
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rijh20

The International Journal of Human Resource
Management

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/rijh20

How do employees shape HR implementation?
Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices,
frontline managers’ implementation behavior, and
team performance

Jongwook Pak & Hossein Heidarian Ghaleh

To cite this article: Jongwook Pak & Hossein Heidarian Ghaleh (03 Jul 2024): How do
employees shape HR implementation? Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices,
frontline managers’ implementation behavior, and team performance, The International
Journal of Human Resource Management, DOI: 10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246

© 2024 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group

Published online: 03 Jul 2024.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 248

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rijh20
https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/rijh20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rijh20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rijh20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246&domain=pdf&date_stamp=03 Jul 2024
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09585192.2024.2373246&domain=pdf&date_stamp=03 Jul 2024


The InTernaTIonal Journal of human resource managemenT

How do employees shape HR implementation? 
Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices, 
frontline managers’ implementation behavior, and 
team performance

Jongwook Paka and Hossein Heidarian Ghalehb

aThe university of auckland Business school, auckland, new Zealand; broyal Docks school of 
Business and law, The university of east london, london, uK

ABSTRACT
This study investigates the critical role of employees in shap-
ing frontline managers’ (FLMs) HR implementation. It goes 
beyond previous research, which recurrently attributes FLMs’ 
implementation behavior to the facilitating conditions and 
FLMs’ personal capabilities, overlooking or downplaying the 
potential impact of employees during the implementation 
process. In doing so, we characterize the construct of 
intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices as a key 
force influencing FLMs’ HR enactment. Hence, we hypothe-
size how intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices is 
linked to FLMs’ implementation behavior through FLMs’ per-
formance expectancy, effort expectancy, and social influence. 
In this narrative, we position team-level HPWS as a direct 
outcome of FLMs’ implementation behavior. Therefore, we 
establish that team-level HPWS mediates the relationship 
between FLMs’ implementation behavior and team perfor-
mance, underscoring the importance of employees in the 
HRM variability debate. Conducting a time-lagged study and 
analyzing data collected from 23 South Korean firms, we 
found support for our theoretical claims. Our findings recog-
nize employees as significant contributors to the implemen-
tation process and challenge the conventional wisdom in 
which employees are viewed as passive recipients of HR 
practices. We discuss theoretical and managerial implications 
and offer directions for future endeavors.

Introduction

Evidence is mounting that the effectiveness of HRM systems, in large 
part, is a function of the quality of FLMs’ HR implementation behavior 
(Gilbert et  al., 2015; Op de Beeck et  al., 2018; Pak & Kim, 2018). 
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Accordingly, scholarly interests surged to entitle FLMs as HR agents 
(Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007), whose primary role consists in enacting 
adopted HR practices on par with the standards set forth by the HR 
department (Kehoe & Han, 2020). In this light, many efforts have been 
made to understand what FLMs require to operate as effective HR imple-
menters or agents for the organization (e.g. Pak, 2022). The central theme 
in this line of inquiry is that scholars utilized ability, motivation, and 
opportunity-enhancing framework (AMO), delineating how HR depart-
ments should empower FLMs to fulfill their HR responsibilities (Guest 
& Bos-Nehles, 2013; Kurdi-Nakra et  al., 2022; Trullen et  al., 2016). In 
other words, FLMs’ HR implementation has often been analyzed through 
the lens of organization-level enablers (Bos-Nehles & Meijerink, 2018; 
Perry & Kulik, 2008; Ryu & Kim, 2013). At this juncture, we argue that 
explicating FLMs’ HR involvement as primarily firm-driven risks omit-
ting other within-organizational dynamics that influence FLMs’ HR 
involvement.

In line with this concern, Renwick (2003) highlighted that the 
co-consideration of the HR triad composed of HR departments, FLMs, 
and employees is crucial to the effectiveness of HRM. Later, several 
scholars also emphasized that having a well-designed HRM system is not 
sufficient per se and is susceptible to failure if employees’ collective 
acceptance of HR practices is not taken into account (Bowen & Ostroff, 
2004; Den Hartog et  al., 2013). This debate is paralleled by recent calls 
by Kehoe & Han (2020) and Gjerde & Alvesson (2020), suggesting that 
scholars should study the attitudes and behaviors of employees or subor-
dinates if FLMs are anchors of inquiry when investigating the implemen-
tation process. However, our in-depth literature review indicates that, 
more often than not, scholars picked a narrow lens, portraying employ-
ees as passive recipients of HR practices. As a result, subordinates’ poten-
tial to influence FLMs’ involvement in HR duties has been overlooked 
or, at least, largely downplayed in the HR devolution literature 
(Kurdi-Nakra et  al., 2022).

Furthermore, past research offers mixed findings on the impact of 
devolving HR responsibilities to the line. For example, some scholars 
argue that delegating HR tasks to the FLMs comes with role overload 
and stress that might impair FLMs’ unit performance (e.g. Evans, 2017; 
Gilbert et  al., 2011). Also, it is suggested that FLMs have often been 
recognized as technical managers, with unit performance as their fore-
most priority, and therefore, HR duties fall out of their attention (Brandl 
et  al., 2009; Ryu & Kim, 2013). In their view, technical and HR respon-
sibilities are two neatly separated responsibilities such that performing 
one might potentially cost the other. On the contrary, Vossaert et  al. 
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(2022) and Gjerde & Alvesson (2020) assert that FLMs’ operational and 
people management responsibilities are intertwined and thus call scholars 
to explore FLMs’ concurrent attitudes toward HR and operational respon-
sibilities. However, empirical examinations, if any so far, rarely offer 
intricate narratives of how FLMs juxtapose HR and operational duties 
and conceive HR tasks in association with team objectives.

In addition, although there has been noticeable progress in the 
within-organizational variability in so-called high-performance work sys-
tems (HPWS) (c.f., Wright & Nishii, 2013), past research in this space 
has often used HPWS as an independent variable when examining the 
HRM-performance link. This implies that the fundamental question of 
why such variability between espoused and implemented HPWS exists is 
not often factored into the empirical models of studies (Han et  al., 2018; 
Ma et  al., 2021; Pak & Kim, 2018). Recent studies report that though 
HPWS is uniformly espoused in the organization, there is a gap between 
managerial and employees’ reports of HPWS (Vermeeren, 2014). We 
argue that firms depend heavily on teams and working units to imple-
ment intended HR practices, counting on team managers as the agents 
of the organization (Pak & Kim, 2018). Notwithstanding the central role 
of FLMs in HR enactment is firmly corroborated, rarely has it been the 
case that these two separate research streams, namely variability in HRM 
and FLMs’ implementation behavior, are integrated into empirical inquiry 
(c.f., Pak, 2022; Pak & Kim, 2018).

In response to those concerns, the current study characterizes 
intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices to examine how subordi-
nates can affect FLMs’ implementation behavior. In doing so, we draw 
on the theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1985). We define 
intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices as the degree to which 
team members concur on how espoused HR practices are implemented 
in the workgroup. More precisely, it is a collective psychological agree-
ment specifying what HR practices they value to be subject to and how 
those practices should be manifested in teams. From the lens of TPB, 
one’s behavior is rooted in cognitive evaluations (i.e. attitudes) and social 
norms (Ajzen, 1991). In this light, FLMs are positioned in an organiza-
tional hierarchy where, by virtue of their proximity, interactions with 
their team members under their supervision frequently occur (Gilbert 
et  al., 2015; Wang et  al., 2020). To a certain extent, FLMs’ are often sub-
ject to group norms and subordinate demands, rendering FLMs to 
accommodate subordinates’ expectations (Ajzen, 1991; Kehoe & Han, 
2020; Liao et  al., 2016). If so, it is a reasonable conjecture that FLMs’ 
implementation behavior is likely to be influenced by team-members’ 
consensus over espoused HR practices that, in aggregate, manifest into 
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realized HRM at the workgroup level (Fan et  al., 2021; Lee et  al., 2019; 
Pak & Kim, 2018).

To be more specific, we investigate how FLMs’ performance expec-
tancy, effort expectancy, and social influence mediate the link between 
intra-team acceptance of espoused HR and FLMs’ implementation behav-
ior. Previous research widely echoed that FLMs are under pressure to 
boost team performance (Evans, 2017; Gjerde & Alvesson, 2020; Whittaker 
& Marchington, 2003). Therefore, performance expectancy serves as a 
yardstick for FLMs to gauge whether HR enactment positively impacts 
team performance. Hence, with a favorable attitude toward personnel 
responsibilities (c.f., motivational significance), FLMs are less likely to 
translate HR-related tasks into it-is-not-my-job (c.f., Hall & Torrington, 
1998; Kurdi-Nakra et  al., 2022) but willingly embrace them as core duties 
to ensure the maximum effectiveness of their team. Plus, TPB suggests 
that perceived ease and volition control over carrying out tasks help indi-
viduals develop more positive attitudes toward them (i.e. effort expec-
tancy; Ajzen, 1991). In this respect, FLMs may become more willing to 
exert effort into HR responsibilities rather than shirk them if FLMs 
believe that their subordinates endorse certain HR-related tasks. As for 
social influence, TPB guides us that individuals act primarily based on 
the patterns of social interactions in which they are embedded (Ajzen, 
1991; Perrigino et  al., 2021). Since FLMs’ are the foremost resort for 
subordinates to communicate their desirable HRM, subordinates often 
create normative pressure on their FLMs until their expectations are met 
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Fan et  al., 2021; Kou et  al., 2022). Hereupon, 
we predict that as the result of the social influence brought forth by their 
group members, FLMs are likely to enact espoused HR practices follow-
ing what they deem socially desirable. Moreover, addressing scholars’ 
acknowledgement that variability often exists at the work-unit level (Pak, 
2022; Vermeeren, 2014; Wright & Nishii, 2013), we relate FLMs’ imple-
mentation of espoused HR practices to team performance through 
team-level HPWS. Past research shows that FLMs have their own modus 
operandi and deliver HR practices differently, even when the same set of 
HR practices are in place within the organization (Pak & Kim, 2018). On 
this basis, we propose that team-level HPWS is the product of FLMs’ 
implementation behavior. Thus, delineating the mediating effect of 
team-level HPWS between FLMs’ implementation of espoused HR prac-
tices and team performance sharpens our understanding of how and why 
adopted HR practices often take different forms when they reach the 
shop floor of the organization.

As such, the current study makes important contributions on several 
fronts. Our research answers the recent call for delving into subordinates’ 
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pivotal role in shaping the effectiveness of HR implementation (Gjerde & 
Alvesson, 2020; Kehoe & Han, 2020). Herein, our development of 
intra-team acceptance of espoused HR highlights the role of subordinates 
as a powerful force that impacts FLMs’ involvement in their HR duties. 
Specifically, our study discloses that not only FLMs do not distinguish 
between their HR and operational objectives, but they also view HR 
responsibilities as a vehicle to improve team performance. Moreover, we 
share concerns over the dominant static approach that often assumes HR 
policies and practices are conveyed intact from the top of an organiza-
tion down to the bottom. Our examination of the mediating effect of 
team-level HPWS between FLMs’ implementation of espoused HR and 
team performance partly unpacks the elusive black box. We illustrate that 
HPWS is the product of FLMs’ implementation behavior. This is signif-
icant because the agreement is rising among scholars that characterizing 
HPWS as a generic organization-level phenomenon oversimplifies the 
within-organizational dynamics involved in HR implementation processes 
that eventually maneuver the HRM-performance link (e.g. Fan et  al., 
2021; Han et  al., 2018; Pak, 2022). Figure 1 illustrates our proposed 
research model.

Literature review and hypotheses development

Variability within organizations
A significant portion of the research on the HRM-performance link, has 
traditionally focused on somewhat two distal variables, intended HRM 
and organizational performance, both situated at the organizational level, 
assuming that HR practices are implemented across the organization in 
their intended way (Vermeeren, 2014). However, observations revealed 
that the gap between espoused and actual HR practices could impede the 
achievement of the organization’s objectives (Pak et  al., 2016; Wright & 
Nishii, 2013). On this ground, HRM scholars have paid particular atten-
tion to understanding why the same set of HR practices leads to diver-
gent outcomes depending on how such practices are framed and received 

Figure 1. Proposed model.
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by employees (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Chang & Pak, 2024; Wang et  al., 
2020). Recognition of such variability has led to a proposition that the 
positive effects of HRM do not necessarily result from having good HR 
practices in place per se but from the effective management of imple-
mentation processes (Bai et  al., 2023; Chang et  al., 2020; Pak, 2022; 
Vermeeren, 2014). To address concerns regarding variability in HRM, 
recent studies have attempted to measure actual or perceived HPWS and 
examine how they are associated with level-specific processes and out-
comes (e.g. Lee et  al., 2019). Although this line of research has deepened 
our knowledge by articulating more proximate interconnections between 
HPWS and performance, some criticism still resonates, keeping the dis-
course open for further scrutiny (Pak, 2022; Pak & Kim, 2018). Aiming 
at ensuring effective HR implementation, past research often focused on 
examining how utilization of HPWS (i.e. the AMO framework), as an 
independent variable, prepares FLMs and supports them for their HR 
role (e.g. Trullen et  al., 2016). Existing research has limited itself by fac-
toring in HPWS as independent variables. Additionally, some scholars 
shed light on employees’ perceptions and experiences of HR practices to 
capture the variability in HRM. This research stream unveils the discrep-
ancy in HR implementation and employees’ varied attributions, represents 
employees as passive recipients of the HR system, and skips their critical 
role in influencing their immediate supervisors’ implementation behavior. 
In doing so, the question of why variance in realized or perceived HRM 
is observed within organizations remains unanswered. Studies on HRM 
strength (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004), employee attributions (Nishii et  al., 
2008), and the process model of SHRM (Guest & Bos-Nehles, 2013; 
Wright & Nishii, 2013) have provided clues as to why this variance could 
develop. However, little effort has been made to address this phenome-
non within the purview of FLMs’ implementation behavior and HPWS 
research (c.f., Pak & Kim, 2018; Pak, 2022).

Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices and FLMs’ 
implementation behavior

A high level of agreement in a team is indicative of a strong team cli-
mate (e.g. González-Romá & Hernández, 2014) in which team members, 
including their supervisors, shape their attitudes and behave accordingly 
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Van Beurden et  al., 2021). This degree of con-
sensus that team members amass over time determines the actions that 
will lead to desired outcomes for team members (González-Romá et  al., 
2009). Recent research demonstrates that even when policies and prac-
tices are designed out of a team, at upper levels in the organization, 
teams often perform partly otherwise (Gjerde & Alvesson, 2020; Vossaert 
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et  al., 2022). At the heart of this process are FLMs, as the first point of 
contact for subordinates who are experiencing pressure to fulfill subordi-
nates’ expectations that might differ from standard practices (Liao 
et  al., 2016).

Drawing on this insight, the current study develops the construct of 
team members’ acceptance of espoused HR practices, aiming at demon-
strating how subordinates release forces that predispose FLMs to enact 
HR in accordance with team expectations. To do so, we leverage insights 
from TPB (Ajzen, 1991) to explain how subordinates actively influence 
their immediate managers’ implementation of espoused HR practices. The 
central tenet of TPB posits that individuals’ behavior stems from the net-
work they are embedded in, where individuals attempt to comply with 
important others (Ajzen, 2002). In this light, intra-team acceptance of 
espoused HR practices, which concerns the degree to which team mem-
bers concur on how espoused HR practices are implemented in the work-
group, is a collective and conductive behavior, compelling FLMs to serve 
their team members accordingly. Remarkably, intra-team acceptance of 
espoused HR practices can be treated as a meaningful and stronger con-
struct than individuals’ perceptions of HR practices because it emphasizes 
the shared purposes and the interconnections among all individual mem-
bers, unleashing a more powerful influence on FLMs’ implementation 
behavior, which might not otherwise be realizable by individual observa-
tion alone. To articulate, individuals and en masse as a group, in close 
proximity, frequently interact to reach a common understanding and 
shape a shared perspective over the phenomena in their work environ-
ment. From this standpoint, in any social setting, employees’ evaluation 
of the degree of consensus in the team not only is conceivable but also 
emerges naturally as part of a continuous process through which they 
attempt to converge their views (Weick & Weick, 1995). Then, they reso-
nate their agreement and expectations in work groups until they ensure 
their supervisors act based on their expectations and their espoused HR 
practices come to life (Fan et  al., 2021; Wang et  al., 2020).

FLMs’ performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and social 
influence as mediators

In prior studies, FLMs were found to be reluctant, or at best hesitant, to 
engage in HRM, given an uncertain interlink between people manage-
ment responsibilities and unit performance (Evans, 2017; Ryu & Kim, 
2013). Relatedly, some studies suggested that FLMs believe undertaking 
HR duties may cause them to lose sight of their technical responsibilities 
and therefore, for FLMs, meeting operational targets might take priority 
over HR tasks (Bos-Nehles & Van Riemsdijk, 2014; Gilbert et  al., 2011; 
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Woodrow & Guest, 2014). Uneven answers to this dilemma left FLMs 
somewhat unwilling and undecided about how to shape their attitudes 
toward their HR responsibilities (Guest & King, 2004; Kurdi-Nakra et  al., 
2022). In this respect, more recently, Gjerde & Alvesson (2020) and 
Vossaert et  al. (2022) argued that when HR practices are designed 
top-down, FLMs go through various discretionary adjustments upon 
their anticipation, delivering HR practices such that unit performance is 
improved accordingly. To extend this dialogue, we adopt the TPB per-
spective (Ajzen, 1991) to establish how FLMs’ attitudes and perceived 
association between their HR duties and team performance impact their 
subsequent implementation decision.

According to TPB, positive attitudes are the immediate precursor to a 
person’s decision to display a certain behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Given that 
FLMs have often been identified as operational managers and, hence, HR 
responsibilities convey significant meaning to them if they believe that 
HR involvement enhances team productivity and ensures team perfor-
mance. Such a positive attitude is likely to orient them toward effective 
HR implementation (Evans, 2017; Gjerde & Alvesson, 2020). To put it 
differently, intra-team agreement over espoused HR practices is a 
supervisor-conductive situation through which team members signal that 
if FLMs deliver HR as collectively agreed, there would be more chance 
for the team to achieve its goals. Within Ajzen’s theory, positive expecta-
tions toward a behavior gauge a person’s evaluation of that behavior (c.f., 
Ajzen, 1991). In this vein, if FLMs believe that involvement in people 
management responsibilities could enhance team performance, FLMs are 
more likely to display favorable implementation behavior, presumably 
facilitating their team performance.

TPB also suggests that individuals assess their control and perceived 
ease of handling a task before regulating their efforts commensurately 
(Ajzen, 1991; Venkatesh et  al., 2003). In other words, an individual’s esti-
mation of volitional control and task difficulty predicts the amount of 
effort they will put forth (i.e. effort expectancy). The insight we draw 
from this is that when a within-team agreement is formed and commu-
nicated, FLMs are not only clear about their HR role, but they receive 
endorsement from subordinates, motivating them to devote more effort 
to HR implementation (Gist, 1987; Kou et  al., 2022). This means that 
when subordinates communicate their agreed HR terms with their super-
visors, they impart some sense of credit and power to their managers, 
which triggers FLMs’ self-efficacy in handling HR duties and results in 
more dedication to HR responsibilities.

Our study also proposes that FLMs tend to behave in ways that are 
consistent with what their subordinates deem appropriate and worthwhile. 
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From the TPB lens, behavior results from social pressure, under which 
one strives to comply with the expectations of salient others (Ajzen, 1991; 
2002). In this respect, we propose that when the within-team agreement 
is established, it will not remain dormant. However, team members com-
municate their desirable expectations to regulate their supervisor’s imple-
mentation behavior and normalize the locally agreed HR terms (i.e. social 
influence). Prior studies confirmed that employee perception of HR prac-
tices is decoupled from managerial reports of HR practices (Liao et  al., 
2009), and employees tend to interpret management’s intent behind orga-
nizational initiatives (Nishii et  al., 2008). Therefore, developing consensus 
within teams on the ways of HR implementation may be critical in estab-
lishing a local normative climate. In teams wherein behavioral expecta-
tions are explicitly communicated, norms can arise formally, compelling 
FLMs to follow the subjective norms empowered by employees (Pak, 
2022). In other words, significant others’ (i.e. subordinates’) unwavering 
emphasis on the implementation of espoused HR practices releases a 
powerful force, pressing FLMs to enact HR practices by team expecta-
tions and the local climate in the team (Kou et  al., 2022). Taking the 
discussion so far into account, we hypothesize as follows:

Hypothesis 1: Performance expectancy mediates the relationship between 
intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices and FLM’s implementation of 
espoused HR practices.

Hypothesis 2: Effort expectancy mediates the relationship between intra-team 
acceptance of espoused HR practices and FLM’s implementation of espoused HR 
practices.

Hypothesis 3: Social influence mediates the relationship between intra-team 
acceptance of espoused HR practices and FLM’s implementation of espoused HR 
practices.

FLM’s implementation, team-level HPWS, and team performance

Although FLMs are often named HR agents for the organization, they 
have enough discretion on the degree to which the adopted HR practices 
are enacted in their work groups. At this juncture, the managerial chal-
lenge arises from variance in the quality of HR enactment resulting from 
each FLM’s different competence, skills and levels of motivation 
(Bos-Nehles & Meijerink, 2018; Pak & Chang, 2023). In this line of rea-
soning, it could also be viewed that FLM’s enactment behavior regarding 
adopted HR practices subsequently leads to the emergence of actual HR 
practices in that particular work group (Pak & Kim, 2018). It is because 
they attempt to adjust the contents and processes to suit team members’ 
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local needs (Kehoe & Han, 2020; Kurdi-Nakra et  al., 2022). On this mat-
ter, Lee et  al. (2019) recently demonstrated that within-organization vari-
ability in HRM can be meaningfully captured at the workgroup level. 
Thus, unlike the majority of past research which use HPWS as an orga-
nizational independent variable, this paper proposes team-level HPWS, 
which emerges in the context of the team as the result of FLMs’ imple-
mentation behavior. In other words, team-level HPWS can be introduced 
as the shared understanding of shared HR experiences among team 
members (Aryee et  al., 2012; Ma et  al., 2021).

Recent studies confirmed that performance-oriented HRM systems 
measured at the group level are indeed associated with level-specific pro-
cesses, which in turn are conducive to commensurate outcomes (Lee 
et  al., 2019). Past research has elucidated that utilization of AMO, mean-
ing that enhancing role-relevant skills and competencies, motivation, and 
opportunities to contribute can enhance individual performance (Gardner 
et  al., 2011; Guest & Bos-Nehles, 2013; Trullen et  al., 2016). These 
improved AMO dimensions among individual employees could, in aggre-
gate, contribute to achieving team outcomes (Pak, 2022). Taken together, 
we argue that realized HPWS can largely be explained by the level of 
team manager’s enactment over the implementation phase, and the higher 
utilization of HPWS at the team level result in improved team perfor-
mance. Therefore, we hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 4: The relationship between FLM’s implementation behavior of espoused 
HR practices and team performance will be mediated by team-level HPWS.

Research methods

Sample and data
We tested our proposed relationships with data collected from 23 man-
ufacturers of consumer and industrial goods operating in South Korea. 
Companies that participated in this study had a team-based structure, 
and team members, including FLMs, worked closely with each other. 
Direct supervisors were active participants in their respective teams and 
were expected to carry out various HR and technical responsibilities. 
Before data collection, the authors visited a chief human resource officer 
(CHRO) or a senior manager of each target organization to discuss the 
purpose of this study. During visits, we also conducted a series of inter-
views with HR professionals to ensure that the company’s HR practices 
were designed in accordance with the design principles of HPWS. We 
also reviewed internal archives describing HR policies and HR-related 
programs. To improve the rigorousness of the current study, the authors 
asked CHRO or a senior manager of each organization to complete a 
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survey concerning espoused HR practices, which were controlled for 
when conducting main analyses.

To alleviate common method bias (CMB), we collected multi-source 
data in two waves with a six-week interval. A total of 729 questionnaires 
have been distributed to 128 teams. At time 1 (T1), intra-team accep-
tance, performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence, and 
control variables were surveyed. In this phase, team members were 
invited to assess the intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices, and 
FLMs’ were asked to rate performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and 
social influence. At time 2 (T2), team members rated FLMs’ implemen-
tation behavior and team-level HPWS, and FLMs reported on team per-
formance. Overall, 652 surveys returned (i.e. 89.4% of initial response 
rate). After cleaning and matching data, the final sample of this research 
consisted of 603 individuals (i.e. 481 work group members and 122 
FLMs), and the response rate was 82.7%.

As for the composition of teams, 67.1% were male, with an average 
age of 36.3. An average work experience was 9.1 years, and 75.2% of 
team members held either a 4-year college or a postgraduate degree. As 
for FLMs, 80.4% were male, with an average age of 44.7. An average 
work experience was 16.9 years. As for the job group composition of the 
final sample, management/administration was 35.3%, manufacturing 
27.5%, sales and service 26.8%, research & development (R&D) 10.4%, 
and the average team size was 6.3.

Measures

Unless otherwise stated, responses were measured on a five-Likert scale 
ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Wordings of the 
original items were adjusted to fit the research context.

Team-level HPWS
We initially drew on an HPWS construct suggested by Takeuchi et  al. 
(2007). To strengthen the opportunity-enhancing side of HPWS, we 
added two more items from Sun et  al. (2007) because the original mea-
sure has only one item for the dimension. To capture a team-level phe-
nomenon more properly, we placed the following question up front, 
‘Please compare your actual HR experiences within your team with 
intended, or at-the-policy-level, HR practices (e.g. training, performance 
appraisal, participatory programs); how strongly do you agree or disagree 
with the following statements?’. With the 23-item measure, we conducted 
a principal axis factoring extraction, imposing a single-factor solution 
(Takeuchi et  al., 2007). Factor loadings ranged from 0.65 to .84. The total 
eigenvalue was 13.1, and the cumulative explained variance was 60.1%. 
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The results of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) confirmed that χ2 = 
446.1, degree of freedom (df) = 212.9, χ2/df = 2.09, incremental fit index 
(IFI) = 0.94, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = 0.93, comparative fit index 
(CFI) = 0.91, and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 
.07. Therefore, it was established that the measure showed acceptable 
model fit. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95.

FLM’s implementation of espoused HR practices
We used a five-item measure developed by Pak & Kim (2018). Sample 
items included, ‘Many times I have witnessed that my team manager 
enacts HR practices, strictly following corporate HR processes’, and ‘Many 
times I have witnessed that my team manager acts as an enthusiastic 
advocate of the HR policies of our company’. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.92.

Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices
The authors developed the construct predicated upon a two-item mea-
sure of consensus (Powell & Dent-Micallef, 1997). Besides, the authors 
added three more items drawn from a series of interviews with FLMs 
and individual employees. Sample items included, ‘There is consensus on 
the enactment of espoused HR practices in our team’, ‘In our team, strict 
enactment of espoused HR practices matters’, and ‘We have little conflict 
between a team manager and members of the team over the implemen-
tation of espoused HR practices’. We also conducted a principal compo-
nent factor analysis using varimax rotation, and the items were loaded 
on a single factor. Factor loadings ranged from 0.74 to .88. The total 
eigenvalue was 4.1, and the cumulative explained variance was 71.5%. 
The results of CFA established a good model fit (χ2 = 12.5, df = 5.4,  
χ2/df = 2.31, IFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.97, CFI = 0.99, and RMSEA = .07. 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91.

Performance expectancy
We used a four-item measure suggested by Venkatesh et  al. (2003). 
Sample items included, ‘I believe that implementing espoused HR prac-
tices enables our team to accomplish tasks more effectively’, and ‘I believe 
that implementing espoused HR practices increases our team’s productiv-
ity’. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.88.

Effort expectancy
The authors used a four-item measure suggested by Venkatesh et  al. 
(2003). Sample items included, ‘I find espoused HR practices easy to 
implement in our team’, and ‘To me, the rules and procedures of 
enacting HR practices are clear and understandable’, and ‘operating 
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the HRM system within our team is easy for me’. Cronbach’s alpha 
was 0.86.

Social influence
We drew on a four-item measure developed by Venkatesh et  al. (2003). 
Sample items included, ‘People who are important to me think that I 
should implement espoused HR practices’, ‘I believe that enacting 
espoused HR practices in a strict manner is considered socially desirable’, 
and ‘People who influence my behavior think that I should implement 
espoused HR practices’. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.85.

Team performance
We employed a four-item scale of Stewart & Barrick (2000). Team per-
formance was measured based on four categories (i.e. knowledge of tasks, 
quality of work, quantity of work, and overall performance) using a 
five-point behavior-anchored scale (ranging from 1 = somewhat below the 
requirements to 5 = consistently exceeds requirements). Cronbach’s alpha 
of this construct was 0.82.

Control variables
The current research took extra care in choosing control variables. Given 
much-hyped antecedents to FLMs’ involvement in HR are their percep-
tions of capacity and competency dimensions (e.g. Gilbert et  al., 2015; 
Perry & Kulik, 2008), we controlled for support for HR implementation 
because extensive knowledge transfer and proper assistance provided 
over the implementation phase could improve not only behavioral con-
trol of FLMs but also, therefore, subsequent implementation efforts 
(Bos-Nehles & Meijerink, 2018; Ryu & Kim, 2013). The same logic 
applies to the distinction between support for HR implementation and 
FLM’s implementation of espoused HR practices in predicting team per-
formance via team-level HPWS. Sample items included, ‘The HR depart-
ment has developed a well-coordinated set of policies, practices, and 
procedures (e.g. line manager training programs) to help ensure the 
effective implementation of HR practices in our team’, ‘The HR depart-
ment provides with me useful and timely information regarding HR 
issues’, and ‘Guidance from the HR department is available over the 
implementation phase of espoused HR practices’. With the seven-item 
measure, a principal component factor analysis using varimax rotation 
was conducted, and the items were loaded on a single factor. Factor 
loadings ranged from 0.77 to .86. The total eigenvalue was 4.8, and  
the cumulative explained variance was 66.1%. And the results of CFA 
demonstrated an acceptable model fit (χ2 = 35.61, df = 13, χ2/df = 2.73, 
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IFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.97, CFI = 0.96, and RMSEA = 0.08) with Cronbach’s 
α of 0.92.

Also, the current study controlled for supportive FLM behavior, espe-
cially in an attempt to make the implementation-HPWS-performance 
link (i.e. Hypothesis 1) clear. It could be argued that individual employ-
ees working under a supportive manager may experience a more pleasant 
work environment and thus rate back highly of their FLM’s implementa-
tion effort and the local HPWS operation (Pak & Kim, 2018). By con-
trolling for such behavior, we try to establish that 1) FLM’s HR 
implementation and supportiveness are indeed distinct behavioral con-
structs, and 2) specific implementation effort could explain greater vari-
ance in predicting team-level HPWS and subsequent team performance. 
Logical equivalence applies to the distinction between supportive behav-
ior and intra-team acceptance (i.e. Hypotheses 1–3). To measure support-
ive FLM behavior, current research used Pak & Kim (2018) five-item 
construct. Sample items included, ‘My team manager helps us make 
working on our tasks more pleasant’, and ‘My team manager helps us 
overcome problems,’ which stop us from carrying out our tasks. Cronbach’s 
alpha was 0.89.

In addition, we controlled for management reports on HPWS to capture 
more meticulously the explanatory power of within-group dynamics (i.e. 
the hypothesized model). It could be suggested that team-level HPWS and 
subsequent team performance may simply be a product of the strength of 
intended HR practices at the firm level (c.f., Bowen & Ostroff, 2004), not 
necessarily resulting from the degree of FLMs’ involvement in HR respon-
sibilities. The same holds true for the relationship between intra-team 
acceptance and following FLMs’ implementation behavior. In such cases, 
the effect sizes of our proposed paths should be overridden or nullified 
by the organizational-level HRM system in the model, resulting in insig-
nificant results. If otherwise, independent variables would still explain a 
significant variance in predicting the outcomes. Hence, when the authors 
initially visited target firms, a senior executive or HR manager was asked 
to rate the use of HPWS as part of the review process (i.e. to see if they 
have equivalent HRM systems in place before distributing surveys). 
According to Wright & Nishii (2013), people occupying such positions 
may represent espoused HR practices (i.e. what is supposed to be) rather 
than actual HR practices (i.e. what is actually being done), which, then, 
further strengthens our core propositions when they receive empirical 
support. Espoused HR practices were measured with 27-item HPWS sug-
gested by Patel et  al. (2013). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.84.

Besides, we controlled for such team-level variables as job group, team 
size, team meeting frequency, and task interdependence. It may be that 
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differences among teams’ core functions within the organization could 
influence suggested relationships among study variables, and the size of 
the team is significantly associated with workgroup outcomes (Guzzo, 
1988). Also, a team’s frequency of meetings and the level of task interde-
pendence were found to influence the effectiveness of a team.

Data aggregation

Survey responses collected from individual employees were aggregated to 
the team-level. To investigate the appropriateness of aggregating employee 
responses, we calculated rwg values using a uniform distribution as the 
null distribution and intra-class correlation coefficients (ICCs) (Bliese, 
2000). The rwg value for intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices 
was 0.88, which is above the generally acceptable level of 0.70, and 
ICC(1), and ICC(2) for the construct were 0.33 and 0.72, respectively. 
The ICC(1) value exceeded the generally accepted cutoff level of 0.20 
(Bliese, 2000). Plus, the ICC(2) was above the cutoff value of .60. 
Moreover, the result of the F-test for HWC was significant (F = 3.59, 
p < 0.001), indicating that data aggregation could be justified. In a similar 
vein, the values were calculated for FLM’s implementation of espoused 
HR practices, and the results justified aggregation of responses (rwg = 0.90; 
ICC(1) = 0.27; ICC(2) = 0.65; F = 2.81, p < 0.001). The team-level aggre-
gation for supportive FLM behavior was also justified with obtained val-
ues such as these (i.e. rwg = 0.73; ICC(1) = 0.22; ICC(2) = 0.61; F = 2.41, 
p < 0.001). Lastly, the ICC(1) value of 0.35 for team-level HPWS indicated 
that 35% of the variance in team-level HPWS among team members can 
be explained by their team membership (Bliese, 2000). ICC(2) for the 
construct was 0.73, and rwg 0.95 (F = 3.91, p < 0.001). Following this pro-
cedure, empirical support was found for the emergence of team-level 
HPWS within organizations.

Results

Correlations among study variables
Table 1 presents correlations among study variables. Consistent with pre-
diction, key constructs are significantly associated. Specifically, FLM’s 
implementation has significant associations with team-level HPWS 
(r = 0.52, p < 0.01) as well as team performance (r = 0.49, p < 0.01). It is 
noteworthy that FLM’s implementation is significantly relate to support-
ive FLM behavior (r = 0.46, p < 0.01) and support for HR implementation 
(r = 0.37, p < 0.01). In addition, the table shows that intra-team acceptance 
of espoused HR practice has significant correlations with FLMs’ all three 
cognitive evaluation dimensions (i.e. performance expectancy, r = 0.38, 
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p < 0.01; effort expectancy, r = 0.42, p < 0.01; social influence, r = 0.48, 
p < 0.01), and with FLM’s subsequent implementation (r = 0.44, p < 0.01). 
Also, it should be noted that intra-team acceptance has significant asso-
ciations with support for HR implementation (r = 0.33, p < 0.01) as well as 
supportive FLM behavior (r = 0.41, p < 0.01). Finally, it is shown that 
management report on HPWS is indeed significantly related to support 
for HR implementation (r = 0.19, p < 0.05) and FLM’s implementation of 
espoused HR practices (r = 0.21, p < 0.05).

Validity of study variables

Prior to testing hypotheses, we conducted two sets of CFA model com-
parisons. One is intended for establishing discriminant validity among 
main variables pertinent to Hypothesis 1 (i.e. FLM’s implementation and 
team-level HPWS), including supportive FLM behavior and support for 
HR implementation (i.e. key controls). CFA generates several indices that 
enable comparing the model fit of the hypothesized factor structure with 
that of alternative ones (Hair et  al., 2009). Excluding team performance, 
we ran four rounds of CFAs, and the results showed that the only 
four-factor model generated above-cutoff values. Specifically, it was found 
that χ2 = 90.51, df = 62, χ2/df = 1.46, IFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.95, CFI = 0.96, 
and RMSEA = .07. According to prior research, values over 0.90 are 
acceptable for IFI, TLI, and CFI, and χ2/df should be below 3 (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999). Also, RMSEA is established with less than .10. The results 
are particularly noteworthy in that FLMs’ behavioral fidelity during HR 
implementation and supportive FLM behavior are indeed two distinct 
concepts. Another set of CFA model comparisons involves main variables 
relating to Hypotheses 2–4. Similarly, we ran five rounds of CFAs and 
obtained values above cutoffs only in the five-factor model (χ2 = 112.93, 
df = 69, χ2/df = 1.64, IFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.92, CFI = 0.92, and RMSEA 
= 0.08). Against guidelines, it was shown that only the hypothesized 
five-factor model justified further investigation.

In addition, the current research established convergent validity for 
hypothesized study variables. First, following that the factor loadings of 
each item should exceed the cutoff value of 0.50 (Hair et  al., 2009), the 
authors looked through outputs and confirmed that factor loadings range 
from 0.53 to .91. Second, we calculated the average variance extracted 
(AVE). The results indicated FLM’s implementation = 0.67, team-level 
HPWS = 0.53, team performance = 0.58, intra-team acceptance = 0.67, 
performance expectancy = 0.78, effort expectancy = 0.66, and social 
influence = 0.52, which are above cutoff values of .50. Third, calculated 
composite reliability (CR), obtained values are 0.90, 0.95, 0.81, 0.87, 0.89, 
0.85, 0.86 in the same order as above, all of which exceed the 
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recommended value of .70. The full list of survey items and factor load-
ings are provided in Appendix A.

Hypothesis tests

Hypotheses 1–3 state that performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and 
social influence mediate the relationship between Intra-team acceptance 
of espoused HR practices and FLMs’ HR implementation behavior. Table 
2 presents the results of hierarchical regression analysis. Step 2 of model 
2 shows that key controls have a significant impact on FLMs’ subsequent 
implementation (i.e. management report on HPWS, β = 0.13, p < 0.10; 
support for HR implementation, β = 0.23, p < 0.01; supportive FLM behav-
ior, β = 0.15, p < 0.05). And, in step 3, it is confirmed that intra-team 
acceptance explains additional variance in predicting the outcome 
(β = 0.29, p < 0.01). In the final step, mediating variables inputted in the 

Table 2. results of hierarchical regression analysis.
model 1: Team Performance model 2: flm’s Implementation

Variables step 1 step 2 step 3 step 4 step 1 step 2 step 3 step 4

controls: cluster 1
 Job group −0.13 .10 .10 −0.09 .10† .09 −0.08 −0.09
 Team size −0.09 −0.11 −0.11 .12 −0.12* −0.10 .11 .12
 Team meeting 

frequency
.07 .07 .07 .08 .07 .07 .07 .08

 Task 
interdependence

.14† .12 .12 .11 .05 .06 .05 .05

controls: cluster 2
 management 

report on hPWs
.11† .09 .08 .13† .09 .08

 support for hr 
implementation

.17* .13 .10 .23** .14* .11*

supportive flm 
behavior

.21* .18* .12 .15* .12 .10

Independents
 flm’s 

implementation of 
espoused hr 
practices

.33** .24*

 Intra-team 
acceptance of 
espoused hr 
practices

.29** .16*

mediators
 Team-level hPWs .41**
 Performance 

expectancy
.13*

 effort expectancy .15*
 social influence .20**
 r2 .11 .28 .43 .55 .14 .32 .39 .48
 Δr2 .11 .17 .26 .12 .14 .18 .07 .09
 Δf 1.13 15.77** 23.91** .12.89** 1.69 .17.21** 9.29** 11.14**

Note. N = 122 teams. standardized coefficients are shown.
†p < 0.10.
*p < 0.05.
**p < 0.01.
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empirical model. Step 4 indicates that the effect size of intra-team accep-
tance reduced to a lesser significance level while all three mediators 
stand significantly positive, demonstrating partial mediation patterns 
(Baron & Kenny, 1986). The significance of mediating links was affirmed 
with Sobel (1982)’s test (i.e. Hypothesis 2: Z = 2.98, p < 0.01; Hypothesis 
3: Z = 3.47, p < 0.01; Hypothesis 4: Z = 3.12, p < 0.01), and, finally, 
re-affirmed with Hayes (2017)’s PROCESS (i.e. Hypothesis 2: effect = 0.17, 
95% CI = [0.13, 0.41]; Hypothesis 3: effect = 0.21, 95% CI = [0.09, 0.27]; 
Hypothesis 4: effect = 0.25, 95% CI = [0.10, 0.32]). The results indicate 
that there is support for all remaining hypotheses. Therefore, we con-
cluded from the current dataset that intra-team acceptance of espoused 
HR practices is significantly associated with all three cognitive dimen-
sions of FLMs, which, in turn, are conducive to their subsequent imple-
mentation behavior.

Hypothesis 4 states that the positive relationship between FLM’s imple-
mentation of espoused HR practices and team performance is mediated 
by team-level HPWS. Comparably, Step 2 of model 1 indicates that key 
controls are significantly associated with team outcomes (i.e. manage-
ment report on HPWS, β = 0.11, p < 0.10; support for HR implementation, 
β = 0.17, p < 0.05; supportive FLM behavior, β = 0.21, p < 0.05). After con-
trolling for all the control variables, step 3 of model 1 demonstrates that 
FLM’s implementation still has a sizeable impact on team performance 
(β = 0.33, p < 0.01). In the following step, the effect size of FLM’s imple-
mentation noticeably diminishes (β = 0.24, p < 0.05) while the mediator, 
team-level HPWS, is significantly related to team performance (β = 0.41, 
p < 0.01). In Baron & Kenny (1986)’s term, the relationship indicates par-
tial mediation. The significance of the mediation effect was tested con-
sistent with Sobel (1982), demonstrating Z = 2.35 (p < 0.05). Additionally, 
we examined the indirect effect following PROCESS, as suggested by 
Hayes (2017). The result presented that the estimate of FLMs’ implemen-
tation behavior on team performance via team-level HPWS is 0.25, not 
including zero (95% CI = [0.03, 0.31]; bias-corrected bootstrap confi-
dence intervals based on 10,000 bootstrap samples). Therefore, Hypothesis 
4 has received support.

Discussion

Our study was motivated by observing that scholars often portray 
employees as the passive recipients of HR practices and underestimate 
their potential influence on FLMs’ enactment of HR policies and prac-
tices in their workgroups (c.f., Gjerde & Alvesson, 2020; Kou et  al., 
2022). Furthermore, scholars too often treat HPWS as an independent 
variable in their inquiries, which could make it quite difficult to directly 
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capture the whys of variability within organizations (Pak & Kim, 2018; 
Wright & Nishii, 2013). Drawing on TPB (Ajzen, 1991) as the theoretical 
underpinning of our study, we proposed and tested a model to deter-
mine how intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices shapes FLMs’ 
attitudes (i.e. performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and social influ-
ence), and their subsequent implementation behavior. The results further 
demonstrated that team-level HPWS mediates the relationship between 
FLMs’ implementation behavior and team performance.

Theoretical implications

With its unique findings, the present study extends the current discourse 
in several meaningful ways. Firstly, so far, support from the HR depart-
ment has been viewed as the main resort for FLMs to be prepared for 
their HR duties (Bos-Nehles & Meijerink, 2018; Ryu & Kim, 2013), lim-
iting our understanding of the motivational forces driving FLMs’ HR 
involvement. Yet, recent studies acknowledged that even a well-designed 
HRM system is vulnerable to failure if employees do not accept what is 
on the table, recommending scholars shed light on employees as import-
ant actors in the implementation process (Gjerde & Alvesson, 2020; 
Kehoe & Han, 2020). However, research continues to view employees 
placed at the receiving end (Kurdi-Nakra et  al., 2022). In this light, our 
current research goes beyond this line of inquiry by unveiling subordi-
nates’ potential force, which, in turn, leads FLMs to display favorable 
attitudes toward HR responsibilities.

Carefully following the footsteps of prior research, we reaffirmed that 
teams that develop their ability to function consensually have substantial 
power to change individuals’ attitudes and behavior, even including 
supervisors in charge (Ford & Seers, 2006). When team members inter-
act, some form of shared understanding emerges among members, and 
managers become obliged to respond accordingly. This is in line with the 
logic of TPB, that is, attitudes and behaviors are determined by the net-
works in which individuals are embedded (Ajzen, 1991). Our findings 
present that the within-team consensus over espoused HR practices 
becomes a strong force that renders managers adjust to subordinates’ 
expectations. As such, our shift in attention and identifying subordinates’ 
agreement as a source for FLMs’ HR enactment behavior adds to the 
literature by placing employees back at the core of HR implementation 
processes.

More nuancedly, our findings revealed that FLMs’ performance expec-
tancy, effort expectancy, and social influence mediate the link between 
intra-team acceptance of HR practices and FLMs’ implementation behav-
ior. Some scholars pointed out that meeting operational targets is the 
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foremost priority of FLMs, and they may view HR duties as less critical 
(e.g. Brewster et  al., 2015; Evans, 2017; Keegan et  al., 2012). A closer 
look at this research stream portrays FLMs’ HR and operational tasks as 
two neatly separated or conflicting responsibilities (c.f., Evans, 2017; 
Gilbert et  al., 2011). In this current study, contrary to this presumption, 
we demonstrated that if FLMs evaluate that involvement in HR duties is 
likely to boost workgroup outcomes (i.e. motivational significance), FLMs 
would exhibit greater willingness for HR involvement. According to TPB, 
exhibiting certain behavior arises from a person’s beliefs about the con-
sequences of their performance (Ajzen, 1991). Given that enhancing team 
performance always comes at the top of the FLMs’ priorities, FLMs 
eagerly embrace HR duties when they are convinced that implementing 
HR practices enables unit goal achievement. Therefore, the results of our 
study imply that HR and technical responsibilities do not necessarily 
compete in the minds of FLMs.

As for effort expectancy, Ajzen (1991) guides us that the amount of 
effort a person exerts to perform a behavior depends on their perceived 
mastery, control over the process, and the degree to which their effort 
will guarantee desirable outcomes. In this vein, intra-team acceptance of 
espoused HR practices not only assists FLMs in gaining clarity about 
their HR responsibilities but also subordinates endorse FLMs’ volition 
and power over HR enactment. Thus, FLMs feel higher behavioral con-
trol and self-efficacy over HR tasks, motivating them to put more effort 
into their implementation duties. This addresses Brewster et  al. (2015), 
Caldwell (2003), and Evans’s (2017) concerns, who claim FLMs’ ambigu-
ity and lack of clarity over their HR duties is the fundamental impedi-
ment to their implementation.

Additionally, we found that team members actively communicate their 
expectations to their supervisors when within-team agreements over 
HRM have been established. Such social influence creates a strong nor-
mative pressure on FLMs to follow the team’s benefits and demands. 
FLMs would, therefore, display more effective implementation behavior 
in alignment with team agreements and perceived messages. This reaf-
firms Kehoe & Han (2020) suggestion that after HR practices are designed 
at upper levels in the organization hierarchy, they would continuously 
and deliberately be reinterpreted or changed in the context of the team. 
This indeed adds new insight to the literature and a straightforward 
response to very recent scholars’ calls (e.g. Gjerde & Alvesson, 2020; Kou 
et  al., 2022; Vossaert et  al., 2022) for exploring potential forces that may 
impact FLMs’ attitudes and HR performance. Taken together, our study 
advances the literature on FLMs’ HR involvement and implementation 
behavior by revealing that FLMs’ implementation behavior is not solely 
driven by organizational enablers (i.e. support and facilitation from the 
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HR department) yet partly emerges from the ongoing normative and 
psychological pressures within the team.

Meanwhile, scholars posited that if variability exists in the organiza-
tion, exploring factors that precede HPWS merits more attention (Pak 
& Kim, 2018). In doing so, we established that implementing HPWS is 
mainly a team-level process (Guest & Bos-Nehles, 2013; Pak, 2022). In 
this light, we corroborated that team managers’ HR role as an agent for 
the organization may be a primary factor that forms team-level HPWS 
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007). Our study con-
tributes to this debate by illuminating that realized HPWS can largely 
be explained by the level of FLMs’ enactment behavior, and the higher 
utilization of HPWS at the team level results in improved outcomes. 
Therefore, this research integrated two seemingly distinct SHRM research 
streams (e.g. the HR devolution and HRM systems literature) into a 
single lucid framework by depicting that HPWS is the product of FLMs’ 
implementation behavior. This is not only generating new insight into 
understanding why variability occurs in HRM but also aiding in unwarp-
ing and navigating the black box between HRM and our desired 
outcomes.

Managerial implications

Our study offers recommendations for practitioners grappling with exe-
cuting their HR tasks. It is quixotic to assume HR policies and practices 
can be transferred to FLMs for implementation purposes as intended in 
the HR department. Teams’ goal attainment is primarily a function of 
the quality of interaction among FLMs and their team members, and 
thereby, team members are significant others to FLMs. Hence, FLMs do 
not simply submit themselves to HR department prescriptions but strive 
to meet their team members’ demands. HR practitioners should welcome 
the belief that effective HR implementation results from triadic commu-
nications and agreement between HR, FLMs, and team members. 
Organizations should also seek to extend their view beyond common HR 
outcomes to include employees’ intersubjective perceptions and make 
efforts to explore and even shape employees’ collective beliefs. Indeed, 
the formulation of HR policy and practices should begin with a thor-
ough analysis of the workgroup viewpoints and the prevalent local norms 
on the ground, which might govern the way tasks are carried out in the 
team. It can be achieved by engaging or consulting team managers in the 
design phase of espoused HPWS. If done so effectively, FLMs, as the 
implementers of espoused HR practices, could better contribute to effec-
tive HR implementation and team performance while not compromising 
what is delivered from top hierarchies to the line.
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Further, FLMs’ HR involvement does not mean that FLMs give HR 
tasks higher value and priority than the operational agenda. Indeed, 
FLMs do not undertake HR duties unless they ensure that serving per-
sonnel assist them in their operational excellence and unit goal attain-
ment. In this vein, the HR department should help FLMs comprehend 
why and how HR tasks enable them to achieve their goals. Accordingly, 
HR practitioners suggested that before loading FLMs with a long list of 
HR duties, first and foremost, harmonize HR tasks with FLMs’ opera-
tional tasks and raise FLMs’ awareness about the entanglement of their 
HR and operational duties. Additionally, given that FLMs have their own 
modus operandi in enacting HR practices along with signals and climates 
that team members create, it would be more fruitful to focus more on 
team-level HPWS, which eventually will manifest in the organization’s 
performance as a whole. In this respect, it is recommended to frequently 
monitor what HPWS means to team members and FLMS themselves 
rather than dictating designed organizational level-HPWS, resulting in 
high variation in organization.

Limitations and directions for future research

Our findings should be viewed with some caution, which offers mean-
ingful avenues for future endeavours. To begin with, we collected data 
in Korea, which is characterized by a culture of high collectivism, 
implying that within-team agreements have a higher propensity to 
occur and solidify over time. In this sense, considering the generaliz-
ability of our findings, it should be interpreted cautiously for other 
contexts, and future research might replicate our proposed model in 
different cultural settings. In addition, this paper introduced intra-team 
agreement on the enactment of HPWS as a factor that makes team 
managers perceive normative pressure about rigorously enforcing 
intended HR practices, which predicts actual implementation behavior. 
Nonetheless, we encourage future research to provide a richer insight 
by exploring other potential forces that may influence FLMs’ enactment 
behavior. For instance, an FLM’s evaluation of other FLMs’ fidelity in 
HR implementation may also influence his/her decision to enact HR 
practices in an intended manner or commitment to HR roles in the 
workgroup. Plus, as part of our theoretical framework, we analyze 
FLMs’ implementation behaviors using within-team agreements; how-
ever, juxtaposing organization enablers with personal and within-team 
climate might offer a comprehensive and lucid framework for under-
standing FLMs’ implementation behaviors. For instance, it would be an 
insightful research avenue to test how FLMs react to conflicting signals 
from the HR department and their subordinates, specifically when 
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FLMs’ personal values are discrepant and far apart from those of the 
HR department. The compelling evidence offered in this study thus 
opens up a new direction for understanding the multilateral pressures 
and underlying motivations that drive FLMs’ HR involvement and 
implementation behavior. Especially given that FLMs face paradoxical 
demands being brought forth by HR and top management teams on 
one side and employees under their supervision on the other, future 
research should merit more attention to examining how FLMs balance 
conflicting demands that can provide a valuable extension to the 
literature.
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Appendix A 

survey Items factor loadings

Intra-team Acceptance of Espoused HR Practices
There is consensus on the enforcement of espoused hr practices in our team. .80
We have little conflict between a team manager and members of the team 

concerning the implementation of espoused hr practices.
.74

In our team, strict enforcement of espoused hr practices matters. .81
our team members have a shared agreement with one another on how hr 

practices are implemented.
.88

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

.72

Performance Expectancy
I believe that implementing espoused hr practices enables our team to accomplish 

tasks more effectively.
.70

I believe that implementing espoused hr practices increases our team’s 
productivity.

.91

I find that implementing espoused hr practices is useful in our team’s work. .82
If I implement espoused hr practices, I will increase my chances of getting a raise. .93
Effort Expectancy
I find espoused hr practices easy to implement in our team. .85
To me, the rules and procedures of enacting hr practices are clear and 

understandable.
.69

operating the hrm system within our team is easy for me. .88
It is easy for me to become knowledgeable in enacting espoused hr practices. .75
Social Influence
People who are important to me think that I should implement espoused hr 

practices.
.70

I believe that enacting espoused hr practices in a strict manner is considered 
socially desirable.

.68

People who influence my behavior think that I should implement espoused hr 
practices.

.81

I think that there are few who are against the implementation of espoused hr 
practices.

.76

FLM’s implementation of espoused HR practices
many times I have witnessed that my team manager enacts hr practices, strictly 

following corporate hr processes.
.68

many times I have witnessed that my team manager acts as an enthusiastic 
advocate of the hr policies of our company.

.77

I frequently observe that my team manager clearly communicates hr-related 
initiatives or changes in our workgroup.

.71

my team manager puts a strong emphasis on our participating in hr programs 
(e.g. training, culture-building

activities), even when we are busy working.

.79

I often see that my team manager emphasizes following hr processes and gives 
team members clear guidance over the course of hr implementation.

.87

Team-level HPWS
employees are involved in job rotation. .65
employees are empowered to make decisions. .84
employees in this job are often asked by our team manager to participate in decisions. .83
employees are provided the opportunity to suggest improvements in the way 

things are done.
.81

Jobs are designed around their individual skills and capabilities. .67
selection is comprehensive (uses interviews, tests, etc.). .70
selection emphasizes their ability to collaborate and work in teams. .69
selection involves screening many job candidates. .77
selection focuses on selecting the best all-around candidate, regardless of the 

specific job.
.74

selection emphasizes promotion from within. .70
selection places priority on their potential to learn (e.g. aptitude). .82
Training is continuous. .81
Training programs are comprehensive. .74
Training programs strive to develop firm-specific skills and knowledge. .84

(Continued)
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survey Items factor loadings

The training programs emphasize on-the-job experiences. .68
Performance is based on objective, quantifiable results. .79
Performance appraisals include management by objective with mutual goal setting. .71
Performance appraisals include developmental feedback. .81
Incentives are based on team performance. .69
compensation packages include an extensive benefits package. .77
our compensations include high wages. .82
The incentive system is tied to skill-based pay. .72
our compensation is contingent on performance. .70
Team Performance
Knowledge of tasks .81
Quality of work .83
Quantity of work .72
overall performance .90

Appendix A. Continued.


	How do employees shape HR implementation? Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices, frontline managers implementation behavior, and team performance
	ABSTRACT
	Introduction
	Literature review and hypotheses development
	Variability within organizations

	Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices and FLMs implementation behavior
	FLMs performance expectancy, effort expectancy, and social influence as mediators
	FLMs implementation, team-level HPWS, and team performance
	Research methods
	Sample and data
	Measures
	Team-level HPWS
	FLMs implementation of espoused HR practices
	Intra-team acceptance of espoused HR practices
	Performance expectancy
	Effort expectancy
	Social influence
	Team performance
	Control variables

	Data aggregation

	Results
	Correlations among study variables
	Validity of study variables
	Hypothesis tests

	Discussion
	Theoretical implications
	Managerial implications
	Limitations and directions for future research

	Disclosure statement
	Data availability statement
	References



