), “Unpacking commitment: multiple loyalties and employee
behavior”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 42 No. 2, pp. 301-328.

Robinson, L., Marshall, G.W. and Stamps, M.B. (2005), “Sales force use of technology:
antecedents to technology acceptance”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 58 No. 12,
pp. 1623-1631.

Rogers, E.M. (1995), Diffusion of Innovations, The Free Press, New York, NY.

Schneider, B. and Bowen, D.E. (1995), Winning the Service Game, HBS Press, Boston, MA.

Schuler, R. and Jackson, S. (1987), “Linking competitive strategies with human resource
management practices”, Academy of Management Executive, Vol. 1 No. 3, pp. 209-213.

Smith, A.D., Plowman, D.A. and Duchon, D. (2010), “Everyday sensegiving: a closer look at
successful plant managers”, Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, Vol. 46 No. 2,
pp. 220-244.

Stanton, P., Young, S., Bartram, T. and Leggat, S.G. (2010), “Singing the same song: translating
HRM messages across management hierarchies in Australian hospitals”, International
Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 567-581.

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F09585191003612075&isi=000277027700006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F09585191003612075&isi=000277027700006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000294132700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2004.07.010&isi=000233402800001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.5.811&isi=000171256500001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F09585192.2012.709189&isi=000315353000010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1748-8583.2007.00022.x
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0021886310369932
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1744-6570.2008.00121.x&isi=000258206700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-6486.2005.00498.x&isi=000227175400003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-6486.2005.00500.x&isi=000227175400005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.5.879&isi=000185539000008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.5.879&isi=000185539000008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1744-6570.1989.tb00657.x&isi=A1989AB46000002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAME.1987.4275740
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1744-6570.2009.01140.x&isi=000266031100005


Stensaker, I., Falkenberg, J. and Gronhaug, K. (2008), “Implementation activities and
organizational sensemaking”, Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, Vol. 44 No. 2,
pp. 162-185.

Tanure, B. and Gonzalez-Duarte, R. (2007), “Managing people in radical changes (M&As). The
adoption of intrinsically consistent HRM strategies in Brazilian companies”, International
Journal of Manpower, Vol. 28 No. 5, pp. 369-383.

Tierney, P. and Farmer, S.M. (2004), “The Pygmalion process and employee creativity”, Journal of
Management, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 413-432.

Townsend, K., Wilkinson, A., Allan, C., and Bamber, G. (2012), “Mixed signals in HRM: the HRM
role of hospital line managers”, Human Resource Management Journal, Vol. 22 No. 3,
pp. 267-282.

Van Dam, K. (2005), “Employee attitudes toward job changes: an application and extension of
rusbult and farrell’s investment model”, Journal of Occupational and Organizational
Psychology, Vol. 78 No. 2, pp. 253-272.

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M.G., Davis, G.B. and Davis, F.D. (2003), “User acceptance of information
technology: toward a unifying view”, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 27 No. 3, pp. 425-478.

Weick, K.E. (1995), Sensemaking in Organizations, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.
Wright, P. and Nishii, L.H. (2013), “Strategic HRM and organizational behavior: integrating

multiple levels of analysis”, in Guest, D.E., Paauwe, J. and Wright, P. (Eds), HRM and
Performance: Achievements and Challenges, Wiley, pp. 97-110.

Further Reading
Wright, P. and Nishii, L.H. (2004), “Strategic HRM and organizational behavior: integrating

multiple levels of analysis”, paper presented at the Erasmus University Conference
‘HR: What’s next’.

About the authors
Dr Luigi Stirpe is an Assistant Professor at the Carlos III University of Madrid (Spain), where he
teaches Human Resource Management. His research interests are mainly in the areas of strategic
HRM and international HRM. He also serves as the Deputy Director of the Master’s Program in
Human Resources Management of the Carlos III University of Madrid. Dr Luigi Stirpe is the
corresponding author and can be contacted at: luigi.stirpe@uc3m.es

Jaime Bonache is a Professor of Human Resource Management at the Carlos III University of
Madrid (Spain). He is also a Visiting Professor at the ESADE Business School (Spain) and
Cranfield School of Management (UK). He researches in the areas of international human resource
management and strategic human resource management.

Dr Jordi Trullen is an Assistant Professor at the ESADE Business School, where he teaches
Human Resource Management and Organizational Behavior. His research interests include HRM
innovation and international HRM.

mailto:luigi.stirpe@uc3m.es
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317904X23745&isi=000230056600007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317904X23745&isi=000230056600007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F01437720710778376&isi=000250154800004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F01437720710778376&isi=000250154800004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1748-8583.2011.00166.x&isi=000305947700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0021886307313794
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=000185196400005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jm.2002.12.001&isi=000220996000007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jm.2002.12.001&isi=000220996000007



