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ABSTRACT 

 

  Sandford Fleming (1876) illustrated the chaos in his book: Terrestrial 

Time. He wanted to make the world a less chaotic place, and for everyone to agree and 

follow on one thing consistently: what time it was by defining the 24-hour time zones. 

And he knew and emphasized that the more we could agree upon, the better in the 

future (Resnick, B., 2017). However, is it the same case to be applied on the 

implementation of High Performance Work System? The current study examines how 

the team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation relate to team level outcomes in a cross-industry setting. We 

develop and test a trickle-down model that links team leader’s perceived HPWS 

implementation to team member’s perceived HPWS implementation and behaviors. 

We present a conditional indirect effects model that demonstrates how value 

congruence can constrain these effects. Multilevel analyses of survey data from a 

sample of 77 teams of 12 firms showed that although the correlation between team 

leaders’ perceived HPWS implementation and CEO’s perceived HPWS 

implementation was significantly positive, no significant relationship found between 

team leader’s and team member’s perceived HPWS implementation. However, results 

revealed significant negative relationship between team leader’s and team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation when team member values are incongruent with the 

organizational values. Furthermore, consistent with the moderated mediation 

prediction, the perceptions of HPWS implemented between team leader and their team 

members, team member’s perceived HPWS implementation mediates the relationship 

between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team level outcomes 

contingent on the level of value congruence. 
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  CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

  

1.1. Research Background 

By the later 1980s, Human Resources Management (HRM) began to focus 

increasingly on the development of sophisticated techniques relating to an 

organization’s workforce performance management (Kanter, 1984; Peters & 

Waterman, 1982). Building upon its long experience in the design and 

implementation of effective Human Resource (HR) practices and the management 

of labor and industrial relations, the focus of those responsible for managing HR in 

organizations focused increasingly on developing and utilizing an organization’s 

human resources, in order to contribute to the organization’s strategic intent 

(Alpander, 1982; Tichy, Fombrun & Devanna, 1982). Such integration denoted the 

development of strategic human resources management through the process of 

designing and implementing HR programs that align consistently with the business 

strategy and contribute to the attainment of organization goals (Tichy et al., 1982; 

Ulrich, 1987). The underlying principle was that any given organization’s 

workforce represents a unique resource, essential to the successful development and 

delivery of the organization’s mission and vision, and, in competitive environments, 

contributing to the organization’s core competitive advantage (Ulrich, 1987; Wright 

& McMahan, 1992). However, the question of how to manage people effectively to 

attain organizational goals remains crucial to HRM scholars and practitioners 

(Becker & Gerhart, 1996; Huselid, 1995; Ichniowski et al., 1996). 

 One area of research which has received particular attention in recent year 

is the contribution to organizational performance made by the separate but 
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interconnect HR practices collectively known as a High Performance Work System 

(HPWS) (Delery & Doty, 1996; Huselid, 1995). Snape and Redman (2010: 4) 

define the HPWS as “interconnected HR activities, designed to ensure that 

employees have a broad range of superior skills and abilities, which are utilized to 

achieve the organization’s goals”. Scholars have argued that the effectiveness of 

HPWS is not purely dependent on the design and existence of good human 

resources practices but how they are implemented, for example, by developing 

processes appropriate to the precise required intentions (Gratton & Truss, 2003). 

However, some studies have also found that the process of developing appropriate 

HPW systems has been ignored by researchers (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Guest & 

Conway, 2011). It is argued that process analysis is a very important element 

contributing to successful HPWS implementation but that additional study is 

essential in order to understand and explain the contribution of SHRM to 

organizational performance.  In an effort to understand the relationship between the 

HPWS and the SHRM-performance link, researchers began to explore the effects 

of the process of implementation of the HPWS by team leaders (including 

supervisors and line managers) and sought to understand if the implementation 

process itself, influences the subordinates’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors 

towards the HPWS itself.      

The dominant paradigm in the HPWS implementation research involves 

examining the effects of team leaders’ skills and personalities on team members’ 

perceptions of the HPWS and connecting these to a range of behavioral outcomes 

(Jensen et al., 2013; Lepak et al., 2007; Liao et al., 2009; Nishii et al., 2008). This 

study differs from the extant literature, but adds to this line of research by 

examining the team leaders’ perceptions and how their experience of the HPWS 



3 
 

implemented is connected to the perceptions, feelings, and behaviors of their 

subordinates in their team. Such study is essential because team leaders are 

responsible for managing the day-to-day operations and activities of their direct 

subordinates. Therefore, they serve a key function in translating and 

communicating formal HR policies and practices into the actual team member 

experience and they shape the perceptions and attitudes of the team members 

toward their work (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989). For example, Bowen and Ostroff 

(2004: 206) argued that “individuals may interpret the HRM practices 

idiosyncratically, leading to variability in psychological climate perceptions”. 

Similarly, Wright & Nishii (2004: 11) stated that “the actual HR practices exist 

objectively, yet must be perceived and interpreted subjectively by each employee 

in the focal group. Consequently, the process then moves down to the level of the 

individual”. Consistent with these arguments, team leaders may interpret and 

perceive the same HPWS practices differently (Guzzo & Noonan, 1994; Wright & 

Nishii, 2004). Importantly, the team leaders’ perceived HPWS implementation in 

turn influence team members’ perceived HPWS implementation and may result in 

changes in team member behavior. MacDuffie (1995: 200) noted that a HPWS 

"shapes the pattern of interactions between and among managers and employees’, 

Therefore, for a thorough understanding of the HPWS-performance linkage, it is 

necessary to investigate the perceived HPWS implementation across multiple 

organizational levels.  
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1. 2 Research Purposes, Objectives and Contributions 

Within current HPWS research, the implementation process has been 

accepted to be as important as the design of the HR practices when considering 

HPWS effectiveness (Becker & Huselid, 2006). Undoubtedly, even if the HPWS is 

well designed, if the practices are not interpreted, perceived and implemented 

properly across the organization hierarchy, they will be ineffective (Huselid et al., 

1997; Wright & Nishii, 2004). Hence, this study aims for the following objectives. 

The first goal is to test specifically through the lens of a team leader, 

investigating how the team leader (as supervisor) will have an impact on the team 

members (as subordinates) in terms of their perceptions of the HPWS implemented. 

SHRM scholars have suggested that, employees who are higher in positions (e.g., 

team leaders) are commonly considered legitimate role models in ranked 

organizations, with upper-level status and legitimate power above those who are 

lower in positions (i.e., subordinates of the team leader) (Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004). 

As a result, team leaders are considered to be a source of legitimacy (Ambrose et 

al., 2013) and the object of model behavior and imitation (Mayer et al., 2012) by 

their subordinates. Similarly, Bowen and Ostroff (2004: 209) noted: “Legitimate 

authority of the HRM system and its agents leads individuals to consider submitting 

to performance expectations as formally sanctioned behaviors. Influence by 

legitimate authority is essentially a perceptual process—that is, one sees the 

behavioral requirements of one’s own role as subordinate to another that stands out 

as the legitimate authority (Kelman & Hamilton, 1989). It is the concept of authority 

whereby individuals are willing to submit to the necessities of cooperative systems 

(Barnard, 1938)”. 
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Following such conceptual ideas (e.g., Ambrose et al., 2013; Bowen & 

Ostroff, 2004; Fu et al., 2020), this study adopts the trickle-down perspective, which 

argues that the perceptions of one member (typically the supervisor) who is higher 

in the hierarchal organization can be transmitted to other members (typically the 

supervisor’s subordinates) who are lower-ranking in the organization structure 

(Masterson 2001).  Generally, subordinates mimic and emulate the perceptions, 

attitudes, and behaviors of their supervisors who are commonly considered 

legitimate authority (Lu et al., 2018; Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004) and are the targets 

of imitation (Mayer et al., 2012). In particular, this study focuses on the extent to 

which, a team leader influences the perceptions of his or her team members of the 

same hypothetical construct – the focus is on understanding how HPWS 

implementation works at a team. Most trickle-down research tests the effect of 

supervisors’ perceptions on subordinates’ perceptions of the same hypothetical 

construct and has received substantial empirical support across a variety of 

organizational phenomena (Lu et al., 2018). In an organization, team members 

within a work group are mostly reliant on their immediate team leaders to translate 

and communicate what the HPWS means for them as they are unlikely to access 

more senior managers (Kinnie et al., 2005; McDermott et al., 2013; Shipton et al., 

2016). Therefore, team leaders’ perceptions of their own personal HPWS 

implemented experiences affect their team members’ perception of HPWS 

implemented. For example, team leaders who feel positively supported by their 

organization in involving them in decision making, are more likely to implement or 

engage in formal participatory mechanisms of HPWS policies and practices, 

including participative management behaviors directed at their team members. 

Those team members will then perceive that they are more supported and 
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encouraged with the autonomy to give input in the work-related decision-making 

processes. The perceived experience that team leaders have with the organization 

“trickles down” to affect their team members. Thus, this research theorizes that the 

perception that team leaders have of the HPWS implemented trickles down to their 

team members and this influences how the implementation of the HPWS is 

perceived more generally within the organization.  

However, leadership research argues that the relationship between a leader 

and members of a team is non-static, and that members often reject the influence of 

a leader they initially accepted (Shamir & Howell, 1999). While acknowledging the 

influence of a leader’s individual characteristics (e.g., their perceptions, attitudes, 

and behaviors) on team members, earlier literature suggested that scholars should 

pay attention to the boundary conditions that enhance or limit the leader-team 

members linkage, when specifically connected with the emerging HPWS practices 

that are applied in a team or a team-based organization (Laursen & Foss, 2003; 

MacDuffie, 1995). Researchers have identified both the individual factors and a 

range of environmental characteristics that may strengthen or weaken the trickle-

down effect. However, Johns (2006) draws attention to the fact that the trickle-

down effect takes place inside a wider organizational environment, and this 

condition performs a crucial part in organizational behavior. Similarly, Ambrose et 

al. (2013) argue that in consideration of the wide influence that organizational 

contexts may induce relative to the comparatively confined impact of any particular 

supervisory person in the hierarchical organization, they suggested the 

organizational condition itself possibly plays an important moderator role of the 

trickle-down effect. The theoretical and empirical literature on the trickle-down 

effects has provided evidence on the effect of certain extrinsic factors, for instance 
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the organizational climate on the transmission process (Ling et al., 2016; Mayer et 

al., 2012; Shin, 2012). Thus, whilst adopting a trickle-down perspective, the second 

purpose of this study is to integrate both individual characteristic (i.e., team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation) and important contextual variables (i.e., team 

cooperative climate, value congruence) to assess their joint impact on the team 

members’ perceived HPWS implementation. In particular, the focus interest of this 

research is to investigate how team level contextual variables could strengthen (or 

weaken) the impact of team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation on 

individual team member’s perception of HPWS implemented and, in turn, team 

member behaviors of an interdependent work group.  

In summary, this research makes primary contributions to both the SHRM 

and the trickle-down literature. First, most HPWS implementation research focuses 

on the effects of the team leaders’ skills and personality trails/characteristics (e.g., 

their quality or their ability to be consistent, their communication skills, their basic 

HRM competency, their political skills) all of which contribute to actually 

implementing the intended HPWS. In addition, the research focuses on the degree 

to which the leaders fully implement the HPWS, their leadership style, and the 

quality of leader-member relations). This study explicitly assesses the effects of the 

team leaders’ perceived HPWS implementation. The significance of this is that it 

examines the influence of the perceptions of team leaders and team members to the 

implementation of HPWS at multiple levels in the organizational hierarchy.  

Second, the current study extends prior trickle-down models by examining 

the joint impact of individual personal characteristics and organizational context on 

the effect of HPWS implementation. This study examines the point at which team 

leader’s perceived HPWS implementation is likely to trickle-down into team 
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members. Trickle-down models have been used typically to explain the effect of 

the perceptions of the team leader of the organization on his or her team members 

in a variety of phenomena, such as abusive supervision or organizational support 

(Bordia et al., 2010; Masterson, 2001; Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Simon et al., 

2007; Tepper & Taylor, 2003). To get a better understanding of HPWS 

implementation process, the trickle-down model is a unique addition to the SHRM 

literature. Although this effect is suggested in the HRM literature (Clark, 2007; 

Kossek et al., 2003; Miller & Guimaraes, 2005; Schopman, 2017), tests may have 

been conducted in HPWS implementation but the results are not widely available. 

This study therefore investigates a refined trickle-down process by incorporating 

an examination of the role of a team’s cooperative climate and value congruence. 

In SHRM literature, the potential roles of team climate and value congruence as 

mediators in the HPWS-performance linkage (Boon et al., 2011; Bowen & Ostroff, 

2004) have been acknowledged but not explicitly examined as moderators in 

previous studies of HPWS implementation. Therefore, the results relating to the 

moderating role of team cooperative climate and value congruence may help SHRM 

scholars uncover further intricacies in the trickle-down process and provide 

practical managerial applications in HPWS implementation. 

Third, prior study has mainly investigated the trickle-down effects on 

individual-level employee perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors. This study 

suggests trickle-down effects have a broader impact. Particularly, scholars have 

stated that the influence of trickle-down effects is not solely on individual members 

but members at the work group level. Two pioneering empirical studies along this 

line of research have indeed demonstrated the impact of trickle-down effects at the 

team level (Ambrose et al., 2013; Mayer et al., 2009). Despite widespread 
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recognition of the importance of teamwork, the current study investigates how team 

leaders’ perception of their own personal HPWS experiences affect their team 

members’ perceived HPWS implementation, and how the team members’ 

perceptions relate to important team outcomes, specifically team potency and team 

vitality, by adopting the trickle-down effects.  In doing so, this study responds to a 

call by Chuang et al., (2013) to examine how HPWS influences team outcomes and 

also addresses the often-mentioned need for more multilevel management research 

(Hitt et al., 2007; Paauwe, 2009; Wright & Boswell, 2002). 
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1.3 Organization of the Thesis  

The thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the thesis. Chapter 2 

reviews the literature of SHRM, HPWS and HPWS-performance in both theoretical 

and empirical research, and identifies and explores the core theories to be used in 

this thesis. Chapter 3 develops a theoretical model and a set of hypotheses. Chapter 

4 describes the research methodology designed to test the proposed hypotheses. 

Chapter 5 presents the research results and findings. Chapter 6 presents the 

discussion and conclusion.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

 This chapter reviews the major research contributing to our understanding 

of SHRM, and HPWS, in particular research undertaken in the field of 

implementation perceptions within both theoretical and empirical contexts. This 

review focuses on research exploring trickle-down effects and identifies interesting 

gaps in our understanding of the subject. This is followed by the construction of a 

new conceptual model and the development of appropriate hypotheses in the next 

chapter.   

 

2.1 The Overview of Strategic Human Resource Management (SHRM) 

2.1.1 Early Research of SHRM 

The foundation of HRM has been developed from several interrelated 

research streams and empirical applications, including studies of the employment 

relationship, the specialization of labor, the scientific management of people, 

employment related legislation, unionizations, etc. (Bratton & Gold, 2000; Huselid, 

2011). On the whole, the development of the HRM concept has been distinguished 

from these traditional approaches of personnel management through a normative 

point of view on HRM (e.g., Guest, 1987; Storey, 1995).  

In the early 1980s, scholars (Alpander, 1982; Tichy et al., 1982) proposed 

that human resources must become an integral component of business strategy. If 

an organization has HR practices which are aligned consistently with the business 

strategy, they would deliver superior performance, and such internal fit would 
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contribute to the integration of HRM and strategic management literature (Ulrich, 

1987). During this period a number of academic works by strategists such as 

Fombrun et al. (1984), Miles and Snow (1984), and Beer et al (1985) and the work 

of the Harvard group, began to relate overall business strategy to HRM.  

In an early article by Schuler and Jackson (1987), they asserted an 

integration between a strategic view of HRM and Porter’s (1980) three generic 

competitive strategies by pointing to the importance of motivating employees to 

engage in behaviors that support a firm’s strategy implementation which has since 

formed the basis of contemporary HRM. This is now commonly denoted as the 

behavioral perspective. The behavioral perspective focuses on employees’ behavior 

as the mediator between the strategy and the firm’s performance, using various HR 

practices to elicit the required employees’ attitudes and behaviors which are 

associated with various strategies (Jackson et al., 1989; Schuler, 1992; Schuler and 

Jackson, 1987; Wright and McMahan, 1992). Ulrich (1987) argued that if 

organizations can have HR practices aligned consistently with the business strategy, 

they are believed to deliver superior performance. This research stream has brought 

the strategic management and HRM fields together as Strategic Human Resource 

Management (SHRM), which has since produced a large and rapidly evolving body 

of theoretical and empirical literature over the last three decades (Jackson et al., 

2014).  

SHRM is an enormous and heterogeneous field with different theoretical 

opinions and understanding (Boxall et al., 2008). Recently, a core proposition of 

SHRM has suggested that HR practices have a stronger impact when they achieve 

vertical fit, such that the HR work system is aligned with the business strategies and 

goals, internal capabilities and resources, and external environment of the 
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organization, and also achieve horizontal fit, such that various HR practices are 

mutually complement and can aligned with each other (Becker & Gerhart, 1996; 

Delery & Doty, 1996; Huselid, 1995; Wright & McMahan, 1992). Over time this 

research stream expanded and shifted to emphasize the human resource 

contribution was established firmly by Wright and McMahan (1992: 298) with 

SHRM defined as “the pattern of planned human resource deployments and 

activities intended to enable an organization to achieve its goals”. This has become 

widely accepted over the years, together with different SHRM theoretical models 

including a contribution to the resource-based view (RBV) of the organization 

(Grant, 1991).  

SHRM offers a macro-organizational approach, viewing the HRM’s role 

and function at the firm level (Butler et al., 1991). RBV stemmed from the 

conceptual study of Barney (1991), which emphasizes the perspective of unique 

organizational resources and the complexity of the organization systems in 

determining a firm’s competitive advantage. This has been incorporated into both 

theoretical and applied HRM as a basis for focusing on human resources investment. 

One of the earliest applications of the RBV of the organization was Barney and 

Wright’s (1998) research, which also used the key components of the RBV which 

are resources Value, Inimitability, Rareness, and Organization support -VIRO, 

which are used to explain how HR could be used to create competitive advantage.   

Evolving over time and context, the growth and development of the 

academic study of HRM has become so important due to the failure in personnel 

management to promote effective management of people (Skinner, 1981), moving 

from traditional industrial relations for collective issues towards individual issues 

related to HRM (Guest, 1987), changes in the workforce with better education, and 
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the nature of work with changing technology and structures. All these lead to higher 

expectations and more demanding workforce (Beer et al., 1985). Therefore, a new 

form of HRM is required and it appears to lean heavily on theories of commitment 

and motivation derived from organizational behaviors (Guest, 1987). A large 

number of empirical studies have been done thereafter in examining the relationship 

between HR systems and organizational performance across a wide variety of 

settings and countries, such as in the U.S., Europe, and Asia (Ahmad & Schroeder, 

2003; Huang, 2000). Further examination of the elements and structure that make 

up the HR systems was identified by Schuler (1992), in which philosophy, policies, 

programs, practices, and processes are considered. Researchers have demonstrated 

that organizations applying a high commitment to HRM leads to organizational 

success (Foulkes, 1980; Peters & Waterman, 1982). Others such as Walton (1985), 

had also emphasized the changing attitude to HRM, moving from a simple control 

or command approach to one where an organization’s commitment to developing 

its human resources is the foundation for people management in workplace. This is 

more of an organizational behavior perspective. In the earliest empirical studies, an 

investigation of HR systems by Arthur (1994) using a sample of small steel mills 

under two different HR systems (control vs. commitment), Arthur found that HR 

systems by commitment resulted in higher productivity, lower scrap rates, and 

reduced turnover. Furthermore, he found that the impact of turnover on 

manufacturing performance was moderated by the type of HR system used. This 

article marked the beginning of the search for “bundles” of HR practices and 

contributed to a stream of research on high performance work systems (HPWS) that 

influence organizational performance.  
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2.1.2 The Growth of HPWS in SHRM Literature 

Within the past two decades, SHRM has evolved from the emphasis on the 

impact of individual HR practices, to understanding the impact of bundles of HR 

practices in the areas of recruitment, selection, training and development, 

motivation, and retention of employees. The term High Performance Work Systems 

has been used by strategic scholars to characterize the transformation of HR 

practices through the realization of human-capital oriented strategies by the high 

performance of HRM (Appelbaum et al, 2000; Benkhoff, 1997; Datta et al., 2005; 

Huselid, 1995). The foundation of the research is the RBV which provides the 

theoretical causal relationship between HR practices and company performance 

(Delery & Shaw, 2001). It describes the company’s specific resources, with HR 

practices which are difficult to imitate due to its invisibility and complexity of the 

bundle approach of HR practices that can contribute to sustained competitive 

advantage to the performance of the company (Pfeffer, 1994; Wright and McMahan, 

1992).  

SHRM scholars advocated employees are a prime source of competitive 

advantage that is difficult for other companies to replicate so they devoted their 

focus on the HR practices and the HRM system’s features in order to understand 

the linkage between HR systems and the company’s overall performance. For 

example, explaining the influence of HR practices’ on developing human capital 

acting as a kind of mediator in motivating employees to behave in ways which 

contribute to acceptable performance outcomes has been acknowledged (e.g., 

Wright & McMahan, 1992; Wright et al., 1994).  
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2.1.3 Definition of HPWS 

HPWS is usually defined as a bundle of separate but interrelated HR 

practices that are carried out in recruitment, selection, training and development, 

motivation, and retention of employees, in order to realize and promote the 

importance of human resources that aimed at increasing employees’ skills, 

motivation and opportunity (Guest 2007; Tsui & Wang, 2002), rather than to 

achieve the companies’ strategies and goals (e.g., Appelbaum et al, 2000; Arthur, 

1994; Barney, 1991; Becker & Gerhart, 1996; Huselid, 1995; Whitener, 2001). 

HPWS can also be viewed as coordinated bundles of High Performance Work 

Practices (HPWPs) that create synergistic effects in which certain practices 

reinforce one another to increase organizational efficiency and effectiveness 

(MacDuffie, 1995; Toh et al., 2008). Increases in organizational performance owing 

to the integration of specific HR practices into HPWS result from the proper fitting 

of the implemented HPWPs. Thus, research has revealed the importance of specific 

HPWS practices, with proper integration. There are several stems of strategic HRM 

systems in addition to that focusing on high-performance. This includes high-

commitment (Benkhoff, 1997; Wood & de Menezes, 1998) and high-involvement 

(Lawler, 1986; Xiao & Bjorkman 2006) with some variances among them. One of 

the best known is presented by Pfeffer (1998) with seven practices identified. This 

includes employment security, selective staffing, extensive training, self-managed 

teams, high compensation contingent on the performance of an organization, 

reduction in status differentials and information-sharing. A study in the U.SA. by 

Appelbaum et al., (2000) and one in U.K. by Purcell and Hutchinson (2007) which 

adopted another range of practices based on the three components of HPWS which 

are Ability, Motivation and Opportunity has become known as the AMO Model. 
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Irrespective of the list of practices, the common assumption is that these bundles of 

HR practices or systems are widely applicable (Hutchinson, 2013). A common 

theme in these research works is that integrating HR practices into a coordinated 

joint bundle has stronger effects than individual ones in the traditional HRM 

paradigm on performance (Combs et al., 2006). The concept of the high 

performance work system captures the essences and practices of all these systems 

(Wei & Lau, 2010), therefore this thesis uses the term HPWS to represent such a 

system.  

   

2.1.4 HPWS and Performance 

Strategy scholars investigated the relationship between HPWS and 

organizational outcomes as one of the essential studies of SHRM research (Becker 

& Huselid, 1998). Dyer and Reeves (1995) have characterized organizational 

outcomes into three main groups: HR outcomes (e.g., employee skills and abilities, 

employee attitudes and behaviors, and turnover), operational outcomes 

(productivity, product quality, quality of service, and innovation), and financial 

outcomes (sales, market share, return on invested capital, and return on assets). 

Huselid (1995), argues that HPWS can influence employees' skills and motivation 

and these, in turn, allow employees to increase their discretionary effort which 

improves how their work is performed (e.g., greater productivity, lower intention 

to leave), and this then enhances organizational financial performance. The use of 

HPWS has been associated with lower turnover, higher accounting profits and 

increased company market values. Considerable empirical research has 

subsequently been done, confirming that organizations which implement HPWS 
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demonstrate better organizational performance measured in a variety of different 

ways, covering both operational and financial aspects of firm performance (e.g., 

Arthur, 1994; Guthrie, 2001; Huselid, 1995; MacDuffie, 1995; Way, 2002). 

Therefore, the early research on HPWS prominently tested the relationship between 

HPWS and organizational performances (Jensen et al., 2013) at the plant, 

establishment or company’s level (e.g., Becker & Huselid, 1998; Koch & McGrath, 

1996). Subsequently, focus was spent on the impact of HPWS in various settings, 

through improved intermediate outcomes, for instance enhanced job satisfaction, 

increased productivity, and lower turnover (e.g., Cappelli & Neumark, 2001; Wang 

et al., 2011).  

In recent years, researchers introduced different variables including both 

mediating and moderating variables to elaborate what happens in the HPWS-

performance linkage. For example, Fey et al. (2000) looked at the HR outcome 

variable satisfaction with development playing a mediating role, Alfes, Truss et al. 

(2013) looked at the mediating role of employee engagement, in which employees’ 

perceptions of HPWS contribute to their innovative work behaviors and task 

performance. Aryee et al. (2012) examined the mediating role of individual HPWS 

perceptions, psychological climate and unit-level empowerment in the relationship 

between HPWS and individual service performance, then considered the further 

effects on branch market performance. Messersmith et al. (2011) investigated the 

mediating mechanisms of employees’ attitudes and behaviors (i.e., job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment, and empowerment). They identified that all three HR 

outcomes variables mediate the relationship between HPWS and organizational 

citizenship behaviors, which in turn affects unit or departmental performance. The 
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latest SHRM literature examines the mediating mechanisms through multi-level 

analysis (Liao et al., 2009).  

The proposed mediating processes through which HPWSs affect different 

organizational outcomes is based on the argument that it is human factors that, for 

example, serve as an important mediator in the HPWS-performance causal linkage 

(Takeuchi et al., 2007) and that the outcome “flows from practices through people 

to performance” (Ramsay et al., 2000:502). For example, employee perceptions of 

a HPWS are usually hypothesized to demonstrate a key mediating role between the 

HPWS and HR outcomes linkage. All these arguments are proposed based on the 

beliefs that as long as the HPWS is aligned with the company’s strategic goals 

(Jackson & Schuler, 1995; Porter, 1985), competitive advantage can best be 

achieved by enhancing people management; in other words, through better human 

resources utilization, motivation, empowerment and management (Beer et al.,1985, 

Pfeffer 1994; Tichy et al., 1982; Ulrich, 1987; Wright & McMahan, 1992) all of 

which give rise to the attainment of desired organizational goals. However, there 

are some critics to this view, specifically in the UK, who criticized the development 

of the high commitment or involvement management approach of HRM as a 

deceptive form of exploiting workers (e.g., Blyton & Turnbull, 1992; Keenoy, 1997; 

Legge, 1995). For example, encouraging employees to make decisions and take 

initiatives through empowerment to gain employee compliance and creativity for 

improving organizational performance, employees may make minor gains in 

autonomy of their work-related issues, but this is in turn at the expense of work 

intensification and job strain to them. Although it realizes the desired improvement 

in organizational performance, it might not be in employees’ greatest benefits 

(Ramsay et al., 2000). With the backlash, conceptual refinement and empirical 
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works have emerged which examine HR practices in terms of the theoretical work, 

outcomes, role of employees and the importance of their perceptions and behavior 

to better understand the HR practices-performance link (Cappelli and Neumark, 

2001; Guest 1997; Wright and Boswell, 2002). 

Other studies, however, explore the moderating roles of different variables 

between HPWS and company performance. For example, Youndt et al., (1996) 

looked at a number of different kinds of manufacturing strategy and identified that 

business strategy moderates the linkage between HPWS and operational 

performance. Sun et al., (2007), presented a moderated mediation model and looked 

at both the moderating role of unemployment rate and business strategy, and the 

mediating role of organizational level’s service-oriented citizenship behaviors 

between HPWS and turnover and productivity. Comparatively little studies have 

investigated the effects of moderation in the linkage between HPWS and company 

performance. 

At this point, a brief review of what has evolved and have been done so far 

of these mediating and moderating processes at varying levels of examination 

would be useful in order to spot the research gaps and to allow this study to address 

some of the issues.  

 

2.1.4.1 Company’s Level of Analysis 

Resource-based view is one of the main theoretical points of view which 

have been deployed at the company’s level of examination (Barney, 1991). By 

emphasizing the importance of the integration of strategy and the internal resources 

of an organization one of which is the human capital (Wright & McMahan, 1992), 
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a distinctive competitive advantage is potentially created in setting the organization 

unique from its rivals. Some research works, such as Takeuchi et al. (2007) who 

used a sample of Japanese establishments, found that HPWS and establishment 

performance was positively related to the manager-rated collective human capital 

of employee mediation. Youndt and Snell (2004) also found a positive relationship 

between different bundles or configurations of HR practices and organization 

performance and the mediating role of human capital of employee in the HR-

performance relationship.  

Another important perspective in SHRM has also evolved during the period 

which is the behavioral perspective. The behavioral viewpoint in SHRM (Schuler 

& Jackson, 1987, 1989), suggests that various role behaviors are needed for varied 

firm strategies and goals, with reference to “focuses on employee behavior as the 

mediator between strategy and firm performance” (Wright & McMahan, 1992:303). 

The general idea of this perspective is that HR practices are deployed as needed to 

make sure that employees in certain contexts carry out appropriate role behaviors 

that are required to support the objectives achievement of an organization. 

Therefore, other streams of research have used the Ability, Motivation and 

Opportunity Model (AMO) framework (Appelbaum et al., 2000) as another 

perspective for factors mediating the relationship between HR practices and 

organizational performance.  

Diverse mediation mechanisms in the relationship of HPWS-performance 

at the company’s level are found in SHRM. This line of research focuses on 

examining the intermediate outcomes and implementation processes of HPWS to 

address the question of how HPWS can have impact on the HR systems-

organizational performance relationship. It looks at the organizational processes, 
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not the individual behaviors, for example.  Strategic HR scholars Wei & Lau (2010), 

based their research in the dynamic capabilities perspective and examined the factor 

Adaptive Capability in mediating between HPWS and company’s performance. 

Patel et al. (2013) based their research within the behavioral perspective and tested 

a model with Organizational Ambidexterity as the mediator in the relationship 

between HPWS and company’s growth. Several studies found either no relationship 

or a negative relationship between HPWS and the company’s performance 

(Cappelli & Neumark, 2001; Guest et al., 2003; Wright, Gardner, Moynihan, & 

Allen, 2005). Moreover, HPWS emphasizes both internal and external alignment 

or consistencies (Evans & David, 2005) and companies deploy HPWS to improve 

their adaptability to changing environments (e.g., changes in competition, 

technological advancement, new customer preferences), therefore, different social 

and business contexts may enhance or inhibit HPWS effectiveness. HR scholars 

have studied and identified different company’s business contexts, for example, by 

sector, size, organizational climate, unemployment rate, location advantage 

(Beltrán-Martin et al. 2008; Neal et al., 2005; Sun et al. 2007; Wei & Lau, 2010). 

Each of these may influence the implementation of HPWS in an organization 

(Ferris et al., 1998; Paauwe, 2004). Therefore, other strands of HPWS research have 

emphasized the need to attend to the contextual conditions, for example, 

organizational culture and climate, business strategy, leadership styles, 

unionization, and the human resource power each of which may play a part in 

moderating the HPWS effectiveness (e.g., Boxall, 2012; Sheehan et al., 2007; 

Youndt et al., 1996). Table 2.1 shows some of the studies that examined the HPWS-

performance linkage at the company’s level. 
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Table 2.1 A review of representative studies examining the effect of mediators and 

moderators in the relationships between HPWS and outcomes at the company’s 

level. 

Authors Article Mediator / Moderator Outcome 

Armstrong 

et al. (2010) 

Human Resource 

Management, 

49(6), 977-998. 

Mediator 

• Labour productivity 

• Workforce innovation 

• Voluntary employee 

turnover 

Batt (2002) Academy of 

Management 

Journal, 45(3), 

587-597. 

Mediator 

• Quit rate 

 

Moderator 

• Market segment 

• Sales growth 

Beltran-

Martin et 

al. (2008) 

Journal of 

Management, 

34(5), 1009-1044. 

Mediator 

• HR flexibility 

 

Moderator 

• Sector 

• Size 

• Customer service 

effectiveness 

Bhattachar

ya et al. 

(2005) 

Journal of 

Management, 

31(4), 622-640. 

Mediator 

• HR flexibility 

 

• Profit per employee 

• Sales per employee 

• Return on sales 

• Cost of sales 

Collins & 

Clark 

(2003) 

Academy of 

Management 

Journal 46(6): 740–

751 

Mediator 

• Top management team 

social network 

 

• Firm performance 

Combs et 

al. (2006) 

PERSONNEL 

PSYCHOLOGY 

2006, 59, 501–528 

Moderator 

• Organizational strategy 

• Context 

• Research design 

• Organizational 

performance 

Datta et al. 

(2005) 

Academy of 

Management 

Journal, 48(1), 

135–145. 

Moderator 

• Industry capital 

• Intensity 

• Growth 

• Differentiation 

• Labour productivity 

Evans & 

Davis 

(2005) 

Journal of 

Management 31(5), 

758-775 

Mediator 

 Internal social structure 

• Organizational and 

Financial Efficiency 

• Organizational 

Flexibility 

Fey et al. 

(2000) 

International 

Journal of Human 

Resource 

Management, 

11(1), 1-18. 

Mediator 

• Motivation 

• Retention 

• Capability development 

 

• Firm performance 

Glaister et 

al. (2018) 

Human Resource 

Management 

Journal, 28(1), 

148-166. 

Mediator 

• Talent management 

 

Moderator 

HRM-strategy alignment 

• Firm performance 

Guthrie 

(2001) 

Academy of 

Management 

Journal 44(1): 180–

190 

Mediator 

• Turnover 

 

• Productivity 

 

Huselid 

(1995) 

Academy of 

Management 

Journal, 38(3), 

635-872. 

Mediator 

• Employee turnover 

• Productivity 

• Corporate financial 

performance 
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Jiang & 

Liu (2015) 

Human Resource 

Management 

Review, Vol. 25 

No. 1, 

pp. 126-137. 

Mediator 

• Social capital 

 

• Organizational 

effectiveness 

Kehoe & 

Collins 

(2017) 

Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 

102(8), 1222-1236. 

Mediator 

• Organizational Commitment 

• Organizational Tenure 

Access to Knowledge within 

Unit 

• Unit Performance 

Kintana et 

al. (2006)  

The International 

Journal of Human 

Resource 

Management, 

17(1), 70-85.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

Moderator 

• Technology 

• Firm’s operational 

performance 

Lee et al. 

(2010) 

The International 

Journal of Human 

Resource 

Management, 

21(9), 1351-1372. 

Mediator 

• Business strategy 

 

Moderator 

• Employee number 

Firm age 

• Firm performance 

Neal et al. 

(2005) 

Journal of 

Management. 

31(4), 492-512. 

Moderator 

• Organizational climate 

• Competitive strategy 

 

• Productivity 

Patel et al. 

(2013) 

Academy of 

Management 

Journal, 56(5), 

1420-1442. 

Mediator 

• Organizational 

ambidexterity 

• Firm growth 

Rabl et al. 

(2014) 

Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 99(6), 

1011 

Moderator 

• National culture 

• Managerial discretion 

• Business performance 

Ramsay et 

al. (2000) 

British Journal of 

Industrial 

Relations, 38(4), 

501-531. 

Mediator 

•  Commitment 

•  Job strains 

•  Management relations 

 Discretion  

• Organizational 

performance 

Sun et al. 

(2007) 

Academy of 

Management 

Journal, 50, 558–

577. 

Mediator 

• Organizational level’s 

Service oriented citizenship 

behaviors 

 

Moderator 

• Unemployment rate 

• Business strategy 

• Turnover 

• Productivity 

Wadhwa & 

Guthrie 

(2018) 

American Journal 

of Management, 

18(1), 10-24. 

Mediator 

• Job resources 

• Employee engagement 

 

Moderator 

• Supportive supervision 

• Organizational 

effectiveness 

Wei & Lau 

(2010) 

Human Relations. 

63(10), 1463-1485. 

Mediator 

• Adaptive capability 

 

Moderator 

• Institutional environment 

• Financial performance 

Youndt et 

al.  (1996) 

Academy of 

Management 

Journal, 39(4), 

836-866. 

Moderator 

• Manufacturing strategy 

• Operational 

performance 



25 
 

While SHRM scholars have generally reached a consensus, identifying 

employee outcomes as having a vital mediating effect in the linkage between HRM 

systems and organization performance, recent research challenging the previous 

unit level of empirical research have adopted a mainly managerial perspective, 

based on the assumption that what is answered in the research survey by 

management would be in line with the perceptions of employees.  

 

  



26 
 

2.1.4.2 Perceived HPWS at the Individual-Level.  

Prior SHRM studies have suggested that it is HPWS that are mostly relevant 

in influencing the attitudes and behaviors of individual employees (Takeuchi et al., 

2009). Scholars taking mainly a resource-based view claimed that the value of 

employees’ human capital cannot be recognized unless they are willing to use their 

abilities to perform (Jackson & Schuler, 1995). As such, the utilization of HPWS is 

suggested to encourage the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation of employees at work, 

through improving their ability, motivation, opportunities and empowerment to be 

involved in work related decision making (Takeuchi et al., 2009).  This can further 

induce desired and productive work behaviors which will contribute to desired 

operational outcomes (Becker & Huselid, 1998; Deci et al., 1989). Therefore, an 

increasing focus on the employee perceived HPWS and individual employee 

outcomes (e.g., Barling et al., 2003) has been developing in the SHRM literature.  

 The individual level of analysis of SHRM research focuses on the effect of 

HPWS which are perceived by employees as being related to their attitudes and 

behaviors, and specifically to explore psychological and motivational mechanisms 

based on the social exchange perspective (Blau, 1964). This is described by Blau 

(1964) as occurring when one person offers another a favor, a future return is 

expected, though when such reciprocity will occur and in form of what is 

unspecified (Gouldner, 1960).  

In the recent years most HPWS research is based on two types of social 

interactions: exchanges between an employee and his or her working organization 

and exchanges between an employee and his or her supervisor.  In the employee-

organization social exchange relationship, it is argued that individual employees 
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perceive their organization has invested in them, and has considered and is 

concerned for their needs by means of positively experienced HPWS (Wayne et al., 

1997).  As such employees feel an obligation to reciprocate their employers’ 

commitment by having attitudes and behaviors that support organizational goals. 

Along this line of research, various mediators of HPWS-performance causal link 

have been tested. For example, scholars tested employee attitudes on job 

satisfaction, affective commitment, perceived organizational support, trust in the 

employer, engagement, as the mediators in the linkage between perceived HPWS 

and individual employee outcomes. 

The subordinate-supervisor social exchange relationship is referred to as 

leader-member exchange and it is based on the argument that “each party must see 

the exchange as reasonably equitable or fair” (Graen & Scandura, 1987: 182). This 

exchange suggests an interpersonal relationship evolves between line managers and 

their direct subordinates over the environment of formal organization (Graen & 

Cash-man, 1975) and prior studies have identified exchange quality to be associated 

with important line manager and subordinate behaviors (Liden et al., 1997).   

Notwithstanding the fact that social exchange theory has established a 

valuable explanatory framework to explain the HPWS-performance linkage, 

support about the mediating roles of the suggested array of attitudes and behaviors 

has thus further indicated with contradiction. Therefore, it is inconclusive to which 

mediators are most essential or significant, nor how they function within models of 

mediation (Alfes et al., 2013).  

Criticisms have been made regarding the impact of HPWS on employees. 

The views originate in the HPWS literature in relation to the argument of employee 
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wellness in the linkage of HPWS–organizational performance. Van De Voorde et 

al (2012:391) described the two views. The first perspective, HRM is beneficial to 

both organizations and employees with a win-win situation (Appelbaum et al. 2000; 

Guest 1997) and they named it as ‘mutual gains’ perspective. On the other hand, in 

the second perspective, authors contend that HPWS has the desired result in respect 

of organizational accomplishment but has no, or indeed a negative effect on 

employee wellness (e.g., Legge 1995; Ramsay et al. 2000) and they named it as 

‘conflicting outcomes’”. It has been suggested that more studies are necessary 

before HPWS and the dynamic linkage of HPWS-performance can be well 

understood (Van De Voorde et al., 2012). 

As the contextual perspective of HPWS emphasizes the role of context in 

the HPWS process (Bowen & Ostroff 2004; Jackson & Schuler 1995), recent 

scholars have claimed that it is significant to include the social context of 

organizations in any model examining the relationship between HPWS and 

employee behaviors (Guest, 2011; Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2010). They have found 

moderators, for example, perceived organizational support, person-organization fit, 

organization climate, supervisory support, which can help to explain more about 

the situations and processes through which employee attitudes are translated into 

favoured or unfavoured behaviors (Den et al., 2004). To respond to these calls, a 

moderated mediation model is introduced to study the link between HPWS and 

employee behavior. Table 2.2 shows a highlight of some studies examining the 

perceived HPWS-performance linkage at individual level. 
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Table 2.2. A review of representative studies examining the effect of mediators and 

moderators in the relationships between HPWS and outcomes at individual-level. 

Authors Journal Mediator / Moderator Outcome 

Alfes et 

al. (2012) 

Human Resource 

Management Journal, 

22(4), 409–427 

Moderator 

• Trust in the employer 

• Task performance 

• Citizenship behavior 

• Turnover intentions 

• Employee well-being  

Alfes, 

Shantz et 

al. (2013) 

International Journal of 

Human Resource 

Management, 24(2), 

330-351. 

Mediator 

• Employee engagement 

 

Moderator 

Perceived organizational 

support 

• OCB 

• Turnover intentions 

Alfes, 

Truss et 

al. (2013) 

 

Human Resource 

Management, 52(6), 

839-859. 

Mediator 

• Employee engagement 

 

 

• Self-report task 

performance 

• Self-report innovative 

work behavior 

Boon et 

al. 

(2011)  

The International 

Journal of Human 

Resource Management. 

22(1), 138-162 

Mediator 

• Person-organization fit 

• Person-job fit 

 

Moderator 

• Person-organization fit 

• Person-job fit 

• Organizational 

commitment  

• Intention to show OCB 

• Job Satisfaction 

• Intention to leave 

Boxall et 

al. 

(2011) 

Journal of Management 

Studies. 48(7), 1504-

1532. 

Mediator 

• Psychological 

empowerment 

• Compliance behavior 

• Customer oriented 

behavior 

• Affective commitment  

• Employee performance 

 

Gavino 

et al. 

(2012) 

Human Resource 

Management, 51(5), 

665-686. 

Mediator 

• Perceived 

organizational support 

• Customer commitment 

• Organizational 

citizenship behavior (to 

organization) 

Huang et 

al. 

(2016) 

Personnel Review, 

45(2), 296-314. 

Mediator 

• Employee well-being 

• Job involvement 

Kehoe & 

Wright 

(2013) 

Journal of Management 

39(2), 366-391 

Mediator 

• Affective commitment 

• Organizational 

citizenship behavior 

• Intention to remain 

• Absenteeism 

Lam et 

al. 

(2009) 

The International 

Journal of Human 

Resource Management, 

20(11), 2250-2270. 

Mediator 

• Organizational 

citizenship behavior 

• Intention to leave 

Li et al. 

(2011) 

The International 

Journal of Human 

Resource Management, 

22:9, 1825-1842. 

Moderator 

• HPWS climate strength 

(unit level) 

• Work satisfaction 

• Vigor 

• Intention to Quit 

Logan et 

al. 

(2007) 

Journal of Management 

Studies, 44(8), 1523-

1550. 

Mediator 

• Psychological 

empowerment 

 

Moderator 

• Supervisory support 

• Commitment 

• Job satisfaction 

• Breakdowns 

• Accidents 
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Macky & 

Boxall 

(2007) 

International Journal of 

Human Resource 

Management, 18(4), 

537-567. 

Mediator 

• Trust in management 

• Affective commitment 

Martinait

yte et al. 

(2019) 

Journal of 

Management, 45(2), 

728-751. 

Mediator 

• Need satisfaction 

• Creative process 

engagement 

• Employee creative 

performance 

Minbaev

a et al. 

(2012) 

Human Resource 

Management, 51(3), 

387-405. 

Mediator 

• Individual’s intrinsic 

motivation 

• Social-interaction 

mechanisms 

• Knowledge sharing 

• Level of knowledge 

• Exchange 

Zacharat

os et al. 

(2005) 

The Journal of Applied 

Psychology. 90(1), 77-

93. 

Mediator 

• Trust in management 

• Psychological safety 

climate  

• Individual safety incident 

• Individual safety 

orientation 

Zaleska 

et al. 

(2016) 

Human Relations (New 

York), 60(7), 987-1018 

Mediator 

• Satisfaction with 

development 

• Organizational 

commitment 

Zhang et 

al. 

(2014) 

Journal of Business 

Ethics, 120(3), 423-

435. 

Mediator 

• Employees’ satisfaction 

with the perceived 

HPWS 

•  

• Employees’ affective 

commitment 

• Employees’ 

organizational 

citizenship behavior 

 

2.1.4.3 HPWS in Cross-level Studies 

The work of scholars such as Lepak et al., (2006); Ostroff & Bowen, (2000) 

suggested that the HR systems influence on the company’s performance is basically 

a multilevel event. As HPWS that is constructed and developed at the work unit 

level is experienced or felt by employees first, and with the influence of their 

attitudes and behaviors, the individual employee outcomes are aggregated to induce 

unit level outcomes through the process of emergence (Nishii et al., 2008; Wright 

& Nishii, 2007). As Wright & Nishii (2007) proposed, more attention is needed to 

establish complete and thorough theories that integrate multi-levels of analysis in 

order to have a better understanding of the SHRM research. Nishii and Wright 

(2008) point out that there are three distinctive levels of assessment for SHRM, 

besides the intended HPWS that organizations document on paper, a distinction 

between actual and perceived HPWS implementation is needed. Therefore, Nishii 
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et al. (2008) call for studies that examine both management and employee rated 

HPWS. Employee perceived HPWS may vary, subject to both organizational and 

individual variables.  

Bowen and Ostroff (2004:206) establish from the communication and 

attribution theories and stated, “All HRM practices communicate messages 

constantly and in unintended ways, and messages can be understood 

idiosyncratically, whereby two employees interpret the same practices differently”. 

Similarly, SHRM scholars have proposed that the multilevel nature of HPWS and 

the variability within organizations have to be acknowledged to advance the SHRM 

research. In the same way, Liao et al., (2009:388) emphasized that, there is a need 

for “multilevel research to examine simultaneously the impact and influence 

processes of HPWSs on performance outcomes at both the individual and unit 

levels of analysis”. 

Based on these ideas of multilevel perspective of the HPWS-performance 

causality link, SHRM researchers have adopted a cross level approach to investigate 

the influences on how HPWS practices that originated at the unit organizational 

level affect the individual level of employees’ attitudes and behaviors (Kozlowski 

& Klein, 2000; Takeuchi et al, 2009). In some recent cross-level HPWS studies, 

various mediators are tested, including individual-level affective commitment, 

individual HPWS perceptions, individual-level anxiety, individual role overload, 

unit-level empowerment climate, establishment-level concern for employee climate 

(Aryee et al., 2012; Jensen et al., 2013; Kehoe & Wright, 2013; Takeuchi et al., 

2009). 
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Some researchers (e.g., Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Liao et al., 2009; Nishii et 

al., 2008) in particular, have suggested that HPWS at the unit level affects the 

individual psychological climate, and further influences the employees’ motivation 

by focusing on the HPWS implementation. Along this cascading process, the unit 

or line manager is identified as the key implementer of the HPWS to deliver 

messages and signals to the employees as intended (Guest, 1987; Nishii & Wright, 

2007; Purcell & Hutchinson, 2007; Purcell & Kinnie, 2007).  Some HR academics 

used social cognitive psychology and social influence theories to be applied to the 

HR process since the way HPWS is implemented will affect the individuals’ 

perceptions, attitudes and behaviors, in some particular situations (Sanders, Shipton 

& Gomes, 2014). This behavioral perspective of HRM (Schuler & Jackson, 1987; 

Schuler & Jackson, 1989) can explain why and how the HPWS can be related to 

organizational performance. Strategic scholars (Jiang et al., 2013; Kozlowski and 

Klein, 2000) argued that underlying the HPWS impact on individual level outcomes 

through the impact of higher-level factors on lower-level factors is designed to be 

more direct and influential, being a top-down cross-level mechanism. As such, an 

increasing number of research has concentrated on assessments of different 

hierarchical levels of leaders’ and employees’ perspectives of HPWS (Aryee et al., 

2012; Liao et al., 2009). This is aligned with the development in SHRM studies that 

pay particular attention to the cross-level effects, as HPWSs are usually decided at 

the organizational level to support the company’s strategies (Tichy et al., 1982; 

Ulrich, 1987).  

In addition, strategic HRM scholars argue that external factors should 

moderate the HPWS-performance link, based on the strategic human resource 

theory. For example, it is possible to improve employees’ perceptions of and 
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satisfaction with the work unit or their performance using the alignment of 

employee and organizational goals, clarity in communications, and the social 

context of employees within team. Therefore, scholars propose various moderators 

such as team cohesion, team task complexity, communication, leadership style 

between the relationship of the unit manager and employee on the perspectives of 

HPWS, and anticipate that there is a higher consistency among unit manager and 

individual employee perspectives while the circumstance or context is high than 

while it is low (Chang et al., 2014; Vermeeren, 2014). Table 2.3 shows a highlight 

of some studies examining the HPWS-performance linkage at cross-level.  

Table 2.3. A review of representative studies examining the effect of mediators and 

moderators in the relationships between HPWS and outcomes at cross-level. 

Author Article Mediator / Moderator Outcome 

Aryee et al. 

(2012) 

Journal of 

Applied 

Psychology. 

97(2), 287-300. 

Mediator 

• Unit-level empowerment 

climate 

• Individual HPWS perceptions 

• Psychological climate 

 

Moderator 

• Service orientation 

• Individual service 

performance 

• Branch market 

performance 

Bos-

Nehles, et 

al. (2013) 

Human Resource 

Management, 

52(6) 861–877. 

Moderator 

• Motivation to implement 

HRM practices 

• Opportunity provided to 

implement HRM practices 

 

 

• HRM implementation 

effectiveness 

Chang et 

al. (2014) 

Journal of 

Applied 

Psychology. 99, 

(4), 665–680 

Moderator 

•  Team cohesion 

•  Team task complexity 

• Employee creativity 

Den Hartog 

et al. 

(2013) 

Journal of 

Management. 

39(6), 1637-1665. 

Mediator 

• Individual 

HPWS perceptions 

 

Moderator 

• Communication 

• Individual perceived 

unit performance 

• Individual employee 

satisfaction 

Gittell et 

al. (2010) 

Organization 

Science. 21(2), 

490-506 

Mediator 

Unit-level relational 

coordination 

• Patient-perceived 

quality and efficiency 

of care 

Heffernan 

& Dundon 

(2016) 

Human Resource 

Management 

Journal, 26(2), 

211-231. 

Mediator 

• Distributive justice 

• Procedural justice 

• Interactional justice 

• Job satisfaction 

•  Affective 

commitment 

•  Work Pressure 
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Huang et 

al. (2019) 

Academy of 

Management 

Proceeding 

Mediator 

• Teacher creativity 

• Teacher Job 

Performance 

• Student quality of 

School Life QSL) 

• Student QSL at School 

level 

Jensen et 

al. (2013) 

Journal of 

Management. 

39(6), 1699-1724. 

Mediator 

• Individual HPWS perceptions 

• Individual-level anxiety  

• Individual role overload 

 

Moderator 

• Job control 

• Individual turnover 

intentions 

Kehoe & 

Wright 

(2013) 

Journal of 

Management. 

39(2), 366-391. 

Mediator 

• Individual-level affective 

commitment 

• Individual OCB 

• Intent to remain 

• Absenteeism  

Kroon et 

al. (2009) 

Personnel 

Review. 38(5), 

509-525. 

Mediator 

• Individual procedural justice 

• Job demands 

• Emotional exhaustion 

Liao et al. 

(2009) 

Journal of 

Applied 

Psychology. 

94(2), 371-391. 

Mediator 

• Individual HPWS perceptions 

• Individual-level employee 

human capital 

• Individual-level 

psychological empowerment 

• Individual-level POS 

• Individual service 

performance 

Messersmit

h et al., 

(2011) 

Journal of 

Applied 

Psychology, 

96(6), 1105-1118. 

Mediator 

• Job satisfaction  

• Organizational commitment 

• Empowerment 

• Organizational 

citizenship behaviors 

• Unit or departmental 

performance 

Sikora, et 

al. (2015) 

Journal of 

Applied 

Psychology, 

100(6), 1908–

1918. 

Mediator 

• Line managers’ HPWP 

implementation perceptions  

• Employee turnover 

intentions,  

• Job performance 

• Participative decision-

making perceptions. 

Snape & 

Redman 

(2010) 

Journal of 

Management 

Studies. 47(7), 

1219-1247. 

Mediator 

• Individual-level POS 

• Individual-level of job 

influence 

• Individual OCB 

• Individual in-role 

performance 

Takeuchi et 

al. (2009) 

Personnel 

Psychology, 

62(1), 1–29. 

Mediator 

• Establishment-level concern 

for employee climate 

• Individual affective 

commitment 

• Individual job 

satisfaction 

Van De 

Voorde et 

al. (2016) 

Human Resource 

Management 

Journal. 26(2), 

192-210. 

Mediator 

Job variety 

• Vigour 

• Dedication 

Vermeeren 

(2014) 

The International 

Journal of Human 

Resource 

Management. 

25(7), 1-21. 

Mediator 

• Perceived HRM 

 

Moderator 

• Transformational leadership 

• Perceived unit 

performance 

Wu & 

Chaturvedi 

(2009) 

Journal of 

Management. 

35(5), 1228-1247. 

Mediator 

• Individual-level procedural 

justice 

 

Moderator 

• Power distance 

(organizational level) 

• Individual affective 

commitment 

• Individual job 

satisfaction 
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2.1.4.4 The Influence of HPWS at Team Level Analysis  

While the extant SHRM research has documented and recognized the 

importance of HPWS implementation (Becker & Gerhart, 1996; Bowen & Ostroff, 

2004) and the important role of line managers (Hutchinson & Purcell, 2010) as 

drivers of organizational and individual levels of outcomes, some strategic scholars 

turned their attention to the study of HPWS-performance at the team level. A model 

by Ulrich et al. (1995) that has been widely used by scholars (Becker & Huselid, 

2006; Truss et al., 2002) about the line manager’s HRM roles due to their proximity, 

supportive and partnership roles with team members in work relations, serving as 

the bridging agent between team members and senior management (Sanders et al., 

2014; Ulrich, 1997). Within a work team, team members are mostly reliant on their 

immediate team leaders to communicate what HPWS means for them, as top 

management is not usually accessible (Kinnie et al., 2005; McDermott et al., 2013; 

Shipton et al., 2016). Their research work also emphasized that team member’s 

attitudes and behaviors are affected not greatly by the approach HPWSs are aimed 

to perform, as in fact by the approach they are implemented by team leaders on a 

day-to-day circumstance. In addition, some other academics (Bowen & Ostroff, 

2004; Ehrnrooth & Bjorkman, 2012; Haggerty & Wright, 2010) position HPWS as 

a signaling means in creating and projecting messages that required line managers 

to be the messengers to deliver to their team members. All these research works 

asserted the important role of supervisors or line managers in carrying out the HR 

functions during the process of HPWS implementation at the work group level.  

 The opposite perspective suggests that team leaders are viewed as a cost to 

the organization where individual team members hold the responsibilities for 

decision-making and authority in their daily operation in the place of work where a 
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flatter organizational structure is favored. Team leaders are expected to act as 

facilitator in information-sharing and coordination between teams, in a less high-

profile role (Darrell et al., 2016; Ostroff, 1999). Nevertheless, teams are 

fundamentally dissimilar and they made up the fabric of an organization (Valentine, 

2001), while team leaders are needed to establish and sustain a team’s effectiveness 

of an organization (Kim, K., & Organ, D. 1986). 

In spite of the wide-spread recognition of the popularity of team-based work 

environments within the contemporary organizations, teamwork and its importance 

for achieving competitive advantage is highlighted (Wright et al., 2011). Related to 

this, Nishii and Wright (2007) also emphasized the importance of the role of line 

managers in the implementation of HPWS, and the influences to subordinates’ 

perceived HPWS at the branch or work unit level. Yet to date there has been very 

small amount of research investigating how HPWS implementation influences team 

outcome (Chuang et al., 2013; Vermeeren, 2014). In addition, Boxall and Macky 

(2009) argue that “Workplace performance is influenced by team performance and, 

prior to that, individual job performance, which in turn is a function of interactions 

between employee ability, discretionary effort and performance opportunities”. 

Therefore, potentials are identified for an integrative framework that enables the 

use of multilevel mechanisms to explain why and how such influences emerge 

indirectly. Table 2.4 shows a highlight of some studies examining the HPWS-

performance linkage at team level. 
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Table 2.4. A review of representative studies examining the effect of mediators and 

moderators in the relationships between HPWS and outcomes at team-level. 

Author Article Mediator / Moderator Outcome 

Chuang et al. 

(2013) 

Journal of 

Management. 

42(2), 524-554 

Moderator 

• Knowledge tacitness 

• Empowering leadership 

• Team knowledge 

acquisition 

• Team knowledge 

sharing 

Flinchbaugh 

et al. (2016) 

Human Resource 

Management 

Journal, 26(2), 

134-150. 

Mediator 

• Knowledge sharing 

Moderator 

• Perspective taking 

• Team service climate 

Nishii et al. 

(2008) 

Personnel 

Psychology, 61: 

503-545. 

Mediator 

• OCB (unit level’s helping & 

conscientiousness) 

Moderator 

• HR Attributions (individual 

level) 

• Unit performance 

(customer satisfaction 

with people) 

Pak et al. 

(2016) 

Journal of 

Management, 

44(7), 2690-

2715. 

Mediator 

• HPWS intensity 

• HRM-induced psychological 

contract fulfillment 

• In-role performance 

• Organizational citizenship 

behavior 

• Team Performance 

 

2.1.5 Research Gaps 

Given the documented influence of HPWS implementation on performance 

(Combs et al., 2006; Delery & Shaw, 2001), there is growing attention to the need 

for a better understanding of the intermediate linkages in this relationship (Liao et 

al., 2009; Takeuchi et al., 2007). Despite the fact that much is presently acquainted 

about these intermediate linkages, the current literature has provided insubstantial 

insights into the impact of HPWS implementation on team outcomes (Chuang et al., 

2013; Vermeeren, 2014). This is particularly unfortunate, as the extant of SHRM 

literature has documented and recognized the important role of team leaders’ 

HPWS implementation to influence performance through team member’s attitudes 

and behaviors (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Although recent research has begun to 

address this gap, there are a limited number of studies which observe this through 
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the lens of the team leader and examine the impact of HPWS implementation on 

the team level outcomes (Aryee et al., 2012).  

From the literature review detailed above, several gaps can be identified in 

the research. First, the examination focus of prior scholars was mainly based on 

positioning the team leader to take on the HPWS implementer role to carry out the 

HR practices as intended by default logic (Hutchinson & Purcell, 2007; Jiang et al., 

2013; Larsen & Brewster, 2003). However, team or unit leaders are mainly required 

to plan and implement the company strategies at the functional rather than at the 

corporate level and corporate level strategies and goals may not be the team leaders’ 

prime focus. Therefore, in neglecting the perceptions of team leader’s own 

experiences and their interpretation of HPWS implemented in the HPWS-

performance link, it is likely that discrepancies may arise between the intended and 

the implemented HPWS, and this therefore will be further away from the actual 

experience of individual team members (Nishii & Paluch, 2018). For example, it is 

argued that team leaders who feel fairly treated in their job promotion by their 

organization, for instance, under a merit based-systems of HPWS policies and 

procedures, are more likely to apply or implement the HPWS practices with fairness 

themselves (Cropanzano et al., 2007). Then the team members may know the job 

promotion practices and believe that their team leader will evaluate and select a 

team member fairly, using a merit-based system when promoting to a senior job 

position. Through these observations or understandings, team members can 

perceive what HPWS practices are implemented by the team leaders and develop 

their own perceptions and responses more positively to the rewards and 

opportunities provided by organization (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Jiang et al., 2012). 

In order to respond to the need for research in this area, as identified by strategic 
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scholars (Chuang et al., 2016; Jiang et al., 2013), the purpose of this study is to test 

specifically, through the lens of the team leader, by examining how the team leader 

(as supervisor) will impact the team members (as subordinates) in terms of their 

perceived HPWS implementation by adopting the trickle-down perspective to shed 

light on this issue.  

Second, based on the contingency perspectives, the HPWS implementation 

impact is probable to be affected by an array of contextual factors (Jiang et al., 

2013).  The dearth of research being done on the topic at the team level together 

with the exploration of different contextual conditions is rather limited (Jiang et al., 

2013; Ostroff & Bowen, 2016), including Liao et al, (2009) paper. Similarly, 

Ambrose, Schminke and Mayer (2013: 678) argue that “the trickle-down effect 

occurs within a broader organizational environment, and this context plays an 

important role in organizational behavior” in addition to the individual traits which 

enhance or inhibit the trickle-down effect. Therefore, a trickle-down model will be 

developed in this study with the moderators, team cooperative climate and value 

congruence, that can be congruent to the linkage between team leader’s and team 

members’ perceived HPWS implementation. In employing this model, it will be 

possible to assess the joint impact of the team leaders’ characteristic and the 

contextual factors upon the team members’ perceived HPWS implementation.  

Third, more recent theoretical research has emphasized employees’ 

perceptions of HPWS in examining the HPWS-performance relationship (Nishii & 

Wright, 2008). However, those studies mainly rest on individual behavioral 

outcomes or organizational outcomes, and very few studies have investigated the 

relationship between HPWS and team level outcomes (Chuang et al., 2013).  If we 

consider that the role of team leader is key to the HPWS implementation then 
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measuring their influence as a team leader in the leading team which delivers the 

results should be related to their own department or team. Therefore, it is important 

to understand team level outcomes, because they are the team leader’s 

responsibility and concerns of the behavior or performance of his or her team. 

Examining the team level outcomes will help us to better understand the 

relationship between the hypothetical constructs and the successful implementation 

of HPWS at a team level.  

Fourth, the previous research exploring the mediation processes between 

perceived HPWS and outcomes at various levels of testing, highlighted the need to 

consider the influences of HPWS on various outcomes with a multilevel perspective 

(Lepak et al., 2006; Liao et al., 2009; Nishii & Wright, 2007; Ostroff & Bowen, 

2000).  If perceptions are conceptualized as behavioral determinants, a multilevel 

analysis is necessary because behavioral mechanisms are seen as linkages between 

the HPWS-performance relationship (Guest, 2011; Jiang et al., 2013; Liao et al., 

2009). However, few empirical studies have examined anything as complex as this; 

researching the cross level motivational mechanisms, taking account both the 

micro-level drivers and the boundary conditions. Furthermore, there has been no 

prior empirical HR research that examined how a team level outcome originates 

when distinct from a team level context and how the emerging mechanisms are 

related to individual behaviors. Individual interpretations of the causes of specific 

behavior and events go on to influence their subsequent attitudes and behaviors 

(Kelley & Michela, 1980). Therefore, based on the scholarly argument that team 

outcomes are based upon the team members’ connections and behaviors and also 

the team context in which these behaviors are revealed following Liao et al., (2009); 

Nishii & Wright (2007); Nishii et al., (2008), an analysis of how team outcomes are 



41 
 

influenced at multiple levels may have a higher explanatory power in comparison 

with a single-level analysis. 

 As noted above, a very limited amount of work has covered this aspect of 

multilevel analysis (Jiang et al., 2013; Wood et al., 2012). Therefore, through a 

team process, this study will involve an indirect mediating mechanism to link the 

influence of the perceived HPWS implementation through the trickle-down 

processes to affect team behaviors following the multilevel perspectives of Ployhart 

& Moliterno (2011) and Nyberg et al., (2013).  As Kim, Wennberg and Croidieu 

(2016:274) argue that “the distance between macro and micro levels is often large 

enough to dilute a two-level model’s explanatory power”, and building on these 

ideas, a multilevel study of a team-individuals model (i.e., meso-micro) testing may 

deliver a more comprehensive conceptual framework for bridging the gap between 

individual and organizational outcomes in the SHRM literature of HPWS-

performance. 

 

2.2 Conclusion 

This chapter reviewed the large body of theoretical and empirical research 

relating to High Performance Work Systems, the HPWS implementation processes 

and HPWS perception focuses of research. Clear research gaps were identified in 

the literature. It then introduced the concept of trickle-down effects which will be 

employed to develop the hypotheses and theoretical model of this study in the next 

chapter.  
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 

 

The first part of this chapter provides a review of the trickle-down effects. 

It then develops hypotheses to indicate the relationships of the studied variables 

based on the developed theoretical foundations and finally, it presents the 

conceptual framework of this thesis.   

The hypotheses specify four sets of relationships: (1) the main effects of the 

extent of team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation on team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation; (2) the moderating influence of team cooperative 

climate and value congruence on the relationship between the extent of team 

leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation; (3) the main effect of team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation on team potency and team vitality; (4) the indirect mediating effect 

of team member’s perceived HPWS implementation on team leader’s perceived 

HPWS implementation, team potency and team vitality. 

 

3.1 Trickle-Down Effects 

Trickle-down effect was first suggested in the justice literature by 

Masterson (2001). In her study, a trickle-down model was developed and tested on 

how service employees’ perceptions of fair treatment by their organization 

influencing their attitudes toward organizational commitment, subsequently 

affecting the fair treatment of their customers, and in turn, customers’ interpretation 

of fairness and response to the employee and the organization. The principle of 

trickle-down models is about the perception or experience of an individual 
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employee in his or her working organization influences his or her thoughts or 

interpretation of the organization and also influences his or her corresponding 

attitudes or behavior towards other individuals (Ambrose et al., 2013). An emerging 

body of research over the past decade established a trickle-down model, in which 

Mawritz, Mayer, Hoobler, Wayne, and Marinova (2012:326) define trickle-down 

models as those “that link behaviors of higher levels of management to employees’ 

attitudes and behaviors through the behaviors of immediate supervisors”. Similarly, 

Wo, Ambrose & Schminke (2015) describe the effect in a hierarchical organization 

that “the perceptions, attitudes, or behaviors of one individual (usually a manager) 

influence the perceptions, attitudes, or behavior of a second individual (usually a 

supervisor), which then influence the perceptions, attitudes, or behavior of a third 

individual (usually a subordinate)”. These authors distinguish clearly the indirect 

effect of the source’s attitudes, behaviors or perceptions on the recipient, through 

the influence of those attitudes, behaviors or perceptions on an in-between 

transmitter, which is an important aspect of trickle-down effects.  

Organizational research has established the existence of trickle-down 

effects across a broad range of phenomena, ranging from organizational justice 

(Ambrose et al., 2013; Masterson, 2001), abusive supervision (Mawritz et al., 2012), 

ethical leadership (Mayer et al., 2009), perceived organizational support (Shanock 

& Eisenberger, 2006), psychological contract breach and violation (Bordia et al., 

2010), and behavioral integrity (Simons et al., 2007). Three main theoretical 

explanations which are the theories of social learning, displaced aggression, and 

social information processing have been proposed and explained by researchers for 

the trickle-down models.  
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Based on the explanation of social learning theory (Bandura, 1977), the 

trickle-down effects have occurred when there are role models in the work 

environment and individual will strive to emulate these role models. Such role 

models may include the supervisor and subordinates in the team. Mayer et al., 

(2009:2) drew on social learning theory to suggest that “employees in a work group 

are affected similarly as they witness sanctions for inappropriate behavior and 

rewards for positive behavior. Thus, employees will tend to model the behaviors of 

their supervisor and other employees to ensure that their behavior is in line with 

accepted behavioral norms”.  As for the displaced aggression, it delineates trickle-

down effects from an interactionist perspective (Hattrup & Jackson, 1996). After 

facing the mistreatment from their managers, supervisors redirect their aggression 

onto their subordinates (Aryee et al., 2007). Social information processing theory 

has been adopted by researchers to explain the trickle-down models with the work 

group level of analysis. Social information processing theory suggests that 

individuals in the same work environment will be exposed to similar cues from that 

environment. Group members use information and cues available in their 

immediate work context (e.g., norms of behavior) to process activities and then 

develop their own expectations about the kind of appropriate behavior in that work 

environment and the likely consequences of such behavior in conformity of others 

(Mayer et al., 2009). 

 

3.1.1 Prior Research with Trickle-Down Models 

A number of researchers (e.g., Ambrose et al., 2013; Mawritz et al., 2012; 

Simons et al., 2007) have used social learning theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986) to 

examine the trickle-down effects of the experiences of supervisors on their 



45 
 

subordinates in hierarchical organizations. Researchers argue that supervisors’ 

experiences or perceptions set an example for subordinates, and subordinates often 

emulate these supervisor behaviors, resulting in trickle-down effects. For example, 

Simons et al. (2007) examined the trickle-down effects of behavioral integrity. They 

showed that supervisors’ behavioral integrity was related to subordinates’ 

behavioral integrity.  

Generally, the one who is higher in the hierarchical position has an 

influential impact on the one who is lower in the hierarchical position. The one who 

is lower in the hierarchy tends to imitate the interpretations, perceptions, attitudes 

and behaviors of his or her superior who is commonly considered a central role in 

the subordinate’s work life and legitimate role model in the organization.  In this 

phenomenon, “trickle-down” is the word to describe the effect of cascading down 

the interpretations, perceptions, attitudes and behaviors from supervisor to 

subordinate in a hierarchical organization (Masterson, 2001).  

 Stemming from this line of research, recent trickle-down studies have 

moved beyond the trickle-down effects on the level of individual employee’s 

attitudes, or behaviors, to work-group level influences, by drawing on the theories 

of social learning and social information processing (Ambrose et al., 2013; Mayer 

et al., 2009). In addition, trickle effects can take place not just in top down but in 

multiple directions (e.g., trickle-up, trickle-out, trickle-in, trickle-around). It may 

describe only the direct influence of one individual on another, but also describe 

influence from a source which also has influences on others indirectly. However, 

limited research has examined the effects of trickle-up, trickle-in, and trickle-

around. Therefore, Wo et al., (2019) call for studies that examine trickle effects in 

multiple directions in different organizational settings. 
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3.1.2 Trickle-Down Model and the Current Study 

  Masterson’s (2001) trickle down model for top-down interaction has 

provided a theoretical basis for understanding the transmission of perceptions, 

attitudes and behaviors through the organization hierarchies (Bordia et al., 2010; 

Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Tepper & Taylor, 2003). It is based on the 

fundamental ideas and the social learning theory which is one of the principal 

theories of the trickle-down effects. Social learning theory suggests that individuals 

learn norms and standards for proper behavior by observing and emulating the 

behaviors of legitimate authorities (Bandura, 1977, 1986). Team leaders are 

considered formal authorities with higher position and legitimate authority over 

their team members (Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004). Team leaders are regarded as 

legitimate agents by their team members (Ambrose et al., 2013) and the exemplars 

of model behavior to imitate (Mayer et al., 2012). Therefore, based on the influence 

of perceptions of an individual member (commonly the team leader) of the 

organization on other members (commonly their team members) this ‘trickle-down 

effect’   links up the proposed direct relation between team leaders’ and their team 

members’ perceived HPWS implementation in this study. 

Drawing on the theories of social learning and social information processing 

which are the other two main theories contributing to our understanding of  the 

trickle-down process, this research posits that the effect of team leaders’ perceived 

HPWS implementation on both outcome variables will be mediated by the team 

members’ perceived HPWS implementation, while the relationship between the 

perceptions of team leader and team member on HPWS implemented will be 

moderated by the team’s cooperative climate and value congruence. According to 

the previous scholarly works, trickle-down effects are deployed in this study to 
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explore whether, how, and when the perceptions of HPWS implemented trickle 

down from team leader to team members and further, how this then influences work 

group behaviors. Consequently, these relationships are indicated in the overall 

theoretical model illustrated conceptually in Figure 3.1.   

 

Figure 3.1: The Conceptual Model of the Research 
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This study aims to examine the role of the team leader and the effects of 

perceived HPWS implementation to performance, observed at a team level. This is 

based on the theoretical contribution detailed above that the perception of the team 

leader and the perception of team members, are influenced by the trickle–down 

effect and that this also affects other team members’ behaviors (Ambrose et al., 

2013; Masterson, 2001).   

 

3.2 The Hypothesis Development 

3.2.1 The Main Effect of Team Leader’s Perceived HPWS implementation on   

         Team Member’s Perceived HPWS implementation   

In the traditional framework of strategic HR, the development and structure 

of HPWS is mainly decided by top management and HR executives, so it is difficult 

for employees to change the design and implementation of HPWS at a team and at 

an organizational level respectively (Jiang et al, 2013).  Even though HPWS carried 

out at the team level by process agents may not be fully aligned with the intent of 

senior level, it is unlikely that the ways in which HPWS is implemented and 

perceived can affect the overall design of HPWS at the organizational level. Hence, 

such top-down impact on HPWS has long been established (Jiang et al., 2013). 

However, this traditional line of thought on the importance and implementation of 

HPWS can be perceived differently within the hierarchical levels, and this might 

also cause differences between intended, implemented and experienced HPWS 

among the different levels (Liao et al., 2009; Ostroff and Bowen, 2016). Such 

differences are mostly attributed to the implementation problems which are deemed 

to be caused by the implementer (i.e., the team leader) due to their unquestioned 
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key roles in implementing HPWS (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Kehoe & Wright, 2013; 

Nishii et al., 2018; Nishii & Wright, 2008; Sikora et al., 2015). It is mainly because 

they are responsible the HPWS implementation at the operational level (Den Hartog 

et al., 2004; Guest, 1987; Sikora et al., 2015; Storey, 1992). Therefore, assessing 

the antecedent of the team members’ perceived HPWS implementation is required 

first, so that the ambiguities regarding the firm’s strategic goals and the importance 

of HPWS are eliminated (Cunha & Cunha, 2009).  Nishii and Paluch (2018: 320) 

have indeed specifically posited the importance of introducing team leaders as the 

primary architects to shape the team members’ perceptions, in order to “capture 

more of the unexplained variance in the key multi-level linkages between HR 

practice adoption, employees’ attitudinal and behavioral responses, and 

organizational outcomes.”  

One line of reasoning from the social psychology perspective suggests that 

“The greater the social value of an object, the more will it be vulnerable to 

organization by behavioral determinants - perceptual tendency to response. While 

the lower the individual need for a socially valued object, the less marked will be 

the operation of behavioral determinants” (Bruner and Goodman, 1947: 37). This 

means that values and needs are the organizing factors in perception that influence 

an individual (Heider, 1958). Yet researchers have primarily stated the importance 

of, or examined the capability and motivation of team leaders in implementing 

HPWS. Therefore, in order to examine the behavioral determinants of the team 

leader in a different context, we should examine through the lens of team leaders’ 

perceived HPWS implementation to their team members, i.e., team members’ 

perceived HPWS implementation. It is clear that assessment beyond investigating 
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the influence of the ability and responsibility of the team leader is theoretically and 

empirically important.   

Regardless of their job titles, in fact, line managers or supervisors, are team 

leaders but they are also all the individual members of an organization, and they do 

have their own way of thinking, interpreting, and perceiving the HR function. The 

team leaders may also have a different perception of how important the HPWS is 

and whether its implementation will benefit themselves or the whole organization.  

A team leader as a process decision maker, interprets the importance of HPWS from 

the perspective of their functional unit, unlike the strategic decision makers, who 

view it from an organizational perspective.  As such, a team leader’s level of 

interpretation and perception is not just affecting the perceptions, attitudes and 

behaviors of the team members in their team (Kelley, 1973), but also the 

consistency among the two levels of leaders who are both message senders; the 

strategic management and the team leader.  

In other words, how well team members understand the HPWS is 

implemented in their team by their team leader, largely depends on how their 

leaders conveyed their own interpretations of HPWS implemented higher up in the 

organization (Nishii and Paluch, 2018). This directly points to the consistency 

between the intended and the actual HPWS implementation. Ostroff & Bowen 

(2016) also encourage more research to assess the consistency of message within 

the organizational hierarchy in order to solve the implementation problems among 

the intended, actual and perceived HR process, by comparing management and 

employees’ perspectives. Therefore, all these foundational arguments and 

propositions can be applied conceptually to emphasize the importance of examining 

the antecedents of the team members’ perceived HPWS implementation as a key 



51 
 

construct in testing the effect of team members’ perceptual process in the causality-

chain.  

It can be argued that a team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation, 

reflects the objectively assessed environment shaped by authorized formal team 

leader practices. As a result, team members tend to imitate or share the perceptions, 

attitudes, and behaviors of their team leaders. Researchers have used the term 

“trickle-down” to refer to the effect based on the research by Masterson (2001) who 

was the first to establish and prove trickle-down effects in the justice literature. In 

hierarchical organizations, people who are higher in position (i.e., team leaders) are 

commonly considered legitimate role models with higher status and formal 

authority over those who are lower in position (i.e., team members) (Yukl & 

Lepsinger, 2004). Therefore, team leaders are seen as a source of legitimate 

organization information (Ambrose et al., 2013) and targets of model behavior and 

imitation (Mayer et al., 2012) by their team members.  

Drawing on Masterson’s (2001) trickle down model for top-down 

interaction and the trickle-down research has supplied a theoretical and conceptual 

foundation for handling the kinds of questions on the transmission of perceptions, 

attitudes and behaviors along the organization hierarchies (Bordia et al., 2010; 

Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Simons et al., 2007; Tepper and Taylor, 2003). In 

reference to this body of trickle-down research, a positive relationship is expected 

between team leader perceptions and team member perceptions of the same 

construct (i.e., perceived HPWS implementation) and this is the focus for the 

current study.   
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The trickle-down effects literature emphases the indirect social influence 

that is “how a source influences a transmitter and how that transmitter in turn 

influences another individual with whom he or she interacts (a recipient)” (Wo et 

al., 2015:2266) cascading down the hierarchal levels of an organization. Similarly, 

in SHRM literature, researchers explore the HPWS-performance relationship by 

assessing the effect of intended (i.e., the source) to actual (i.e., transmitter) and 

further down to perceived (i.e., recipient) along the organizational hierarchy 

(Wright & Nishii, 2007). In which, the team leader is being identified as the key 

implementer or transmitter of the HPWS to deliver messages and signals to the team 

members as intended (Guest, 1987; Nishii & Wright, 2007; Purcell & Hutchinson, 

2007; Purcell & Kinnie, 2007). Therefore, SHRM scholars (Becker & Huselid, 2006; 

Truss et al., 2002) emphasize the team leader’s HRM implementation role served 

as the bridging agent between team members experienced- and management 

intended-HR policies and practices (Sanders et al., 2014; Ulrich, 1997). 

Hence, those arguments can be extended to the current HRM study by 

adopting the trickle-down model to examine the effect of team leader’s perceived 

HPWS implementation to team member’s perceived HPWS implementation.  

Consistent with the trickle-down effects based on the social learning theory 

(Bandura, 1977), people imitate and learn emotions, attitudes, and behaviors from 

their leaders (Johnson, 2008). It is likely that the team leader’s perceived HPWS 

implementation may be imitated or taken as an example or idea by the team 

members to evaluate and respond to the perceived HPWS implementation, which 

speaks of a potential trickle-down of perceptions of HPWS implemented from team 

leader to team members (e.g., team leader feels the company is providing extensive 

training on team members, they might perceive the company is willing to invest in 
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human capital development, and they will communicate and explain to team 

members positively the benefits of training are for team members enhancement. As 

a result, team members will exhibit the same positive emotions and attitudes of the 

team leader, in forming their perceptions and experience of the HPWS implemented, 

of training for development). Generally, if implemented effectively, team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation provides a contextual signal for team members 

to form their perceptions and experience of the work system. Perceptions, attitudes, 

and behaviors are likely to be transferred in such a way from team leaders who are 

higher in the organizational hierarchy to their team members who are lower in the 

hierarchy. According to the social mechanisms based on learning and information 

exchange process identified in the literature (Takeuchi et al., 2009; Tang et al., 

2017), CEO’s interpretation and thinking (i.e., firm-level HPWS) might have on 

individual team member’s perception and behaviors, firm-level HPWS is proposed 

to be controlled in order to demonstrate the incremental explanatory power of team 

leader’s perceived HPWS implementation. Hence, based on this body of research, 

I propose a relationship between team leader and team member perspectives of the 

HPWS that can be positively related. Consequently, this leads to the first hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 1 (H1): When controlling for firm-level HPWS, team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation is positively related to the team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation.  
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3.2.2 The Moderating Role of Team Cooperative Climate and Value     

         Congruence 

The SHRM literature has documented and recognized that the roles of 

moderator can help to explain more about the situations of HRM issues through 

which employee attitudes are translated into desired or undesired behaviors from a 

contingency perspective (Boon et al., 2011; Den et al., 2004). Scholars indeed found 

the importance of social context as a contingent factor and climate consists of such 

a social context, typically, influencing or shaping employee’s perceptions of 

organizational policies and practices (Han et al., 2020; Reichers & Schneider, 1990; 

Van Esch et al., 2018). As the social learning perspective (Bandura, 1977) suggests 

that creating a favorable climate is important to support and form individual’s 

perceptions in a work environment. In other words, climate might therefore shape 

team members’ perceptions regarding the values and norms that guide their 

behavior to emulate their team leader’s way of thinking and way of doing things in 

a work unit. It is therefore necessary to consider the climate in a team, in that it may 

influence the social learning process of team members, in that they form a 

consensus in their perceptions of the organizational HR practices (Mischel, 1976; 

Schneider et al., 2002). This study, therefore, relies on the team climate research by 

West (1990), who posited that support for innovation and a cooperative climate for 

excellence are the key factors in a team’s ability to perform tasks innovatively in a 

collaborative environment. Implying that in a team-based work environment, the 

team climate can function as a situational enhancer or inhibitor, and also affect the 

team member’s observational learning of the work group’s shared beliefs and norms, 

and thus, their responsiveness to their team leader’s perceptions of organizational 

HR issues. Therefore, based on the work of social learning theory, the team 
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members’ responsiveness and modeling of their team leader is also contingent on 

team climate in the workplace. Therefore, team climate is proposed as a moderator 

that influences team members’ learning process, in that subordinates emulate their 

team leader’s behaviors in a trickle-down model, as described above.   

Barnard (1938) acknowledged that conforming and modeling of team 

leaders in a hierarchical organization depends on how legitimate authority is 

perceived by the team members. The key issues are the concept of authority and the 

value congruence between the team members and their working organization. Team 

members accept the authority of their team leader and model them without 

questioning only when they recognize what requires to be achieved and when what 

requires to be achieved is congruent with the goals and values of the organization 

as well as the team member’s actual values (i.e., value congruence) (Barnard, 1938; 

Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Other researchers also suggest that considering the 

employees’ perceived value congruence with their organization’s values is 

important, incorporating an understanding of how employees shared beliefs and 

perceptions of the goals and policies of his or her work environment are developed, 

from a contingency perspective (Burns, 1978; Shamir, 1991).  The social learning 

perspective suggests that employees observe the objectives and values in their 

workplace, and when their perception is that their individual values are congruent 

to their organization’s values, it creates a condition that shapes the tendency of 

employees to support and invest extra effort to align with their organization’s values 

(Shamir et l., 1993). In other words, having agreement with their organization’s 

values and goals, which may, in turn, bolster the team members’ trust and intrinsic 

motivation to relate to their team leaders, who are the representatives of the 

organization, and who enact and clarify those shared organization’s values and 
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beliefs by making them explicit through the organizational policies and procedures 

(Eisenberger et al., 2010). As a result, team members will intuitively follow, imitate 

and endorse their team leader with confidence and loyalty (Burns, 1978; Shamir et 

al., 1993). As such, value congruence is a potential moderator that can support the 

formations of individual perceptions, attitudes or behaviors in the organizational 

process for the sake of the collectivity (e.g., collective goals and beliefs, and 

desirable work behaviors) (Burns, 1978) between individual team members and 

their organization. Similarly, this research relied on work in the value congruence 

that is more directly targeted at the state of congruence between an individual’s 

values and those of his or her work organization (Shamir, 1991; Van Knippenberg 

et al., 2004). Of particular relevance here is the theoretical work of Van 

Knippenberg et al. (2004) on value congruence that emphasizes the importance of 

self-definition in collective terms (i.e., person-organization value congruence) 

which “makes the collective an important point of references for beliefs, attitudes, 

norms, and values (Hogg & Abrams, 1988; Turner, J. C., 1991; Turner et al., 1987)” 

(p.841). Hoffman, Bynum, Piccolo, and Sutton (2011) argued that “by articulating 

a compelling vision that emphasizes shared values, a transformational leader instills 

in followers a sense of the collective and pride associated with being members of 

their organizations (Shamir et al., 1993). Consequently, followers are likely to 

perceive an alignment with the values of their larger organization” and “followers 

with high levels of person-organization congruence perceive that they are a part of 

something bigger than themselves and are more likely to engage in behaviors” that 

are positive and desirable in line with organizational values and goals (Hoffman et 

al., 2011:782; Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). Therefore, implying that the roles 

of value congruence can function as moderators to affect team members’ 
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perceptions of, and responses to, their team leader who is responsible for the 

transmission and communication of shared organizational beliefs, and the 

attainment of shared goals due to their close proximity. This indeed has been fully 

tested by the extant leadership research (Cheng et al., 2019; Lajoie et al., 2016; Lee 

et al., 2017).  

Wo, Ambrose, and Schminke (2015) reviewed the trickle-down research 

and suggest that for modeling purposes, the trickle-down effects have to be 

examined more deeply by exploring different sets of boundary conditions that may 

influence and explain when trickle-down effects are enhanced or inhibited. 

Responding to such calls, two contextual variables are chosen as moderators (i.e., 

team climate and value congruence) in this thesis. Following the recommendations 

of the boundary conditions research, this study integrates both team leader influence 

(i.e., team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation) and contextual variables (i.e., 

team climate, value congruence) to assess their joint influence on team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation.  

 

3.2.2.1 Team Cooperative Climate 

This study proposed that the team climate itself represents the first 

potentially important moderator of the trickle-down effect. Different from the 

culture of an organization, organizational climate is defined as “a shared perception 

of what the organization is like in terms of practices, policies, procedures, routines, 

and rewards—what is important and what behaviors are expected and rewarded 

(e.g., James & Jones, 1974; Jones & James, 1979; Schneider, 2000)—and is based 

on shared perceptions among employees within formal organizational units (Bowen 
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& Ostroff, 2004:205). Organizational researchers highlight that there are different 

aspects of climate (Koys & DeCotiis, 1991), however, focus has to be given to the 

specific climate variables that are anticipated will play a part in the setting of this 

research (Schneider, 2000). According to the organizational climate literature, 

scholars (Van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007) argued that positive climate 

variables (e.g., cooperation and task interdependence) are the moderators that have 

been demonstrated to overcome intergroup dissimilarity, biases and conflicts. The 

social information processing perspective of trickle-down effects (Salancik & 

Pfeffer, 1978) suggests that individuals who work in the same environment will be 

exposed to similar cues from that environment (e.g., norms) which guided their 

expected normative and adaptive behavior. Researchers have revealed that when 

members collectively fit into their work environments through extensive social 

interactions, they are highly likely to share organizational beliefs, and this 

influences their perceptions of HR practices mutually (Nishii, Lepak & Schneider, 

2008; Reichers and Schneider, 1990). Organizational theorist, Barnard (1938) also 

emphasized on the concept of authority that the importance of cooperation to the 

survival of a social unit, in that its members are willing to contribute their individual 

effort to ensure the completion of interdependent work tasks in the organization, 

therefore, this study focuses on team cooperative climate.   

Following Wagner (1995), a team cooperative climate is defined as the 

social climate in a team which encourages cooperation as the normal pattern of 

behavior which emphasizes individual effort towards group outcomes and 

encourages shared perceptions (Collins & Smith, 2006; Wagner, 1995). Creating a 

favorable collaborative work group climate is important to support team members’ 

collective perceptions of organizational HR policies and practice implementation 
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in a team-based organization.   When team members have uncertainties or 

disagreement, they are more likely to consult their team leaders’ ideas and 

perceptions in order to reduce the ambiguities or conflicts (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004) 

and attain the desired group outcomes. As team cooperative climate for excellence 

is a team-level concept and refers to shared group norms for excellence. These 

norms reflect a more general concern with excellence of innovative task 

performance (e.g., development of new answer, new methods for problems, change 

management) based on the cooperation of shared resources and team support 

(Anderson & West, 1998; West, 1990). Following those arguments, this research 

posits that although a highly cooperative team climate will strengthen the effect of 

team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation on team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation, a low team cooperative climate will weaken the positive 

impact of team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation on team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation. 

Scholars noted that cooperation between members of a team-based work 

unit is a key aspect of social climate that promotes the exchange of ideas and 

information, and the combination of processes (Ambrose et al., 2013; Collins & 

Smith, 2006; Mayer et al., 2009; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). In particular, scholars 

have suggested that when the level of cooperation between team members is high, 

team member’s observational learning of the work team shared belief and norms in 

business processes and practices is enhanced (Amabile, 1996; Amabile et al., 1986; 

Tushman & O'Reilly, 1997). The increased cooperative environment can in turn 

help to shorten the potential gap between the perceptions of team leaders and team 

members of HPWS implemented as team members might be more willing to listen 

to or model their team leaders’ thoughts (Anderson & West, 1998; Den Hartog et 
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al. 2013; Jiang et al., 2013). Therefore, when team cooperative climate is high, one 

would expect the most consistently positive behavior from team members, since 

team members’ goals and motives are more aligned with each other under a strong 

team spirit and cohesiveness in a collective team process perspective (Aukje & 

Isabel, 2005). In addition, compared with other sources of HPWS information, team 

leaders’ interpretation and perceptions are more likely to be trusted due to their 

implementation role with legitimate authority (Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004). Therefore, 

team members are more likely to believe their team leaders’ explanations and rely 

on such information as is provided by team leaders, to develop their perception of 

HPWS implemented. As a result, based on the trickle-down effects, this form of 

top-down influence of team leaders on team members are strengthened.  

By contrast, when teams have low shared perception of cooperation in their 

team environment, it might act as a negative condition, which prevents individuals 

from interacting, communicating and being collaborative. Individuals will be 

discouraged from sharing resources or supporting members for task completion, 

and are less likely to conform to a team environment or norms of behavior.  This 

suggests that conditions where there is a low team cooperative climate can result in 

mistrust that shapes any constructive ideas into competition and independence with 

individualism instead of collectivistic norms toward group outcomes (Alper et al., 

2000; Gould-Williams, 2007). Team members’ willingness to model their team 

leaders’ perception and behaviors through the HPWS implementation may be 

inhibited and predictions of team member behavior would be less reliable. As a 

result, the trickle-down effects of the influence of team leader’s perception of team 

members is weakened. Taken together, hypothesis 2A is developed as follows: 
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Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Team cooperative climate moderates the relationship 

between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation such that the positive relationship is stronger 

when team cooperative climate is high and weaker when team cooperative climate 

is low. 

 

3.2.2.2 Value Congruence 

In the trickle-down literature, value congruence provides an explanation for 

why, how and when subordinates follow, learn or imitate their supervisor’s attitudes 

and behaviors in a work environment (Hoffman et al., 2011; Lee et al., 2017; 

Shamir et al., 1991). Therefore, this study proposed the value congruence as the 

other potentially important moderator of the present trickle-down model study.  

Rokeach (1973:24) defines values as relatively long-term beliefs that create 

guiding frameworks for one’s attitudes, decisions and actions (Suar & Khuntia 

2010). Unlike attitudes, values are considered imperative for certain behaviors 

(Bate et al., 2001) and this leads to the distinction between values and norms. 

Values have the element of autonomy towards goal directed behavior (Habermas, 

1996; Turner, F., 1991), while norms have an obligatory or binding character. As a 

result, individual values can be expected to influence perceptions of HR matters on 

a more personal level and higher relevancy to an individual employee. In the 

workplace, the congruence of the perceptions of values held by individuals and 

organizations has been shown to have positive influence on the formations or 

tendency to have attitudes and to behave in ways that match the organization’s 

values (Edwards & Cable, 2009; Li et al., 2015). As posited by Shamir (1993) “a 

necessary condition for a leader’s messages to have charismatic effects is that the 
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message is congruent with the existing values and identities held by potential 

followers”. That means, value congruence is a contingency for the team members 

to perceive their team leader’s messages in effect. Consistent with this line of 

argument, the moderating role of value congruence has been theoretically and 

empirically supported in leadership literature (e.g., Cheng et al., 2019; Lajoie et al., 

2016; Lee et al., 2017). Therefore, the results concerning the moderating role of 

value congruence may help SHRM scholars uncover further intricacies in the 

trickle-down process. Conversely, given that the trickle-down effects (Masterson, 

2001) are inherently linked to the process of shaping team members’ attitude and 

response, a complete understanding of the effect of the implementation perception 

requires consideration of the value congruence in affecting the interacting actors.   

Research on value congruence has indicated that shared values promote the 

development of trust in relationships (Enz, 1988; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Lau et al., 

2007). Based on the theoretical work of value congruence, scholars suggest that 

when the beliefs of employees are in line with those of the organization, this may 

lead employees to internalize the collective’s interest as their own interest (Van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004), or fosters beliefs among employees that they will not be 

exploited by the organization (Enz, 1988).  It implies that with value congruence, 

employees tend to believe the organization and its policies and practices stick to 

principles that they consider to be appropriate and acceptable (Mayer et al., 1995). 

Furthermore, Van Knippenberg et al. (2004:841) argued that value congruence 

“also leads people to endorse others who also take the collective’s interest to heart 

and exert themselves in the collective’s best interest.” As a result, team leaders who 

are the organization’s representatives of the HPWS implementation and responsible 

for the team performance are more likely to reflect collective’s interest in managing 
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their team members within a work group, team leaders’ attitudes and behaviors 

might be strongly endorsed by the team members.   

Under the conditions of low value congruence, it is expected that employees 

have more doubts about the organization’s goals, and are less motivated to perform 

extra-role behaviors (e.g., Cable & DeRue, 2002; Lauver & Kristof-Brown, 2001). 

As a result, it is likely to have a negative impact on the tendency to behave in 

accordance with the organization’s values. For instance, any HR practice designed 

along the value system of the firm will not be appreciated accordingly if the 

employees do not recognize the value system (e.g., in a pay for performance system, 

some employees might perceive it as a means of controlling costs for management 

to tightly monitor performance) (Deckop et al., 1999; Nishii et al., 2008), 

irrespective of the actual HPWS pursued by management. It implies that the trickle-

down effects of the team leader’s thinking on their team members’ responses are 

inhibited, as the team members who disagree with the values and beliefs of the 

organization, will not strive to learn or emulate their team leader. In addition, 

according to Sherif et al. (1965), individuals who have concerns or have extreme 

views are likely to be strongly opposed, because they already have developed a 

strong position and so, it is likely that they will be more difficult to be persuaded to 

change. In other words, with low congruence between team members’ and their 

organization’s values, individual members within teams may stand firm on their 

own ideas and perceptions, and refuse to learn or imitate the behavior of their team 

leaders (Edwards & Cable, 2009; Li et al., 2015). As a result, it will become more 

difficult for the effect of an organization’s intended policies and practices of HPWS 

to be trickled-down through the impact of the team leader who acts as transmitter 

to the team members in a work group environment (Ambrose et al., 2013). On the 
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basis of such logic, it is expected that the difference between team leader’s and team 

member’s perception of HPWS implemented might not be minimized. This might 

weaken the trickle-down process between the perceptions of team leaders and 

members of the team. Taken together, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Value congruence moderates the relationship 

between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation such that the positive relationship is stronger 

when value congruence is high and weaker when value congruence is low.  

 

3.2.3 The Main Effect of Team Member’s Perceived HPWS Implementation                

         on Team-Level Outcomes 

A large body of SHRM research proposed that HRM practices influence the 

employees’ attitudes and behaviors, which then affect performance outcomes 

(Becker et al., 1997; Liao et al., 2009), in particular HPWS, a coherent system of 

mutually reinforcing HR practices aimed at promoting employees’ ability, 

motivation and opportunity (Appelbaum et al., 2000; Combs et al., 2006; Kehoe & 

Wright, 2013) to perform attitudes and behaviors that can be consistent with 

organizational goals (Li et al., 2018; Ployhart & Moliterno, 2011).  

HPWS includes practices, for example, formally structured selection 

policies, procedures and tests, merit-based performance appraisal systems, high 

levels of individual and team-based training opportunities, formal participatory 

mechanisms and frequent communication and information exchange, individual- 

and group-based rewards, and autonomy in decision making on work issues. This 

set of systems is focused on enhancing employees’ performance by improving the 
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abilities and motivation of employees (Pil & MacDuffie,1996). Although a 

considerable amount of research studies have demonstrated connections between 

greater adoption of these kinds of HPWSs and employees related performance 

outcomes (e.g., Arthur, 1994; Guthrie, 2001; Ichniowski et al., 1997; Koch & 

McGrath, 1996; MacDuffie, 1995), more work has to be conducted to promote our 

thorough understanding of the motivation processes in order to form logical 

presumptions in relation to the HPWS-performance causal relationship (Chen & 

Kanfer, 2006; Kehoe & Wright, 2013; Kozlowski & Bell, 2003).  

Bowen and Ostroff (2004) argued that employees’ attitudinal and 

behavioral responses to HPWS rely on the HPWS’s practices that employees 

interpret or perceive to be present and to be implemented in their workplace 

environment. Furthermore, both Lepak et al., (2006) and Liao et al., (2009) stated 

that perceptions were claimed to mediate the effect of HPWS on employees’ 

motivation. That means employees’ perception is related to employees’ motivation. 

Therefore, subsequently employees’ perception of HPWS implemented is likely to 

be more predictive of their own responses and outcomes of attitudes and behaviors 

than the manager rated HPWS reports (Kehoe & Wright, 2013). Most of this 

research demonstrates the perceptions of employees on HPWS implementation is 

associated with individuals’ attitudes and behavior such as satisfaction, vigor, and 

commitment (Boon et al., 2011; Kehoe & Wright, 2011; Li et al., 2011). However, 

the perceptions of employees on HPWS implementation have also been associated 

with team-level behavior such as team performance and unit-level satisfaction 

(Chen et al., 2005; Vermeeren, 2014). Drawing on the processes of social exchange 

and social learning to explain the trickle-down effects that based on the norm of 

reciprocity (Blau, 1964) individuals will strive to imitate the other members in the 
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work team and are affected similarly (Mayer et al., 2009). Two pioneering empirical 

studies along this line of research have indeed established that the trickle-down 

effects exert work-group level influence (Ambrose et al., 2013; Mayer et al., 2009). 

Therefore, employees’ perception of HPWS implemented is likely to affect and be 

affected by their working team simultaneously (Ambrose et al., 2013; Kehoe & 

Wright, 2013; Mayer et al., 2009). Though current HPWS studies have examined a 

range of employee attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of HPWS at the individual 

or organizational level, there is limited research about the impact of individual 

employee’s perceived HPWS implementation at the team level outcomes (Aryee et 

al., 2012) in a cross-level analysis.  

First, a substantial literature of SHRM suggests that the use of HPWS is 

designed to enhance employees’ skills, motivation, and performance (Datta et al., 

2005; Lawler, 1992; Liao et al., 2009) in a mutual investment-based employment 

relationship.  HPWS is theorized to offer organizational resources for employees to 

be trained, equipped, and motivated to perform their work more effectively in their 

workplace (i.e., potency). By means of ability, motivation and opportunity 

enhancing practices, HPWS aimed at increasing employee abilities and motivation 

through participative decision-making, organization-wide information sharing, and 

access to training opportunities. Employees are then expected to be encouraged and 

motivated to make work-related contributions to the organization in return (Huselid, 

1995) by using the organization’s resources as incentives to enhance organizational 

performance (Lawler, 1986, 1992; Lepak et al., 2007; Spreitzer, 1995; Wright & 

Snell, 1991).   

Based on the theoretical perspectives from motivation theories and team 

literature, it has been argued that individual and team levels are functionally similar 
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in the processes of motivation (Chen & Kanfer, 2006; Hu & Liden, 2011). However, 

team level motivation is distinct from individual level because it involves 

organization and harmonization among members (Chen & Gogus, 2008). 

Kozlowski and Bell (2003) indicated that a common foundation is needed in teams 

to foster shared judgments of future effectiveness in organizations. Potency means 

employees have the strengths or abilities to perform their work effectively in their 

work environment. Hu and Liden (2011) suggested team potency, defined as shared 

confidence in a team’s general capabilities (Campion et al., 1993; Guzzo et al., 

1993), is seen as one of the most important ingredients for team motivation 

(Bandura, 1997) and team effectiveness (Shea & Guzzo, 1987). Kirkman & Rosen 

(1999) theorized that team potency can affect firm-level outcomes by aggregating 

employees’ joint levels of potency (i.e., the belief that they can be effective together 

as a team to perform). Furthermore, team potency is a vital motivational state in 

teams (Chen & Kanfer, 2006) and refers to the beliefs in generalized team 

capabilities for realizing overall team effectiveness (Guzzo et al., 1993). Therefore, 

team potency reflects a likely attitudinal outcome of this form of constructive 

mutual social exchange, thereby suggesting the relevance of this outcome to team 

members’ perceived HPWS implementation. Plenty of studies have applied social 

exchange theory to discuss and explain such a role of HPWS on collective levels of 

potency in the work unit (Kehoe & Wright, 2013; Messersmith et al., 2011).  

Second, as Jiang et al. (2013) suggested, the impact of HPWS on 

organizational performance is basically a multilevel process. Nishii et al. (2008), 

who demonstrated that employees’ perceptions regarding HPWS had important 

consequences for their collective attitudes and behaviors, and, ultimately, unit 

performance.  Team potency carries a multilevel character (Hu & Liden, 2011) that 
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has been empirically known as an important cognitive influence on team 

performance that is linked to harder measures of unit and organization performance 

(Gil & Alcover, 2002; Guzzo et al., 1993; Jordan et al., 2002; Pearce et al., 2002), 

and a significant predictor of productivity and performance in a positive 

relationship that has been supported by prior empirical studies indicating its 

established significance for the SHRM method (Campion et al., 1993; Gully et al., 

2002) thereby suggesting its significance and value in teams, beyond the individual 

employee level.  

Eventually, through many interactions between multiple members, a team 

develops shared views and beliefs regarding its general capabilities (Ford, 1996). 

According to the trickle-down research, it has been argued, based on the social 

learning theory, that individuals emulate other members in the work group to ensure 

their behavior is in line with accepted behavioral norms (Mayer et al., 2009), this 

orchestrating relationship among team members may lead team members to possess 

high levels of confidence about their teamwork, which translates into perceptions 

of high team potency and leads to success together as a team. Some have theorized 

that HPWS practices affect firm-level outcomes by increasing team members’ 

collective levels of potency (Kirkman & Rosen, 1999). Therefore, this attitudinal 

outcome is likely to influence organization performance across a range of contexts. 

This means a high level of team member participation and training, autonomy in 

work-related team decision making for group-based rewards. In addition, collective 

perceptions direct team members to take increased responsibility for team-oriented 

goal setting, group project completion, and the management of their own 

interpersonal processes (Mathieu et al., 2006). Therefore, team potency, can mean 

that an organization is likely to benefit performance outcomes across 



69 
 

establishments, business processes and strategies, industries, and cultures-all of 

which point to the generalizability of this outcome in terms of its relevance and 

significance across many different settings. In addition, team leader’s perceived 

HPWS implementation is proposed to be controlled to demonstrate the incremental 

explanatory power of team member’s perceived HPWS implementation over the 

social mechanism identified in the literature (Takeuchi et al., 2009; Tang et al., 

2017). From those lines of reasoning, consequently, hypothesis 3A is constructed 

as follows: 

Hypothesis 3a (H3a): Controlling for team leader’s perceived HPWS 

implementation, team member’s perceived HPWS implementation is positively 

related to team potency.  

  

As described above, HPWS can promote employee ability, motivation and 

opportunity through autonomy, involvement and empowerment with group 

problem-solving, decision-making and flexible job design which can be contrasted 

to the constricted work autonomy and specified job design put forward by Frederick 

Taylor (1911). Therefore, Jiang et al. (2013) emphasized that HPWS designed at 

the organizational level needed to be experienced by individual employees to exert 

an impact on the organization. That means HPWS are perceived subjectively by 

individual employees to elicit their affective, cognitive, and behavioral reactions 

(Kehoe & Wright, 2013). Therefore, this study examines further the influence of 

team members’ perceived HPWS implementation on team-level team member 

vitality (team vitality). According to personal resources view, team member vitality 

is likely to represent another attitudinal outcome.  
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First, Xanthopoulou et al. (2009:236), they stated that “personal resources 

are positive self-evaluations that are linked to resiliency and refer to individuals’ 

sense of their ability to control and impact upon their environment successfully” 

(Hobfoll et al., 2003). This form of personal energetic force can direct work-related 

behavior (Carmeli & Spreitzer, 2009). Hobfoll (1989) defined resources as things 

such as objects, personal traits, situations, or energies that are cherished by the 

individuals. Therefore, if with effective implementation, HPWS practices are likely 

to lead to positive employee perception of a supportive environment with those 

organization resources based on development and investment in employee skills, 

fair and comprehensive performance evaluation and feedback, the provision of 

unbiased and attractive rewards for performance, and valued organization goals 

developed with the mutual efforts of employees (Kehoe & Wright, 2013; Wright et 

al., 2003). HPWS is developed and theorized to provide employees with 

organizational resources to perform their work more effectively in their workplace. 

With resources experienced, gained and accumulated by the employees, employees 

feel energized. They are more likely to engage in work with a sense of momentum, 

motivation and proactivity, and less likely to have sick-leave and absence from 

work.  This sense of energy, which involves the positive reaction, is felt when a 

person is capable of and with positive affection to participate or undertake a 

particular task (Carmeli & Spreitzer, 2009; Dutton, 2003; Quinn & Dutton, 2005), 

and is important for an individual employee going beyond the usual roles and 

responsibilities to think and act constructively and innovatively in a workplace 

(Carmei & Spreitzer, 2009) thereby, suggesting the relevance of this outcome to 

team members’ perceived HPWS implementation. 
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Second, Kark and Carmeli (2009) have shown that vitality enables 

employee involvement in tasks requiring creativity. Carmei & Spreitzer (2009) 

stated that creative work is active in nature, it requires stimulation and advocating 

ideas which demands energy. With a positive energy and vitality an individual 

employee might come up with fresh and innovative ideas (Carmei & Spreitzer, 2009; 

Fredrickson, 2001). When employees feel a sense of vitality, they are also less 

likely to be anxious and depressed (Keyes, 2002), but more likely to experience 

positive moods, being able to move forward in thinking and be self-directed in the 

activities at work, and their creative thinking and problem-solving abilities are 

facilitated (Hirt et al., 1997). This in turn become an important competitive resource 

for a firm’s survival in the 21st century’s changing work environment. Moreover, 

in the social science research, vitality is deeply rooted in the social systems that are 

connective with others in groups (Spreitzer et al., 2005). Therefore, vitality at work 

is simultaneously socially embedded. For example, Miller et al. (1997) suggested 

that the growth and advancement of the self happens through active 

communications and interactions with others. Drawing on social learning theory in 

trickle-down effects, their relational view of self-development explains how vitality 

comes from dynamic relational connections and is interdependent on others in a 

workplace environment. In addition, using the enrichment-based perceptive (Lam 

et al., 2016) complemented further by an empirical study by Fritz et al., (2011), 

shows that feelings of energy can be formed and maintained by the positive 

relationships with others at work. Therefore, these theoretical perspectives are also 

salient in explaining the multilevel character of vitality-thereby suggesting its 

significance and value in teams, beyond the individual employee level.  
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Lastly, the Conservation of Resources literature articulates the role of 

different resources including material, social, and personal. This study proposed 

one type of personal resource-vitality because it is within an individual’s locus of 

control (Rotter, 1966). Moreover, Gerbasi et al. (2015) also stated that vitality is 

one of the most essential and significant resources for performance, health, and 

well-being at work in any workplace (Quinn et al., 2012; Saravi, 1999). Therefore, 

this attitudinal outcome formation is likely to benefit performance outcomes across 

a variety of contexts: industries, management approaches, and cultures-all of which 

point to the generalizability of this outcome in various settings. In addition, team 

leader’s perceived HPWS implementation is proposed to be controlled to 

demonstrate the incremental explanatory power of team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation over the social mechanism identified in the literature 

(Takeuchi et al., 2009; Tang et al., 2017). From those lines of reasoning, 

consequently, hypothesis 3B is constructed as follows:  

Hypothesis 3b (H3b): Controlling for team leader’s perceived HPWS 

implementation, team member’s perceived HPWS implementation is positively 

related to team-level team member vitality (team vitality).  

  

 Hypotheses 1, 2a and 2b suggest the impact of team leader’s perceived 

HPWS implementation on team member’s perceived HPWS implementation will 

be moderated by team cooperative climate and value congruence. Hypotheses 3a 

and 3b predict team member’s perceived HPWS implementation will be related to 

team outcomes. Although hypotheses 1 to 3 in the model may be tested by 

examining the significance of individual paths, research suggests that individual 



73 
 

paths examination is insufficient for establishing mediation and moderated 

mediation or mediated moderation effects (Ambrose et al., 2013; Edwards & 

Lambert, 2007; Preacher et al., 2007).  

Therefore, in combination, the relationships predicted in Hypotheses 1, 2a, 

2b, 3a and 3b lead to the final step in the conceptual analysis of this study which 

specifies the overall moderated indirect effects predicted by the model in this study: 

the prediction that team member’s perceived HPWS implementation mediates the 

relationship between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team 

outcomes (i.e., team potency and team vitality) contingent on the levels of team 

cooperative climate or the levels of value congruence.  

Some authors have named this configuration conditional indirect effects 

(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Muller et al., 2005), in which the moderation effect occurs 

prior to the mediator, mediated moderation rather than moderated mediation (James 

& Brett, 1984; Preacher et al., 2007). However, because the model is tested using 

the process outlined by Preacher et al. (2010), this study adopts their label of 

moderated mediation for describing this type of conditional indirect effect. This 

label is consistent with that of Ambrose et al. (2013), James and Brett (1984) and 

Edwards and Lambert (2007). Therefore, hypothesis four is proposed as follows:  

Hypothesis 4a (H4a): Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will 

be related to team-level outcome (team potency) via conditional indirect effects, 

such that its relationship with outcomes is moderated by team cooperative climate 

and mediated by team member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 
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Hypothesis 4b (H4b): Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will 

be related to team-level outcome (team vitality) via conditional indirect effects, 

such that its relationship with outcome is moderated by team cooperative climate 

and mediated by team member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

 

Hypothesis 4c (H4c): Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will 

be related to team-level outcome (team potency) via conditional indirect effects, 

such that its relationship with outcome is moderated by value congruence and 

mediated by team member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

 

Hypothesis 4d (H4d): Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will 

be related to team-level outcome (team vitality) via conditional indirect effects, 

such that its relationship with outcomes is moderated by value congruence and 

mediated by team member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY  

 

This chapter describes the research methods used to collect and analyze the 

data. There are three sections in this chapter. The first section describes the 

characteristics of the sample and data collection procedures. The second section 

provides the measures referring to the constructs in the model. The last section 

discusses the statistical techniques and analytical procedures used to analyze the 

data. 

 

4.1 Sample and Data Collection 

A multisource and time-lagged data collection procedure was designed and 

93 teams from 12 firms across diverse industries from both the manufacturing and 

the servicing sectors (e.g., food & beverage, telecommunication, laundry service, 

health products, and clothing) located in the Greater China Regions (Mainland 

China, Hong Kong SAR, Macao SAR, and Taiwan) were surveyed, by convenience 

sampling and with the support of the participating company executives. In return, I 

promised to provide a feedback report summarizing my findings to the participating 

companies. To conduct the proposed study effectively, it was necessary to select 

companies having (1) a formal HR system based on two common criteria: (a) more 

than 100 employees; or (b) having a formal HR head or senior HR executive, in 

order to demonstrate that the importance of HR practices is supported by the 

company; (2) the company had to have been in operation for  at least 10 years or 
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more from  its  founding date, as it required time to establish and develop a 

sophisticated HPWS within a company; (3) a company must be  structured around 

meaningful teams or units. 

With the support of the firms’ human resources manager, teams were 

selected in a random manner to join in the research study. Participating team units 

worked in different functions, including product engineering, information 

technology, quality assurance and control, production, procurement, accounting, 

sales and marketing, retail operation, and human resources. 

To test the study’s hypotheses and account for the multilevel design of the 

study, I gathered data from multiple respondents at three levels of analysis. They 

are the firm, team and individual levels.  The study was conducted in three waves 

with 5 questionnaires and participants were promised confidentiality to limit their 

evaluation apprehension and so to minimize common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 

2003).   

Table 4.1 summarizes the data collection schedules and sources. At Time 1, 

12 company Heads and Head of Human Resources department were invited to 

participate in the survey and were instructed to provide details of company 

demographic information, and details of the interpretation or perception of HPWS 

implemented. In parallel, team leaders were asked to report their interpretation of 

their company’s HPWS and demographic information (including gender and year 

of supervision of the team). One month later (Time 2), team leaders were asked to 

evaluate their value congruence and team cooperative climate. In parallel, their 

team members (i.e., direct subordinates) were invited to report their interpretation 
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of their company’s HPWS and provide demographic information (including gender 

and year of tenure working in the team). Subsequently, one month after the second-

wave survey (Time 3), team members assessed and rated their team potency and 

team vitality.   

Table 4.1: Data Collection Schedule and Sources 

              Schedule 

 

Sources 

T1 T2 T3 

Company head / 

HR Head (H) 

CEO’s perceived 

HPWS 

implementation 

  

Team leader 

(middle mgr, 

supervisor, 

frontline mgr) (L) 

Team leader’s 

perceived HPWS 

implementation 

1. Team leader’s 

perceived Team 

Cooperative Climate 

2. Team leader’s 

perceived Value 

Congruence 

 

Team member 

(M) 

 1. Team member’s 

perceived HPWS 

implementation 

2. Team unit mean 

(individual) Team 

Cooperative climate 

3. Team unit mean 

(individual) value 

congruence 

Team-Level 

Outcomes 

1. Team unit mean 

(individual) team 

potency 

2. Team unit mean 

(individual) team 

vitality 

 

The final sample consisted of 227 team members from 77 teams (i.e., each 

team leader with a span of control of 2.94 team members). A total of 16 teams were 

eliminated because they did not finish all of the 5 questionnaires required for the 

team. Table 4.2 highlights the sampling distribution.  
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Table 4.2: Sampling Distribution 

Gender of Team Member 76% female 

Age of Team Member 75% were aged under 39-year-old 

Team Member’s Education Level  64% had a bachelor’s degree or higher 

Mean Tenure of Team Members   5 years (SD = 4.84) 

Gender of the Team Leader 68% female 

Team leader’s Education Level  77% had a bachelor’s degree or higher 

Age of Team Leader 88% were aged 30-49 

Year of supervision of the team 4 years (SD = 3.13) 

Average Team Size 2.94 members (SD = 2.67) 

 

The survey instrument was handled in bilingual English and Chinese. Given 

that all the measures deployed in the study were initially designed in English, to 

make sure accuracy of translation, the typically used back-translation procedure 

was followed to translate the measures into Chinese (Brislin, 1980). Unless under 

other conditions remarked, all scales employed five-point Likert scale response 

design. Responses labelled and spanned from 1, “strongly disagree”, to 5, “strongly 

agree.” 

 

4.2 Measures 

4.2.1. Team-level Variables 

Team leader’s perceived HPWS Implementation (HPWS Leader). This was 

assessed with a measure developed by Xiao and Tsui (2007). The leader of each 

team was asked to rate items relating to their company’s high performance work 
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system. A sample item was “Has careful selection procedures in recruiting 

employees”. The internal consistency coefficient was 0.92. 

Team Cooperative Climate. A 8-item scale developed by Sun, Xu and 

Shang (2014), i.e., Team Climate Inventory (TCI), which is a modified version of 

Anderson and West (1998), was adopted to measure the extent of innovativeness 

that the team cooperative climate emphasizes. A sample item was “People in this 

team co-operate in order to help develop and apply new ideas”.  The internal 

consistency coefficient was 0.95. Estimated mean-rwg(j) was 0.97, ICC1 and ICC2 

were [0.58, 0.80]   The responses by individual team members were then aggregated 

into a team level measure.  

Value Congruence. A 3-item scale developed by Cable and DeRue (2002) 

was adopted to measure the extent to which the employee thinks that a range of 

statements are representative of the values of their organization and also represent 

their own values. A sample item was “The things that I value in life are very similar 

to the things that my organization values”. The internal consistency coefficient was 

0.91. Estimated mean-rwg(j) was 0.85, ICC1 and ICC2 were [0.43, 0.69]. The 

responses by individual team members were then aggregated into a team level 

measure.   

Team Potency. A 7-item scale developed by Riggs and Knights (1994) (as 

cited in Hu and Liden, 2011) was adopted to measure the group’s work-related 

ability. A sample item was “The team I work with has above average ability”. The 

internal consistency coefficient was 0.92. Estimated mean-rwg(j) was 0.80, ICC1 
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and ICC2 were [0.12, 0.29]. The responses by individual team members were then 

aggregated into a team level measure.   

Team Vitality. A 3-item scale developed by Carmeli and Spreitzer (2009) 

was adopted to measure the feelings of vitality or energy at work. A sample item 

was “I feel alive and vital”. The internal consistency coefficient was 0.89. Estimated 

mean-rwg(j) was 0.90, ICC1 and ICC2 were [0.19, 0.40]. The responses by 

individual team members were then aggregated into a team level measure.   

 

4.2.2 Individual-level Variables 

Team member’s perceived HPWS implementation (HPWS Team Member). 

The same set of items, i.e., the 12-item scale developed by Xiao and Tsui (2007) 

used for measuring HPWS Team Leader for leader was adopted to measure the 

extent of HPWS implemented perceived by the team members. The internal 

consistency coefficient was 0.92. The responses by individual team members were 

then aggregated into a team level measure.   

 

4.2.3 Control Variables 

Several control variables are considered since they might bias the findings 

on both team and individual level.  

4.2.3.1 Team-level Variables 

At the team-level, CEO’s perceived HPWS implementation (HPWS CEO) 

was included as a covariate to control for the potentially weakening or 
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strengthening effect that the CEO’s interpretation and thinking might have on 

individual employees’ perception and behaviors. The same set of items, i.e., the 12-

item scale developed by Xiao and Tsui (2007) used for measuring HPWS Team 

Leader for leader and HPWS Team Member for members in each team were 

evaluated by the CEO from each sampled firm. The internal consistency coefficient 

was 0.85.  

The same rationale applies to the control of Team Leader’s Perceived Value 

Congruence (Team Leader Value Congruence) which was assessed with a scale 

developed by Cable and DeRue (2002). The same set of items measuring Value 

Congruence for team members in each team was given to the leader of that team. 

The internal consistency coefficient was 0.91.  

Regarding other team-level variables, team leader’s demographic variables 

were also included, such as team leader’s gender (Male = 1; Female = 2), team 

leader’s education level (1 = primary school; 2 = secondary school; 3 = 

undergraduate; 4 master’s degree or above), team leader’s tenure and years of 

supervision. Apart from that, team size and industry which the company belongs to 

(1 = Manufacturing; 2 = Retailing) were included. 

Gender was controlled because research has consistently shown the impact 

of gender composition on team performance in organizational activity, which might 

be due to men having higher confidence in their abilities, differences in social skills, 

perceiving trust differently, and experiencing less anxiety of failure as compared to 

women (Apesteguia et al., 2012; Croson & Buchan, 1999). Education was 

controlled because human capital theory suggests that employees with higher 
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education levels are more likely to possess the knowledge and abilities to explore 

and exploit business opportunities in a workplace as compared to employees with 

less education (Davidsson & Honig, 2003; Unger et al., 2011). Tenure was also 

controlled because organizational theory suggests that employees with long 

organizational tenure may conform less to group norms or deviate more from shared 

beliefs because they have more perceived power from their seniority and/or more 

perceived autonomy to express their own opinions and experiences (Lovett & Cole, 

2003).  Short-tenured employees may be more energetic and creative in their 

methods and solutions to problems. 

4.2.3.2 Individual-level Variables 

At the individual level, team member’s demographic variables were 

included, such as team member’s gender (Male = 1; Female = 2), team member’s 

education level (1 = primary school; 2 = secondary school; 3 = undergraduate; 4 

master’s degree or above), team member’s tenure and tenure overlap. Tenure 

overlap is the overlapping years between team leader’s years of supervision and 

team member’s tenure.  

 

4.3 Data Aggregation and Level of Analysis 

All the hypotheses were tested at the team level but most variables in the 

model were measured at the individual level. Nevertheless, there are strong 

rationales to justify aggregation in this study. As in aggregation in climate research 

(James, 1982), and cultural anthropology and sociology research (Kalliath et al., 

1999; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998), this research views characteristics as “shared 
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perceptions” or shared views of the team. Another rationale (Campion et al., 1993) 

is that the meaning of characteristics does not vary from the individual to the team 

perspective. Further recommendation is that measures refer to the level of interest 

(Campion et al., 1993). In this research, most items refer to the team. Those 

referring to the individual are in the team’s membership context.  

Last but not least, prior to aggregating individual assessments and 

calculating the team mean of team cooperative climate, team value congruence, 

team potency and team vitality were combined into team-level variables, to assess 

whether sufficient agreement existed among team members to justify aggregation 

(Kozlowski & Klein,2000). Therefore, this research performed the recommended 

inter-team-members agreement test (James et al., 1984), it showed that all team 

members had a common perception of HPWS implemented, indicated by a high 

mean-rwg(j) value of 0.96 which provided support for the aggregation for this 

variable to the team level. Estimated mean-rwg(j) values for other study variables 

were statistically significant: 0.97 for team cooperative climate, 0.85 for value 

congruence, 0.80 for team potency, and 0.90 for team vitality. Intraclass 

correlations, ICC1 (to measure the reliability of the team means) for all those five 

study variables above, was significant and comparable, with the values of 0.47, 0.58, 

0.43, 0.12 and 0.19, respectively, to the inflated median ICC1 value of 0.12 reported 

in the organizational literature (see Bliese, 2000). Further, ICC2 (to decide whether 

it was proper to construct an average rating for a team) was 0.72, 0.80, 0.69, 0.29 

and 0.40, respectively under a small team size of 2.94. Low ICC2 values of team 

potency and team vitality propose that it may be hard to identify emergent 

relationships applying team means (Bliese, 2000); nevertheless, they should not 
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hold off aggregation if aggregation is warranted by theory and backed by high rwg(j) 

(Chen & Bliese, 2002; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992; Liao et al., 2009). Therefore, 

aggregation was pursued for both team potency and team vitality, whilst 

acknowledging that the relationships of those two variables with the other study 

variables may be underestimated. 

 

4.4 Analysis Strategy and Procedures 

This study applied MSEM using Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2015) 

and based on the recommendations of Preacher and colleagues (2010) for modeling 

multilevel mediation. These analytical and methodological features are principally 

appropriate because they accept the formation of a bottom-up effect by associating 

the latent between-level component of individual-level variables to team unit mean 

team potency and team unit mean team vitality treated as upper-level outcomes. 

Additionally, due to the multiple dimensionality of the team level constructs, the 

stipulation of various paths at two levels, and the incorporation of numerous control 

variables, the amount of parameters to be computed versus the amount of 

observations is rather high in this study (Kline, 2011). Therefore, constructs’ 

arithmetic means are computed and employed in multilevel pathway analysis as a 

distinctive form of MSEM with only a structural model but without a measurement 

model (Den Hartog et al., 2013), in order to reduce the number of free parameters. 

Bayesian estimation is applied as it is particularly suitable (Kruschke et al., 2012). 

It depends on a previous distribution for each estimated parameter that is 

synthesized with the observed data to form a posterior distribution. Therefore, it 
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provides a more logical analysis of mediation models in multi-level setting (Yuan 

& MacKinnon, 2009). In addition, Bayesian statistics are not dependent on the 

restrictive normality assumption and large-sample estimation of conventional 

maximum likelihood analysis (Muthén & Asparouhov, 2012). Therefore, with 

Bayesian analysis, the computation of the indirect effect, which is not normally 

distributed, is more proper, and the deriving corollary is reliable even for small 

sample sizes (Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009). Further, a bootstrapping of the indirect 

effect is provided automatically, and that avoids the use of Monte Carlo procedures 

which are computationally more expensive (Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009). Being a 

test of significance, the one-tailed Bayesian p value is indicated and with the 95% 

credibility interval (CI) of the posterior distribution of a parameter contains zero 

(Zyphur & Oswald, 2015). 
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CHAPTER 5  

RESULTS 

 

This chapter presents the results of the data analyses from the study.  There 

are two sections in this chapter. The first section presents the scale validation, 

descriptive and correlations of all variables. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is 

conducted and variance inflation factor (VIF) is computed. The second section 

summarizes the results of the hypotheses testing in hierarchical regression analysis 

including the moderating effects of team cooperative climate and value congruence 

on the relationship between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and the 

team member’s perceived HPWS implementation, with the Bayes analysis and 

bootstrapping tests for the moderated indirect tests.  

 

5.1 Scale Validation, Descriptive and Correlations 

                       5.1.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

A series of confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to examine the 

distinctiveness of the variables in the model (HPWS Leader, HPWS Team Member, 

Team Cooperative Climate, Value Congruence, Team Potency and Team Vitality). 

First, item parceling was done to reduce the number of indicators of each construct 

while enhancing the model fit index (Little et al., 2002). For each construct, the 

item with the highest factor loadings was combined with the item that has the lowest 

factor loadings. This process was repeated until each construct had three indicators 

(Hall et al., 1999). Then, the baseline model that included all six variables was 

examined (Table 5.1a). To assess the model fit, Chi-square, Tucker-Lewis index 
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(TLI), comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximations 

(RMSEA) and standardized root mean residual (SRMR) of the overall model were 

used. The baseline model fitted the data well (χ^2 (75) = 99.43; TLI = 0.97; CFI = 

0.98; RMSEA = 0.065; SRMR = 0.041). In addition, all factor loadings were 

significant per the proposed model. The construct validity of the six constructs was 

examined by comparing the six-factor model against alternative models. When 

comparing the fit indexes in Table 5.1a, it showed that the hypothesized six-factor 

model fitted the data better than any alternative models. Hence, the discriminant 

validity of all key variables was confirmed and they were applied in further analyses. 

Table 5.1a Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Model Chi-

square 

Df TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR 

Six-factor model 99.43 75 0.97 0.98 0.065 0.041 
Five-factor model: 
HPWS Leader and Value Congruence 

combined 

302.82 80 0.72 0.79 0.190 0.139 

Four-factor model: 
HPWS Leader / HPWS Team Member/ 

Value Congruence combined 

379.67 84 0.65 0.72 0.214 0.143 

Three-factor model: 
HPWS Leader/HPWS Team Member/ 

Value Congruence/Team Cooperative 

Climate combined 

448.70 87 0.58 0.65 0.232 0.146 

Two-factor model: 
HPWS Leader/Value Congruence/ 

HPWS Team Member/Team 

Cooperative Climate/Team Potency 

combined 

534.57 89 0.50 0.57 0.255 0.156 

One-factor model 597.53 90 0.43 0.51 0.271 0.165 

Notes: Df-degree of freedom; TLI-Tucker-Lewis index; CFI-comparative fit 

index; RMSEA-root mean square error of approximations; SRMR- standardized 

root mean square residual 

 

 

5.1.2 Variance Inflation Factor  

Although it was shown that the hypothesized six-factor model was the best 

model solution (Table 5.1b), the multicollinearity or the high correlations found 



88 

 

 

between some of the factors can affect discriminant validity. To determine the 

degree of multicollinearity, the variance inflation factor (VIF) is computed for each 

independent variable. The largest VIF value was 4.13 (Table 5.1b), less than the 

cut-off value of 10 (Chatterjee et al., 2000) or 5 (Neter et al., 1996), indicating that 

multicollinearity did not affect the results of the analyses.  

 

Table 5.1b Variance Inflation Factor 

 
 

 

5.1.3 Descriptive and Correlations  

Table 5.2 presents the summary statistics and correlations of all variables. 

Correlations which are under the diagonal are on individual level, while correlations 

which are above the diagonal are on the team level. Consistent with the predictions, 

HPWS Team Member was positively correlated with Team Potency (r = 0.51, p ≤ 

0.01) and Team Vitality (r = 0.45, p ≤  0.01). However, while HPWS Team 

Member was positively correlated with HPWS Team Leader, this correlation result 

failed to reach significance (r = 0.05, n.s.), which indicates a lack of support for a 

direct relationship between HPWS Team Member and HPWS Team Leader. At the 

team level, HPWS Leader was positively correlated with HPWS CEO (r=0.35, p≤ 

0.01). 

Team Member 
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 Table 5.2 

 Correlation Table 

  Correlations 

Variable Names Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1. HPWS Team    

    Member 
3.6 0.63 -                                   

2. Employee    

    Gender 
1.76 0.43 -.18** -                                 

3. Employee Edu. 2.65 0.70 .23** -.08 -                               

4. Employee   

    Tenure 
4.82 4.84 -.02 -.04 -.09 -                             

5. Tenure Overlap 2.7 2.22 -.13* .06 -.01 .51** -                           

6. HPWS Leader 3.6 0.66 .05 .02 -.15* -.24** -.40** - .09 .05 .15 -.23* .35** .20 .08 .14 -.27* -.33** .23* .01 

7. Value   

    Congruence 
3.08 0.64 .66** -.13* .39** -.03 -.15* .09 - .72** .45** .38** .31** .29* .22 .21 -.18 -.13 -.00 .36** 

8. Team Climate 3.75 0.50 .72** -.16* .38** -.03 -.11 .02 .84** - .48** .21 .29* .23* .16 .26* -.03 -.07 -.14 .21 

9. Team Potency 3.87 0.39 .51** -.04 .25** .01 -.12 .07 .64** .67** - .34** .31** .10 .13 .22 -.06 -.20 -.01 .29** 

10.Team Vitality 3.81 0.40 .45** -.09 .29** .13 .04 -.21** .57** .50** .49** - .20 .23* -.15 -.07 -.01 .12 -.02 .28* 

11. HPWS CEO 3.81 0.46 .35** -.11 .04 -.08 -.08 .37** .38** .43** .28** .26** - .20 -.01 .12 -.19 -.17 .28* .06 

12. Leader Value   

      Congruence. 
3.27 0.77 .20** -.08 .26** -.15* 0 .20** .23** .20** .14* .23** 0.1 - -.04 .22 -.00 .03 .02 .07 

13. Leader  

      Gender 
1.68 0.47 .25** .13 .13 -.02 -.11 .04 .31** .31** .27** .08 -.01 .02 - .07 .14 .02 .03 -.01 

14. Leader Edu. 2.90 0.60 .19** .06 .45** 0.1 -.06 .02 .19** .23** .26** 0.1 -.04 .23** .09 - -.06 -.24* -.24* .32** 

15. Leader Tenure 6.40 5.54 -.17** .03 .11 .16* .41** -.34** -.22** -.19** -.12 .01 -.27** .04 .18** .03 - .59** .05 -.18 

16. Leader Yr.  

     Supervision 
4.08 3.13 -.23** .12 -.07 .09 .65** -.30** -.26** -.29** -.25** 0 -.21** -.04 -.06 -.23** .54** - .10 -.23* 

17. Team Size 2.94 2.67 -.12 -.03 -.33** -.13 -.01 .30** -.07 -.16* -.15* -.12 .35** -.07 .01 -.47** .02 .21** - .04 

18. Industry 0.16 0.37 .13 .03 .31** -.04 -.19** .01 .32** .20** .31** .28** -.03 .07 .05 .40** -.18** -.23** -.14* - 

  **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

  

Employee Gender: Team Member's gender; Employee Edu.: Team Member's Education level; Employee Tenure: Team Member's Tenure; Tenure Overlap: Tenure Overlap between Team 

Leader and Team Member; Leader Gender: Team Leader's gender; Leader Edu.: Team Leader's Education level; Leader Tenure:  Team Leader's Tenure; Leader Yr. Supervision: Team 

Leader's year of supervision 
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5.2 Results of Hypotheses Testing 

With Mplus (Muthen & Muthen, 2012), a hierarchical regression analysis was 

conducted to examine Hypothesis 1, which predicts HPWS Team Member is 

positively correlated with HPWS Leader. In this model, the findings of Hypothesis 

1 suggest that team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation did not appear to 

have significant correlations with the team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation (r=0.05, p>0.05, See Table 5.2). As shown in Model 2 in Table 5.3, 

after taking control variables into consideration, there was a negative, statistically 

insignificant association between HRMTL and HRMTM (B = -0.09, S.E. = 0.08, 

n.s.), which fails to support Hypothesis 1.  
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Table 5.3 

Hierarchical Regression Results 

 HPWS Team Member 

Variables  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

HPWS Leader   -0.09 -0.09 -0.14** -0.03 -0.06 

   (0.08) (0.09) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) 

Value Congruence    0.50*** 0.53***    

    (0.06) (0.05)    

inter1 (HPWS Leader x Value 

Congruence)     0.25**    

     (0.09)    

Team Cooperative Climate      0.66*** 0.66*** 

      (0.05) (0.05) 

inter2 (HPWS Leader x Team 

Cooperative Climate)       0.12 

       (0.10) 

HPWS Team Member         

         

Leader Value Congruence 0.09 0.11+ 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08+ 

 (0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) 

HPWS CEO 0.35*** 0.38*** 0.22** 0.23*** 0.11+ 0.12+ 

 (0.10) (0.10) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 

Leader Gender 0.32* 0.32* 0.13 0.14+ 0.09+ 0.08 

 (0.13) (0.13) (0.10) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05) 

Leader Edu. 0.04 0.06 0.10+ 0.11 0.05 0.05 

 (0.07) (0.07) (0.05) (0.07) (0.05) (0.05) 

Leader Tenure -0.02* -0.02** -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Leader Yr. Supervision 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 

Employee Gender -1.32 -1.28 -0.27 -0.19 -0.06 -0.06 

 (1.29) (1.32) (0.25) (0.29) (0.11) (0.11) 

Employee Edu. 0.23 0.22 -0.05 -0.09 -0.01 -0.03 

 (0.15) (0.15) (0.09) (0.07) (0.06) (0.05) 

Employee Tenure 0.03 0.03 0.01 -0.00 0.02+ 0.02+ 

 (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) 

Tenure Overlap -0.05 -0.07 -0.04 -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 

 (0.06) (0.07) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 

Team Size -0.02 -0.02 -0.02+ -0.02 -0.00 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) 

Industry 0.05 0.02 -0.17 -0.22** -0.06 -0.06 

 (0.11) (0.12) (0.11) (0.08) (0.08) (0.08) 

Intercepts 3.02 3.15 1.63** 2.73** 0.51+ 2.81*** 

  (2.27) (2.29) (0.58) (0.93) (0.28) (0.37) 

Notes:  N = 227; + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed). 

Leader Gender: Team Leader's gender; Leader Edu.: Team Leader's Education level; Leader Tenure:  

Team Leader's Tenure; Leader Yr. Supervision: Team Leader's year of supervision; Employee Gender: 

Team Member's gender; Employee Edu.: Team Member's Education level; Employee Tenure: Team 

Member's Tenure; Tenure Overlap: Tenure Overlap between Team Leader and Employee 
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 Hypothesis 2 suggests team cooperative climate and value congruence 

moderate the relationship between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation 

and team member’s perceived HPWS implementation. Hypothesis 2a predicts that 

Team Cooperative Climate moderates the relationship between HPWS Leader and 

HPWS Team Member. As shown in Model 6 in Table 5.3, interaction effect 

between HPWS Leader and Team Cooperative Climate is not significant that fails 

to predict HPWS Team Member (B = 0.12, S.E. = 0.10, n.s.). 

 

Hypothesis 2b predicts that Value Congruence moderates the relationship 

between HPWS Leader and HPWS Team Member. As shown in Model 4 in Table 

5.3, HPWS Leader and Value Congruence interact to predict HPWS Team Member 

(B = 0.25, S.E. = 0.09, p < 0.01). Hence, to understand better the interaction pattern, 

the simple slopes of the relationship between HPWS Leader and HPWS Team 

Member at high (+1 SD) and low (-1 SD) values of Value Congruence is plotted. 

As demonstrated in Figure 5.1, the relationship between HPWS Leader and HPWS 

Team Member is negative and significant when VCTM is low (B = - 0.30, t = - 

4.28, p < 0.001) but not when Value Congruence is high (B = 0.02, t = 0.26, n.s.). 

It indicates that only the conditions of the moderating role of VCTM make the 

trickle-down effect of HPWS Leader on HPWS Team Member to be supported. The 

findings of the moderating roles of team cooperative climate, and value congruence, 

in the causal relationship between team leader’s perception of HPWS implemented 

and team members’ perception of HPWS implemented are mixed in the results of 

hypotheses 2A and 2B. 
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Figure 5.1 

Effects of HPWS Leader on HPWS Team Member at 

Low and High Value Congruence 
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Hypothesis 3a predicts the positive correlation between Team Potency and 

HPWS Team Member. As shown in Model 2 in Table 5.4, after taking control 

variables into consideration, there was a positive, statistically significant correlation 

between Team Potency and HPWS Team Member (B = 0.71, S.E. = 0.22, p< 0.01). 

This supports Hypothesis 3a.  
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Table 5.4 

Hierarchical Regression Results 

 Team Potency 

 Variables 

Model  

1 

Model  

2 

Model 

3 

Model 

4 

Model 

5 

Model 

6 

Model 

7 

HPWS Leader    0.03 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.01 

    (0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.10) 

Value Congruence     0.26+ 0.34**    

     (0.14) (0.11)    

inter1 (HPWS 

Leader x  Value 

Congruence)      0.24+    

      (0.14)    

Team Cooperative 

Climate       0.36* 0.39* 

       (0.16) (0.15) 

inter2 (HPWS 

Leader x Team 

Climate)        0.13 

        (0.18) 

HPWS Team 

Member   0.71**       

   (0.22)       

Leader Value 

Congruence 0.03 -0.01 0.02 -0.02 -0.04 0.02 0.02 

 (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06) 

HPWS CEO 0.27** 0.09 0.26* 0.16+ 0.15+ 0.16 0.16 

 (0.09) (0.08) (0.1) (0.09) (0.08) (0.11) (0.11) 

Leader Gender 0.12 0.00 0.12 0.03 0.07 0.01 0.02 

 (0.09) (0.09) (0.1) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) 

Leader Edu. 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.07 -0.02 -0.01 

 (0.08) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) 

Leader Tenure 0.01 0.02+ 0.01 0.02+ 0.02* 0.01 0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Leader Yr. 

Supervision -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -0.02 -0.02 

 (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) 

Employee Gender 0.06 0.56 0.03 0.22 0.03 0.74 0.65 

 (0.63) (0.53) (0.71) (0.71) (0.61) (0.72) (0.75) 

Employee Edu. -0.16 -0.25 -0.16 -0.28 -0.34+ -0.19 -0.22 

 (0.18) (0.17) (0.2) (0.21) (0.18) (0.19) (0.18) 

Employee Tenure -0.00 -0.02 -0.00 -0.03 -0.07 0.04 0.02 

 (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07) 

Tenure Overlap 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.11 -0.00 0.02 

 (0.09) (0.08) (0.08) (0.10) (0.07) (0.09) (0.08) 

Team Size -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02+ -0.02+ -0.01 -0.01 

 (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

Industry 0.33** 0.29** 0.33** 0.23** 0.17+ 0.25** 0.26** 

 (0.11) (0.09) (0.1) (0.09) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) 

Intercepts 2.81* 0.67 2.80* 2.68* 4.16*** 0.85 2.48+ 

  (1.29) (1.28) (1.30) (1.31) (1.13) (1.38) (1.32) 

Notes:  N = 77; + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed). 

Leader Gender: Team Leader's gender; Leader Edu.: Team Leader's Education level; Leader 

Tenure:  Team Leader's Tenure; Leader Yr. Supervision: Team Leader's year of supervision; 

Employee Gender: Team Member's gender; Employee Edu.: Team Member's Education level; 

Employee Tenure: Team Member's Tenure; Tenure Overlap: Tenure Overlap between Team 

Leader and Team Member 
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Hypothesis 3b predicts the positive correlation between Team Vitality and 

HPWS Team Member. As shown in Model 2 in Table 5.5, after taking control 

variables into consideration, there was a positive, statistically significant correlation 

between VITM and HRMTM (B = 0.61, S.E. = 0.33, p < 0.1). This supports 

Hypothesis 3b. 
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Table 5.5 

Hierarchical Regression Results 

 Team Vitality 

 Variables 

Model 

1 

Model  

2 

Model 

3 

Model 

4 

Model 

5 

Model  

6 

Model 

7 

HPWS Leader    -0.20* -0.21* -0.23* -0.20+ -0.22 

    (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.10) (0.14) 

Value Congruence     0.21** 0.25**   
     (0.08) (0.09)   
inter1 (HPWS Leader x 

Value Congruence)      0.21+   
      (0.12)   
Team Climate       0.17 0.19 

       (0.17) (0.26) 

inter2 (HPWS Leader x 

Team Climate)        0.10 

        (0.21) 

HPWS Team Member   0.61+      
   (0.33)      
 0.14* 0.12* 0.18* 0.15* 0.15* 0.17* 0.18* 

Leader Value Congruence (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.09) 

 0.25** 0.11 0.32** 0.26** 0.27** 0.26** 0.27** 

HPWS CEO (0.09) (0.11) (0.10) (0.09) (0.09) (0.10) (0.1) 

 -0.09 -0.19** -0.08 -0.15+ -0.15* -0.12 -0.12+ 

Leader Gender (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.07) 

 -0.21** -0.21*** -0.17* -0.16* -0.14* -0.17** -0.17** 

Leader Edu. (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) 

 -0.00 0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 

Leader Tenure (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) 

 0.06* 0.05* 0.07* 0.06** 0.06** 0.07* 0.07+ 

Leader Yr. Supervision (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) 

 0.13 0.60 0.25 0.56 0.58 0.49 0.50 

Employee Gender (0.38) (0.59) (0.33) (0.40) (0.51) (0.47) (0.67) 

 0.16 0.05 0.12 0.05 -0.03 0.09 0.08 

Employee Edu. (0.15) (0.14) (0.14) (0.13) (0.11) (0.17) (0.20) 

 0.13** 0.11* 0.12** 0.12** 0.11** 0.12* 0.12+ 

Employee Tenure (0.04) (0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.07) 

 -0.11* -0.09* -0.16** -0.16** -0.15** -0.16* -0.16 

Tenure Overlap (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07) (0.11) 

 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 

Team Size (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) 

 0.35*** 0.32** 0.30*** 0.20* 0.17 0.26+ 0.26 

Industry (0.09) (0.12) (0.08) (0.10) (0.11) (0.13) (0.21) 

 1.92* -0.02 2.18** 1.58+ 1.58 1.49 1.35 

Intercepts (0.89) (2.41) (0.73) (0.95) (1.22) (1.65) (2.15) 

     -0.20* -0.21* -0.23* -0.20+ -0.22 

Notes:  N = 77; + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 (two-tailed). 

Leader Gender: Team Leader's gender; Leader Edu.: Team Leader's Education level; Leader 

Tenure:  Team Leader's Tenure; Leader Yr. Supervision: Team Leader's year of supervision; 

Employee Gender: Team Member's gender; Employee Edu.: Team Member's Education level; 

Employee Tenure: Team Member's Tenure; Tenure Overlap: Tenure Overlap between Team 

Leader and Team Member 
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 Hypothesis 4a predicts that HPWS Leader indirectly affects Team Potency 

via HPWS Team Member, while Team Cooperative Climate moderates the 

relationship between HPWS Leader and HPWS Team Member. Bayes analysis 

with a bootstrap iteration of 20,000 is used. As shown in Table 5.6, the indirect 

effect of HPWS Leader on Team Potency via HPWS Team Member is negative and 

insignificant when Team Cooperative Climate is low (Indirect effect = -0.07, 95% 

CI = [-0.26, 0.06]) and when Team Cooperative Climate is high (Indirect effect = 

0, 95% CI = [-0.07, 0.09]). All in all, the difference in the indirect effect of HPWS 

Leader at high and low levels of Team Cooperative Climate is insignificant for 

Team Potency (∆ Indirect effect = 0.08, 95% CI = [-0.08, 0.26]). Hence, this does 

not support Hypothesis 4a. 

Table 5.6: Bayes Analysis with Bootstrapping for Moderated Indirect Effect Tests 

 Team Potency 

  

Indirect 

Effect 

Posterior 

S.D. 

One-tailed 

P-value 

Lower 

2.5% 

Upper 

2.5% Significance 

High Team 

Cooperative 

Climate 0.00 0.04 0.47 -0.07 0.09  

Low Team 

Cooperative 

Climate -0.07 0.08 0.18 -0.26 0.06  

Difference 0.08 0.09 0.20 -0.08 0.26   

Note. Team Potency: Team Mean (individual) Team Potency; Team Cooperative 

Climate = Team Mean (individual) Team Cooperative Climate; S.D. Standard 

Deviation. Significance: * means if 0 is not included in the 95% confidence interval. 

Unstandardized coefficients are reported. N = 77. 

 

Hypothesis 4b predicts that HPWS Leader indirectly affects Team Vitality 

via HPWS Team Member, while Team Cooperative Climate moderates the 
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relationship between HPWS Leader and HPWS Team Member. Bayes analysis 

with a bootstrap iteration of 20,000 is used. As shown in Table 5.7, the indirect 

effect of HPWS Leader on Team Vitality via HPWS Team Member is negative and 

insignificant when Team Cooperative Climate is low (Indirect effect = -0.03, 95% 

CI = [-0.16, 0.04]), but positive when Team Cooperative Climate is high (Indirect 

effect = -0.00, 95% CI = [-0.07, 0.05]). All in all, the difference in the indirect 

effect of HPWS Leader at high and low levels of Team Cooperative Climate is 

insignificant for Team Vitality (∆ Indirect effect = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.07, 0.16]). 

Hence, this does not support Hypothesis 4b. 

Table 5.7: Bayes Analysis with Bootstrapping for Moderated Indirect Effect Tests 

 Team Vitality 

  

Indirect 

Effect 

Posterior 

S.D. 

One-tailed 

P-value 

Lower 

2.5% 

Upper 

2.5% Significance 

High Team 

Cooperative 

Climate -0.00 0.03 0.46 -0.07 0.05  

Low Team 

Cooperative 

Climate -0.03 0.05 0.24 -0.16 0.04  

Difference 0.03 0.06 0.25 -0.07 0.16   

Note. Team Vitality: Team Mean (individual) Team Vitality; Team Cooperative 

Climate = Team Mean (individual) Team Cooperative Climate; S.D. Standard 

Deviation. Significance: * means if 0 is not included in the 95% confidence interval. 

Unstandardized coefficients are reported. N = 77. 

 

Hypothesis 4c predicts that HPWS Leader indirectly affects Team Potency 

via HPWS Team Member, while Value Congruence moderates the relationship 

between HPWS Leader and HPWS Team Member. Bayes analysis with a bootstrap 

iteration of 20,000 is used. As shown in Table 5.8, the indirect effect of HPWS 
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Leader on Team Potency via HPWS Team Member is negative and significant 

when Value Congruence is low (Indirect effect = -0.15, 95% CI = [-0.36, -0.00]), 

but positive and insignificant when Value Congruence is high (Indirect effect = 

0.03, 95% CI = [-0.08, 0.18]). Overall, the difference in the indirect effect of HPWS 

Leader at high and low levels of Value Congruence is significant for Team Potency 

(∆ Indirect effect = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.44]). As a result, this supports 

Hypothesis 4c. 

Table 5.8: Bayes Analysis with Bootstrapping for Moderated Indirect Effect Tests 

 Team Potency 

  

Indirect 

Effect 

Posterior 

S.D. 

One-tailed 

P-value 

Lower 

2.5% 

Upper 

2.5% Significance 

High Value 

Congruence 0.03 0.06 0.31 -0.08 0.18  

Low Value 

Congruence -0.15 0.09 0.02 -0.36 0.00 * 

 

Difference 0.18 0.11 0.02 0.02 0.44 * 

Note. Team Potency: Team Mean (individual) Team Potency; Value Congruence = 

Team Mean (individual) Value Congruence; S.D. Standard Deviation. Significance: * 

means if 0 is not included in the 95% confidence interval. 

Unstandardized coefficients are reported. N = 77. 

 

Hypothesis 4d predicts that HPWS Leader indirectly affects Team Vitality 

via HPWS Team Member, while Value Congruence moderates the relationship 

between HPWS Leader and HPWS Team Member. Bayes analysis with a bootstrap 

iteration of 20,000 is used. As shown in Table 5.9, the indirect effect of HPWS 

Leader on Team Vitality via HPWS Team Member is negative and significant when 

Value Congruence is low (Indirect effect = -0.19, 95% CI = [-0.44, -0.05]), but 
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insignificant when Value Congruence is high (Indirect effect = -0.02, 95% CI = [-

0.12, 0.08]). Overall, the difference in the indirect effect of HPWS Leader at high 

and low levels of Value Congruence is significant for Team Vitality (∆ Indirect 

effect = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.42]). Hence, this supports Hypothesis 4d. 

Table 5.9: Bayes Analysis with Bootstrapping for Moderated Indirect Effect Tests 

 Team Vitality 

  

Indirect 

Effect 

Posterior 

S.D. 

One-tailed 

P-value 

Lower 

2.5% 

Upper 

2.5% Significance 

High Value 

Congruence -0.02 0.05 0.37 -0.12 0.08  

Low Value 

Congruence -0.19 0.10 0.00 -0.44 -0.05 * 

 

Difference 0.18 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.42 * 

Note. Team Vitality: Team Mean (individual) Team Vitality; Value Congruence = 

Team Mean (individual) Value Congruence; S.D. Standard Deviation. Significance: * 

means if 0 is not included in the 95% confidence interval. 

Unstandardized coefficients are reported. N = 77. 
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Table 5.10 Results of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypotheses Results 

H1: When controlling for firm-level HPWS, team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation is positively related to the 

team member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

Not supported 

H2a: Team cooperative climate moderates the relationship 

between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and 

team member’s perceived HPWS implementation such that the 

positive relationship is stronger when team cooperative climate 

is high and weaker when team cooperative climate is low. 

Not supported 

H2b: Hypothesis 2b: Value congruence moderates the 

relationship between team leader’s perceived HPWS 

implementation and team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation such that the positive relationship is stronger 

when value congruence is high and weaker when value 

congruence is low. 

Supported 

H3a: Controlling for team leader’s perceived HPWS 

implementation, team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation is positively related to team potency. 

Supported 

H3b: Controlling for team leader’s perceived HPWS 

implementation, team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation is positively related to team-level team 

member vitality (team vitality). 

Supported 

H4a: Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will be 

related to team-level outcome (team potency) via conditional 

indirect effects, such that its relationship with outcomes is 

moderated by team cooperative climate and mediated by team 

member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

Not supported 

H4b: Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will be 

related to team-level outcome (team vitality) via conditional 

indirect effects, such that its relationship with outcome is 

moderated by team cooperative climate and mediated by team 

member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

Not supported 

H4c: Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will be 

related to team-level outcome (team potency) via conditional 

indirect effects, such that its relationship with outcome is 

moderated by value congruence and mediated by team 

member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

Supported 
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H4d: Team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation will be 

related to team-level outcome (team vitality) via conditional 

indirect effects, such that its relationship with outcomes is 

moderated by value congruence and mediated by team 

member’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

Supported 

 

This chapter has presented the results of the data analyses. The results 

suggest that (1) When controlling for firm-level HPWS, team leader’s perceived 

HPWS implementation was not positively related to team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation by the results from Model 2 in Table 5.3, (2) value 

congruence moderates the relationship negatively between team leader’s perceived 

HPWS implementation and team member’s perceived HPWS implementation but 

not team cooperative climate by the results from Model 4 and Model 6 in Table 5.3, 

(3) team member’s perceived HPWS implementation mediates the relationship 

between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team outcomes (i.e., 

team potency and team vitality) contingent on the levels of value congruence but 

not the levels of team cooperative climate by the results from Table 5.6, Table 5.7, 

Table 5.8 and Table 5.9.  I will discuss the significance of these results in the 

following chapter.  
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

In this chapter, I will discuss the results of hypotheses testing in detail. The 

purposes of the study were to empirically test hypothesized antecedent of team 

member perceived or experienced HPWS implementation. Team leader’s 

experience, or perceptions of HPWS implemented, a variable that receives attention 

in SHRM literature on HPWS implementation, was posited as an antecedent. In this 

study I examined the main effect of team leader’s interpretation or perception of 

HPWS implemented (i.e., team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation) on team 

member’s perceived HPWS implementation firstly. Then, I also examined the 

moderating role of team cooperative climate and value congruence on the above-

mentioned relationships in the trickle-down model and the team outcomes that 

emerged when team member perceived HPWS implementation are formed. This 

study examined the team potency and team vitality at team levels. Besides, I will 

discuss some additional findings from the analysis.  

 

6.1 Discussion of Results 

In this study, I drew upon the trickle-down model of organizational 

psychology literature and proposed the top-down interaction that team members are 

susceptible to their team leader’s own perceptions or experiences of the HPWS 

implemented.  Furthermore, I examined how contextual variables may influence 

the relationship between team leader’s perceptions and team members’ reactions. I 



105 

 

 

posited whether and when the two contextual variables team cooperative climate, 

and value congruence moderate the relationship between team leaders’ perceptions 

of their interpreted or experienced HPWS implementation and their team members’ 

perceptions of HPWS implemented and, in turn, team members’ team level 

behavior in the conceptualized trickle-down model.  

In this model, the findings of Hypothesis 1 show that team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation was unrelated to team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation. This suggests that team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation might not be associated or consistent with his or her team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation. Similar finding is anticipated by other research 

(e.g., Aryee et al., 2012; Liao et al., 2009; Nishii et al., 2008), and this is not totally 

unexpected given that individuals may interpret the HRM practices subjectively and 

individually, leading to variability in perceptions along the hierarchy of the 

organization as reviewed in Chapter 2 according to the arguments by Bowen and 

Ostroff (2004). That’s why this question of inconsistency between team member 

perceptions of HPWS implementation and team leader perceptions has remained 

unanswered and attracted attention of SHRM researchers in the last two decades 

(e.g., Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Nishii & Wright, 2008). The results indicate that 

both team leaders and members are influenced by the CEO more directly. A 

straightforward reason is that in Chinese context where power distance is high, so 

the top management’s influence is direct and strong (Hofstede, 1980). Nevertheless, 

the team leader's perceived HPWS implementation was related to team members’ 

perceived HPWS implementation with the significant moderation of value 

congruence. The result indicates that only the conditions of the congruence of 
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values make the trickle-down model significant. That is, the proposed trickle-down 

effect is not non-existent, but a conditional existence. That means the trickle-down 

effect of perception of HPWS implemented flows down from high-level team 

leaders to low-level team members is conditionally supported with significant 

moderators. That is the value congruence in this study.  It also indicates that team 

members with low value congruence were more likely to have lower ratings of 

perceived HPWS implementation than those with high value congruence no matter 

whether team leaders rated high or low levels of perceived HPWS implementation. 

The results supported the H2b that is proposed based on the review of relevant 

literature (e.g., Burns, 1978; Eisenberger et al., 2010; Shamir et al., 1993; Van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004) that value congruence would moderate the effects of team 

leader’s perceived HPWS implementation on team members’ perceived HPWS 

implementation.  

As discussed in Chapter 3 and drawn from the social learning theory, we 

can expect that employees observe the values and goals of their working 

organization (Shamir et l., 1993), the way through which they perceive the 

implementation of HPWS will be different due to different levels of agreement or 

congruence with their organization’s values and goals. As described in Chapter 2, 

HPWS is usually decided by top management at the organizational level (Tichy et 

al., 1982; Ulrich, 1987) and it is difficult to be changed by individual employees. 

Therefore, team members with low value congruence would have more doubts and 

appreciate less the implementation of HPWS. They may be more assertive on their 

own perceptions or they may not agree with the interpretation or information 

provided by their team leaders, who are the representatives of the organizations. 
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The actual HPWS pursued by management to be trickle-down through the impact 

of team leaders to team members would be inhibited. In addition, this provides 

credence to the argument proposed by Ambrose at el., (2013) that in a trickle-down 

model it is the organizational characteristics more than the individual influences of 

a team leader that exert an influential role in affecting team member perceptions, 

experiences and behaviors as reviewed in Chapter 2. However, hypothesis 2A did 

not receive support. It is puzzling as to why the team cooperative climate did not 

function as hypothesized. As described in the above, about how broad the 

organizational context can exert influence on affecting team members’ perceptions 

and behaviors. Therefore, a possible reason is that perhaps team cooperative climate 

is a social environment shared within team level which is not an organizational 

context that is broad enough to influence the team members’ perceptions of HPWS 

implemented which is decided in an organizational level (Tichy et al., 1982; Ulrich, 

1987). 

Both Hypotheses 3A and 3B predict that team members’ perceived HPWS 

implementation might have a positive impact on team level outcomes. As expected, 

results revealed such a pattern. Although the perceptions of team members of 

HPWS implemented has been theorized to be significant and to potentially enhance 

team level outcomes, little empirical research has focused on this bottom-up effect 

as discussed in Chapter 2 (e.g., Chen et al., 2005; Vermeeren, 2014). Consistent 

with social learning theory of trickle-down model, I found that both team potency 

and team vitality are significant team behavioral outcomes with the team member’s 

perceived HPWS implementation as the predictor. As reviewed in Chapter 2, it is 

because that HPWS is developed and used to improve employees’ abilities, 
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motivation and performance and then result in employees’ expectation to be 

encouraged and motivated to contribute in a collective level of team potency or 

shared belief in team capabilities in the work unit (Messersmith et al., 2011). In 

particular, members in team-oriented organizations emulate each other with 

accepted behavioral norms with shared confidence to interact and perform together 

as a team in their day-to-day work. Similarly, HPWS is theorized and made to 

provide organizational resources for employees to perform their work more 

productively. Drawing on the processes of social interaction and social learning in 

the process of HPWS implementation (e.g., providing team-based training 

opportunities to enhance teamwork skill and team motivation) to explain the trickle-

down effects (i.e., trickle-up and trickle-around effects) described in Chapter 3, we 

can expect that individuals will strive to learn the idea by the other members in the 

work unit and are affected similarly in the work environment (Mayer et al., 2009; 

Wo et al., 2019). With the given HPWS’s resources gained and experienced by the 

team members, such team member perception of a supportive environment, team 

members are motivated and feel energized that are connective with others in groups 

(Spreitzer et al., 2005) through social interaction and information exchanges. As a 

result, team members’ perceptions of HPWS implemented are likely to affect and 

be affected by their working team simultaneously (Ambrose et al., 2013; Kehoe & 

Wright, 2013; Mayer et al., 2009). Members of a work group will exhibit the same 

positive emotions and attitudes that result in the emergence of team potency and 

team vitality. Moreover, the findings demonstrated that team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation had a stronger association with team potency than team 

vitality, supporting the importance of differentiating ability and motivation in the 
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components of HPWS in the AMO framework of human resource management 

research. 

Hypotheses 4a-4d predict the conditional indirect effects that the indirect 

relationships between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team 

outcomes (i.e., team potency and team vitality) through team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation were moderated by team cooperative climate and value 

congruence. However, only value congruence significantly moderated the first 

stage of the mediation process (i.e., the relationship between team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation and team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation) in Table 5.3. Previous research (e.g., Jiang’s et al., 2013) 

demonstrates that reducing the discrepancies between the perceptions of HPWS 

implemented of team leader and team members can help team leaders to better 

manage and supervise their team members’ attitudes. This study is similar but 

highlights the value or importance of value congruence, a broader organizational 

context which affects the relationship between individual employees along the 

hierarchy and the extent to which HPWS implementation perceptions of one 

individual, that is the team leader in this study may cascade to the team members 

and attitudinal or behavioral outcomes of others in team (team potency and team 

vitality) in a trickle-down model.  

This study uses the well-researched trickle-down effects as the context for 

the observed hierarchical relationships within the workplace. The overall results 

suggest that team leaders’ interpretation or perceptions of HPWS implemented 

alone is not related to team members’ perceived HPWS implementation. However, 

this observation is moderated by the interaction effect of value congruence. 
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Additionally, the findings demonstrated significant conditional indirect effects for 

team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation on team level outcomes of team 

potency and team vitality. Taken as a whole, these findings demonstrate the 

important moderating roles that value congruence plays on the trickle-down effect 

of perception of HPWS implemented across multiple hierarchical levels in attaining 

desirable team performance outcomes. The following sections discuss the 

theoretical and managerial implications of these findings, and highlight the 

opportunities presented for future research. 

 

6.2 Theoretical Implications 

The primary contribution of the present study rests in the areas of SHRM and 

in particular the importance of trickle-down effects within organizational 

hierarchies. The research employs an innovative conceptual approach, in using the 

trickle-down model as a means of exploring the ways in which team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation influences team members’ perceived HPWS 

implementation and subsequently how this influences team level outcomes, and 

builds upon earlier related research in very different context conducted by 

Masterson, (2001); Ambrose et al., (2013); and Mayer et al., (2009). The research 

was primarily motivated by studies of the trickle-down effects based in Social 

Learning Theory (Bandura 1977). Specifically of interest was the ways in which 

team members were found by several researchers to imitate the perceptions and 

behaviors of their team leaders (Johnson, 2008; Masterson, 2001).  This form of 

top-down transmission of perceptions or experiences is positively connected under 
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the role modeling mechanism for leadership learning in much of the leadership 

literature (Mayer et al., 2009). Applying this principle, the initial expectations of 

this study were that team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation would 

positively relate to team members’ perceived HPWS implementation. Interestingly, 

the results did not demonstrate the positive nor significant effects of team leader’s 

perceived HPWS implementation efforts in influencing team member attitudes, 

perception and behaviors.  

This is a major finding of this research. The results of this study extend our 

understanding of the conventional concept of role modeling or leadership learning 

in trickle-down effects. Although team leaders who research suggests are 

considered as legitimate role models with higher status and formal authority (Yukl 

& Lepsinger, 2004), and are therefore taken as source of legitimacy or object of 

model imitation in the organizational hierarchy, this does not appear to extend to 

their team members’ perceptions or experiences of HPWS implemented. The 

research results presented here demonstrate that we should not assume an 

equivalence of perspectives between team members and their team leader in the 

HPWS implementation process. Therefore, the results support the idea that 

employees’ perceptions and experiences with the HPWS implemented in both 

theoretical development and the related empirical testing of its effects on attitudinal 

and behavioral outcomes have to be assessed (Liao et al., 2009). Furthermore, the 

results also reaffirm the importance of examining the antecedent of team members’ 

perceived HPWS implementation (Cunha & Cunha, 2009) in order to understand 

and explain the variance in the multi-level HPWS-performance linkages along the 

organizational hierarchy.  
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Second, consistent with Burns (1978) and as well as the boundary conditions 

research of trickle-down effects (e.g., Wo et al., 2015), this research found that the 

relationship between the perceptions of the team leaders and the team members of 

HPWS implemented is the result of the combined impact of individual 

characteristics and the organizational context, including the influence of the 

interactions between team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and value 

congruence on the team members’ perceived HPWS implementation. The research 

suggests that team members with lower value congruence with their organizations, 

they are less likely to imitate their team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation. 

SHRM research have also emphasized the role of moderators, that is the contextual 

factors which can help to explain more about the HPWS implementation process 

(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Jackson & Schuler, 1995). However, there has been very 

little previous research into how perceptions of HPWS implemented at different 

hierarchical level interacts within different organizational settings. Through 

introducing the moderator of value congruence, the current study contributes to the 

social learning literature by demonstrating a more refined-trickle-down model 

about whether and when team members learn from their team leaders’ perceptions 

of HPWS implemented.  This study demonstrates that if organizations want to shape 

team members’ perceptions or experiences of HPWS implemented, they need to 

consider not just the perceptions of team leaders and team members but also the 

alignment between team leaders’ perceived HPWS implementation (i.e., individual 

characteristic) and the value congruence between team members’ and their 

organization’s values (i.e., organizational characteristic). However, only a few 

empirical studies of HRM practices implementation so far have suggested the 
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effects of trickle-down across the organization hierarchy in a broader organizational 

context, in particular of HPWS implementation literature. Therefore, this study 

filled this empirical gap with a key implication to both the SHRM and trickle-down 

literature. To truly understand the value of HPWS implementation perception and 

the trickle-down effects, it is not only the mediating process mechanism that is 

important in the implementation process but it is with the support of significant 

moderator, which is the value congruence that really matters.  

Third, this research discovered that low value congruence weakened the 

indirect effect of team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation on team potency 

and team vitality of team level outcomes, through team members’ perceived HPWS 

implementation. By demonstrating these relationships, this study highlighted that 

the relationship between team leader’s and team members’ perceived HPWS 

implementation is multifaceted and cannot be fully untied without considering the 

moderating effects of value congruence. The emphasis here is that the shared values 

that matter to the lack of congruence of individual employees’ values with the 

organizational value system and the potential effects on the relationship between 

team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and team member’s perceived 

HPWS implementation, and in turn, the team outcomes that might inhibit the 

organizational performance. Furthermore, value congruence which has only been 

acknowledged as mediator in the HPWS-performance linkage in previous research 

(Boon et al., 2011; Bowen & Ostroff, 2004), provides additional explanations for 

the discrepancies or differences between the perceptions or experiences of team 

leader and team members on HPWS implementation at multiple levels in the 

HPWS-performance linkage in the organizational hierarchy.  
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Fourth, the overall theoretical model in the present study can also provide a 

response to the need of multilevel research uncovering the effects of HPWS at 

multiple level with performance outcomes at individual and unit levels of analysis 

(Aryee et al., 2012; Liao et al., 2009). This study has also enriched the multilevel 

analysis building upon the work of Jiang et al. (2013). Adding to it the results 

suggested that team level outcomes (i.e., the proposed team potency and team 

members’ vitality) is not merely the total of team members’ behaviors; it is reliant 

on the emerging trickle-effects mechanisms by which individual perception of 

HPWS implemented, which, in turn, influence the attitudes or behaviors of others 

(i.e., trickle-around effect) and the influences are grouped to create a joint team 

outcome as well (i.e., trickle-up effect) (Mayer et al., 2009; Wo et al., 2019). 

Therefore, the results complement the recent advances in trickle-effects research 

that examine the effects in different directions (Wo et al., 2019), and extend the 

trickle-effects that flow through the organizational hierarchy down and up by 

exploring boundary conditions that when trickle effects are stronger or weaker in 

multiple directions.  

Finally, the model proposed in this study has identified ways in which an 

organization may be able to differentiate itself from its rivals through 

operationalizing the process of HPWS by soliciting “different levels of employees 

support” into the trickle-down process as reviewed in Chapter 3 (Masterson, 2001). 

Once the HPWS implementation framework is established, “it will self-organize, 

which can mean that they flow in concert with the particular idiosyncratic context 

of the firm” (Colbert, 2004:351). Therefore, the concept that, when combined with 
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organizational support, the HPWS can create and retain the existence of value 

congruence within an organization has been supported.  

 

6.3 Managerial Implications 

Given that the HPWS implementation process by the team leader are 

mediated and moderated by other factors, it would be recommendable to explore 

and, where necessary, adjust such factors in advance of getting on with 

implementing HPWS which may at times induce substantial opposition. For 

instance, if the impact of team leader on outcomes (in connection to team 

performance or team behaviors) is explained by value congruence, it may well be 

appropriate for the organizational leaders and executives to create and encourage a 

shared vision with their individual employees, by proving their own personal 

assurance and commitment to the values(s), and by rewarding people for behaviors 

aligned and consistent with the core values (Kouzes & Posner, 1987; Posner, 2016). 

This will boost team potency and team members’ vitality and contribute to attaining 

the desired organizational goals. Allowing teams to perform, based on commonly 

shared perceptions and beliefs and on the existence of teams that are certain of team 

members’ capabilities and performance, various management strategies adapted to 

these ends exist and can be applied by the organizational leaders. Those strategies 

are broadly recognized and deployed within different organizations, such as 

empowerment, management by objectives and so on, however, empowerment alone 

may not guarantee higher employee performance. In addition, team leaders should 

not expect their team members would perceive the HPWS implementation in the 
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same way as they did. Instead, the team leaders should try to find out team members’ 

perception and how to further improve the HPWS implementation. 

 

6.4 Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Despite the fact that the present study was designed and processed with care 

and has several methodological strengths, it is subject to several limitations, which 

deserve specific mention and consideration in future research. First, the sample size 

was reduced from 93 to 77 due to incomplete information. Participating companies 

were pooled from a convenience sample and hence that may have biased the 

obtained influences upward or downward due to the characteristics of the sample. 

It also raises concerns about the generalizability of the findings.  

Second, this study acknowledged that both the HPWS CEO and value 

congruence constructs should be analyzed at the organizational level as this 

indicates the relationship between the employee and his or her organization. 

However, it is computationally more expensive (Yuan & MacKinnon, 2009). In 

addition, the study interest is at the team level, which is fundamental to the level of 

interest (Campion et al., 1993). Therefore, future research is recommended to model 

the exemplar multilevel research (Chang et al., 2014; Huang et al., 2019) to 

investigate concurrently the effect and influence processes of HPWSs on 

performance outcomes at different levels of analysis (in terms of individual, team 

and organizational levels).  

Third, this research was conducted in the Greater China Regions. Prior 

studies have suggested that employees in China score higher in collectivism than 
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those in the Western countries (Hui, 1988), as being high in collectivism are 

generally more sensitive to the influence of value congruence which may have 

weaker effects in Western organizations. Hence, verification studies in other 

cultural contexts are necessary to validate the generalizability of the findings.  

Fourth, collecting the data of study in multiple waves is superior to a cross-

sectional research design that leads the research on HR practices implementation, 

such a design cannot plainly determine the direction of causality (Holland, 1986). 

Hence, it would be of interest to complete this correlative and multilevel study by 

undertaking longitudinal research in which the same measures are assessed 

repeatedly to confirm the causality suggested by this research. Moreover, a 

longitudinal design may allow us to explore the change effects of the key constructs 

over time (e.g., by value congruence and team member’s perceived HPWS 

implementation).   

Fifth, the relatively small team size (M = 2.94) may prevent the results from 

being generalized to larger teams. In addition, due to a small number of respondents 

in some teams the inter-rater agreement values might have weakened. Such 

measurement limitations may have inhibited the ability of this study to identify 

some “true” relationships (Chuang et al., 2013). Although, the classic argument 

states that team leaders should have a span of control of less than 7 team members 

(Urwick, 1956) a mean of 2.94 is not unreasonable. In addition, concerns may be 

raised about the generalizability of the results found in this study. The sample 

consisted of predominantly female team leaders and team members from 

organizations operating in Greater China Regions. Although the sample constituted 

several organizations in across diverse industries and locations, future research 
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should replicate the findings in more demographically diverse samples or consider 

the influence of sample characteristics on research findings.  

Sixth, in the present study, work teams represent individuals who work 

together daily on similar tasks and are continuing work units. Their membership is 

usually stable, full-time, (Cohen, 1994) and with a common team leader and shared 

goal. Hence, future research can extend findings of this study to different settings, 

tasks or team types, such as cross-functional teams or virtual teams.  

Seventh, the surveys were conducted based on individual respondent rather 

than in groups. In such case, the question is using ‘I’ for the individual respondent 

to rate for their working team (e.g., team vitality). It is recommended to have future 

study that might use a team level of measurement, for example, use ‘we’ as the 

referent in all adapted items or have teams give consensus ratings. 

Eighth, the congruence between team member and team leader would be more 

relevant when it comes to “learn and imitate the behavior of their direct team leader” 

(Burns, 1978; Jung & Avolio, 2000), therefore, future research is recommended to 

investigate the moderating effect of the value congruence between team member 

and their team leader in the linkage of HPWS implementation-performance.    

Finally, up to the present, there have been little efforts to conduct such trickle-

down model in the linkage of HPWS-performance, and the present results indicate 

that we may strengthen our understanding of HPWS implementation and trickle-

down effects on team performance by further examining the trickle effects in 

multilevel analysis in future research. 
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6.5 Conclusion 

What is clear from this research’s findings is that the mediating process 

mechanisms of HPWS implementation is supported within the appropriate context, 

as provided. It extends the key role of implementation process that Becker and 

Huselid (2006) first proposed. Given that team leaders are increasingly involved in 

the HPWS implementation within the group, the present study explored the 

interplay between the team leader’s perceived HPWS implementation and the 

perceptions of their team members relating to HPWS implemented and further, its 

impact on team level outcomes. This study has shown that it is possible to generate 

fresh insights by studying both the visible, informed characteristics of 

organizational structures and implementation processes, together with the more 

invisible, unnoticed social-emotional characteristics of individual employees’ 

behavior. This research clearly demonstrates and supports, the organizational 

hierarchical, social-cultural and emotional-perceptual dynamics of HPWS 

implementation and the ways in which these are interlinked with one another within 

a company’s settings. SHRM scholars are invited to build on this study in designing 

additional research to further test and understand the mechanisms holistically by 

adopting a trickle-down model. 
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APPENDIX: QUESTIONNAIRS 

 

Survey of Human Resources Practices in the Firm  

(Company head or Head of HR - T1) 

 

Dear Company Head or Head of HR, 

I am very thankful to you for your sparing time to complete the questionnaire. The 

survey intends to extend the study of Human Resources Management, High 

Performance Work System (HPWS) implementation and its effectiveness on the 

team level. Please kindly complete the enclosed questionnaire. As this is a research 

project undertaken for academic purposes only, your responses will be handled in 

the strictest confidentiality and only used for statistical examination purposes. Our 

study merely reports the general patterns and trends in aggregate format. No 

individual responses will be identified and reported. 

 

Thank you for your support and participation. 

Faithfully 

Tsang Mei Ching Amy 

PhD candidate 

Department of Management 

Hong Kong Baptist University 
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公司人力資源管理調查（首席執行官或人力資源主管-T1） 

 

首席執行官/人力資源主管台鑒： 

         我們很高興因得到貴公司的支持為學術和商界之間的協同作出貢獻，故此閣

下收到此邀請。感謝閣下撥冗數分鐘填寫問卷。本調查旨在進一步擴大對大中華

地區實踐人力資源高績效管理系統及其實施的研究，以及如何對公司和團隊員工

帶來互惠受益。敬請點擊下面的連結，儘早完成所附調查問卷以避免延誤閣下的

回應。 

本研究調查僅用於學術用途，閣下提供的資料將受到嚴格私隱保護，并僅用

作數據分析。我們的報告將僅以綜合的形式呈現整體情況及趨勢，不會指明或報

告任何個人的回應。 

  

代表本次調查之研究團隊再次感謝閣下的支持和參與！如有任何疑問，請聯繫本

人 amytsang@hkbu.edu.hk。 

  即頌 

商祺 

曾美清 

研究人員及博士候選人 

香港浸會大學商學院 
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Section A 第一部分 

The statements below describe perceptions of the extent to which an organization 

values the contribution of human resources practices and policies to the firm’s 

performance. For each statement, indicate the extent to which you agree or 

disagree that it represents the philosophy or belief of your organization. 下列說法

描述了您公司在人力資源貢獻上的理念和重視情況。請根據您的評估在下列

記號上畫圈。 

 Question Strongly 

Disagree 

非常 

不同意 

Disagree 

 

不同意 

Neutral 

 

不能 

确定 

Agree 

 

同意 

Strongly 

Agree 

非常 

同意 

1 Has careful selection 

procedures in recruiting 

employees. 在招聘員工時有

嚴謹的甄選程式。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 Provides extensive training to 

employees. 為員工提供範圍

廣闊的培訓。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 Provides socialization 

activities to new employees. 

為新員工提供引導活動，讓

他們盡快融入機構中。 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Expands job scope of 

employees wherever and 

whenever appropriate. 盡所有

可能擴闊員工的工作範圍。 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 Provides job rotation 

opportunities to employees. 

給予員工內部輪換崗位的機

會。 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 Appraises team performance 

rather than individual 

performance. 在評核員工表

現時強調團隊的表現，多於

個人的表現。 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 Provides feedback for 

development purposes rather 

than for evaluation.  在評核員

工表現時強調未來技能的發

展，多於過去目標的實現。 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Provide extensive ownership 

of shares, options, or profit 

sharing to employees.  讓員工

普遍持有股份、認股期權或

利潤分享。 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 Promotes egalitarianism in 

income, status, and culture. 

盡量縮窄各級員工在收入、

地位和文化上的差異。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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10 Promotes employee 

participation in the form of 

suggestion, grievance, and 

survey.  通過員工建議制度、

員工申訴制度、員工士氣調

查等方法讓員工參與決策。 

1 2 3 4 5 

11 Has open communication and 

wide information sharing with 

employees.  跟員工坦誠溝

通，並分享各種資訊。 

1 2 3 4 5 

12 Emphasizes working in teams 

and successes of teams rather 

than those of individuals.  注

重團隊工作，強調團隊的成

功，而不是個別員工的成

就。 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section B 第二部分 

The statements below are meant to provide descriptive information about your 

organization and yourself. For each item, write in your response as appropriate.  

請填寫一些機構和個人背景資料 

1. Ownership of your organization 公司性質: 1 or 2 

1. publicly-owned (state-owned and collectively-owned) 

    公營（國有企業或國有參與企業） 

2. non-publicly-owned and others (privately owned, share-holding,  

    foreign-invested) 非公營（私有、共有或外資企業） 

2. In which year was your organization established? 貴公司於哪一年成立？__. 

3. Total number of employees in your organization 公司員工人數 __________. 

4. Your title 你的職銜:_______________________ 

5. Gender 您的性別:  M 男_____ F 女______ 

6. Age 您的年齡: 20-29 __  30-39__   40-49__   50+ __ 

7. Education level 您的教育水平: Primary小學__  Secondary中學__   

    University大學__   Master or above 碩士或以上__  

8. Marital status 婚姻狀況:  Single 單身___  Married 已婚 ___ . (if married, how  

    many kids do you have 如果已婚，你有幾個孩子?___) 

9. How long have you been working in this industry您在現行業工作了多久? 

    _____ years年; in this company您在現公司工作了多久?____ years年;  

    in this position 現職工作了多久?   ___ years 年.  

 

 

 

The End 完 
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Survey of Human Resources Practices in the Firm (Team Leader – T1) 

 

Dear Team Leader, 

I am very thankful to you for your sparing time to complete the questionnaire. The 

survey intends to extend the study of Human Resources Management, High 

Performance Work System (HPWS) implementation and its effectiveness on the 

team level. Please kindly complete the enclosed questionnaire. As this is a research 

project undertaken for academic purposes only, your responses will be handled in 

the strictest confidentiality and only used for statistical examination purposes. Our 

study merely reports the general patterns and trends in aggregate format. No 

individual responses will be identified and reported. 

 

Thank you for your support and participation. 

Faithfully 

Tsang Mei Ching Amy 

Research Investigator and PhD candidate 

Department of Management 

Hong Kong Baptist University 
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公司人力資源管理調查（團隊主管-T1） 

 

團隊主管台鑒： 

 

        感謝閣下撥冗填寫問卷。本調查旨在進一步拓展有關人力資源高績效

管理系統實施的研究及其在團隊層面的效用。敬請填寫所附調查問卷。本研

究調查僅用於學術用途，閣下提供的資料將受到嚴格私隱保護，并僅用作數

據分析。我們的報告將僅以綜合的形式呈現整體情況及趨勢，不會指明或報

告任何個人的回應。 

        感謝閣下的支持和參與！ 

       

  即頌 

商祺 

曾美清 

研究人員及博士候選人 

香港浸會大學商學院 
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Section A 第一部分 

The statements below describe perceptions of the extent to which an organization 

values the contribution of human resources practices and policies to the firm’s 

performance. For each statement, indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 

that it represents the philosophy or belief of your organization.下列說法描述了您公

司在人力資源貢獻上的理念和重視情況。請根據您的評估在下列記號上畫圈。 

 

 Question Strongly 

Disagree 

非常 

不同意 

Disagree 

 

不同意 

Neutral 

 

不能 

确定 

Agree 

 

同意 

Strongly 

Agree 

非常 

同意 

1 Has careful selection 

procedures in recruiting 

employees. 在招聘員工時有

嚴謹的甄選程式。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 Provides extensive training to 

employees. 為員工提供範圍

廣闊的培訓。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 Provides socialization 

activities to new employees. 

為新員工提供引導活動，讓

他們盡快融入機構中。 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Expands job scope of 

employees wherever and 

whenever appropriate. 盡所有

可能擴闊員工的工作範圍。 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 Provides job rotation 

opportunities to employees. 

給予員工內部輪換崗位的機

會。 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 Appraises team performance 

rather than individual 

performance. 在評核員工表

現時強調團隊的表現，多於

個人的表現。 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 Provides feedback for 

development purposes rather 

than for evaluation.  在評核員

工表現時強調未來技能的發

展，多於過去目標的實現。 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Provide extensive ownership 

of shares, options, or profit 

sharing to employees.  讓員工

普遍持有股份、認股期權或

利潤分享。 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 Promotes egalitarianism in 

income, status, and culture. 

盡量縮窄各級員工在收入、

地位和文化上的差異。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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10 Promotes employee 

participation in the form of 

suggestion, grievance, and 

survey.  通過員工建議制度、

員工申訴制度、員工士氣調

查等方法讓員工參與決策。 

1 2 3 4 5 

11 Has open communication and 

wide information sharing with 

employees.  跟員工坦誠溝

通，並分享各種資訊。 

1 2 3 4 5 

12 Emphasizes working in teams 

and successes of teams rather 

than those of individuals.  注

重團隊工作，強調團隊的成

功，而不是個別員工的成

就。 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section B  第二部分 

Please fill in your demographic characteristics. 請填寫一些個人背景資料 

1. Gender 您的性別:  M 男_____ F 女______ 

2. Age 您的年齡: 20-29 __  30-39__   40-49__   50+ __ 

3. Education level 您的教育水平: Primary小學__  Secondary中學__   

    University大學  __  Master or above 碩士或以上__ 

4. Marital status 婚姻狀況:  Single 單身___  Married 已婚 ___  . (if married,  

    how many kids do you have 如果已婚，你有幾個孩子?___) 

5. How long have you been working in this industry您在現行業工作了多久? in    

    this company您在現公司工作了多久?_____ years年; in this position 現職工 

    作了多久?______ years 年.  

6. Number of direct reports or STABLE employees who you supervise 您督導這   

    個團隊裡的固定員工人數: __________數目  

7. How long have you supervised this team 您督導這個團隊多久? ___  years 年 

 

THE END 完 
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Survey of Human Resources Practices in the Firm (Team Leader – T2) 

 

Dear Team Leader, 

I am very thankful to you for your sparing time to complete the questionnaire. The 

survey intends to extend the study of Human Resources Management, High 

Performance Work System (HPWS) implementation and its effectiveness on the 

team level. Please kindly complete the enclosed questionnaire. Please kindly 

complete the enclosed questionnaire and coordinate the completion of other surveys 

in your organization. As this is a research project undertaken for academic purposes 

only, your responses will be handled in the strictest confidentiality and only used 

for statistical examination purposes. Our study merely reports the general patterns 

and trends in aggregate format. No individual responses will be identified and 

reported. 

 

Thank you for your support and participation. 

Faithfully 

Tsang Mei Ching Amy 

Research Investigator and PhD candidate 

Department of Management 

Hong Kong Baptist University 
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公司人力資源管理調查（團隊主管-T2） 

 

團隊主管台鑒： 

 

        感謝閣下撥冗填寫問卷。本調查旨在進一步拓展有關人力資源高績效

管理系統實施的研究及其在團隊層面的效用。敬請填寫所附調查問卷。本研

究調查僅用於學術用途，閣下提供的資料將受到嚴格私隱保護，并僅用作數

據分析。我們的報告將僅以綜合的形式呈現整體情況及趨勢，不會指明或報

告任何個人的回應。 

        感謝閣下的支持和參與！ 

       

  即頌 

商祺 

 

曾美清 

研究人員及博士候選人 

香港浸會大學商學院 
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Section A 第一部分 

Please circle the appropriate number next to each statement to indicate the extent 

to which you think it represents the current situations of the importance of the 

personal and organizational values to you and at your organization. 下列說法描述

了您重視的事情和公司價值觀的一致性狀況。請根據您的評估在下列記號上畫圈。 

(1=not match at all, 2= to a small extent, 3=to some extent; 4=to a large extent; 

5=to a very large extent): 

 

 

 

Not 

Match  

at All  

完全不 

配合 

To a 

small 

extent 

小程 

度上 

配合 

To 

some 

extent 

一定

程度

上配

合 

To a 

large 

extent 

很大

程度

上 

配合 

To a 

very 

large 

extent 

非常大 

程度上 

配合 

1 The things that I value 

in life are very similar 

to the things that my 

organization values.  

我在生活中看重事情

與公司重視的事情非

常相似。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 My personal values 

match my 

organization’s values 

and culture. 我的個人

價值觀符合公司的價

值觀和文化。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 My organization’s 

values and culture 

provide a good fit with 

the things that I value 

in life. 公司的價值觀

和文化與我在生活中

重視的事物有很好的

契合。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section B 第二部分 

Please circle the appropriate number next to each statement to indicate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree that it represents the team cooperative climate of your 

team. 下列說法描述了您團隊的合作氛圍。請根據您的評估在下列記號上畫圈。

(1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree): 

 

  Strongly 

Disagree 

非常 

不同意 

Disagree 

 

不同意 

Neutral 

 

中立 

Agree 

 

同意 

Strongly 

Agree 

非常 

同意 

1 This team is always 

moving toward the 

development of new 

answers. 本團隊追求新

的解決問題的方法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 Assistance in 

developing new ideas is 

readily available. 在本

團隊，成員很容易取

得對發展新想法的支

持。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 This team is open and 

responsive to change. 本

團隊成員心態開放，

而且反應迅速。 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 People in this team are 

always searching for 

fresh, new ways of 

looking at problems. 團

隊成員一直在尋找看

待問題的新方法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 In this team we take the 

time needed to develop 

new ideas. 本團隊會花

費足夠的時間去發展

新想法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 People in this team co-

operate in order to help 

develop and apply new 

ideas. 團隊成員相互合

作以發展和運用新想

法。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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7 Members of the team 

provide and share 

resources to help in the 

application of new 

ideas. 團隊成員互相提

供並共享資源來實現

新想法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Team members provide 

practical support for 

new ideas and their 

application. 團隊成員為

新想法的發展和運用

提供實際的支持。 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

THE END  完 
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Survey of Human Resources Practices in the Firm (Team Member – T2) 

 

Dear Respondent, 

 

I am very thankful to you for your sparing time to complete the questionnaire. The 

survey intends to extend the study of Human Resources Management, High 

Performance Work System (HPWS) implementation and its effectiveness on the 

team level. Please kindly complete the enclosed questionnaire. Please kindly 

complete the enclosed questionnaire and coordinate the completion of other surveys 

in your organization. As this is a research project undertaken for academic purposes 

only, your responses will be handled in the strictest confidentiality and only used 

for statistical examination purposes.  

Our study merely reports the general patterns and trends in aggregate format. No 

individual responses will be identified and reported. Your completed questionnaire 

will be returned directly to the survey coordinator. 

Thank you for your support and participation. 

Faithfully 

Tsang Mei Ching Amy 

Research investigator and PhD candidate 

Department of Management 

Hong Kong Baptist University 
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公司人力資源管理調查（團隊成員-T2） 

 

答卷者台鑒： 

 

        感謝閣下撥冗填寫問卷。本調查旨在進一步拓展有關人力資源高績效

管理系統實施的研究及其在團隊層面的效用。敬請填寫所附調查問卷。本研

究調查僅用於學術用途，閣下提供的資料將受到嚴格私隱保護，并僅用作數

據分析。 

我們的報告將僅以綜合的形式呈現整體情況及趨勢，不會指明或報告任

何個人的回應。閣下填妥的問卷，將由研究人員直接接收。 

        感謝閣下的支持和參與！ 

       

  即頌 

商祺 

 

曾美清 

研究人員及博士候選人 

香港浸會大學商學院 
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Section A  第一部分 

The statements below describe perceptions of the extent to which an organization 

values the contribution of human resources practices and policies to the firm’s 

performance. For each statement, indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 

that it represents the philosophy or belief of your organization.下列說法描述了您

公司在人力資源貢獻上的理念和重視情況。請根據您的評估在下列記號上點圈。 

 

 Question Strongly 

Disagree 

非常 

不同意 

Disagree 

 

不同意 

Neutral 

 

不能 

确定 

Agree 

 

同意 

Strongly 

Agree 

非常 

同意 

1 Has careful selection 

procedures in recruiting 

employees. 在招聘員工時有嚴

謹的甄選程式。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 Provides extensive training to 

employees. 為員工提供範圍廣

闊的培訓。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 Provides socialization activities 

to new employees. 

為新員工提供引導活動，讓

他們盡快融入機構中。 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 Expands job scope of 

employees wherever and 

whenever appropriate. 盡所有

可能擴闊員工的工作範圍。 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 Provides job rotation 

opportunities to employees. 

給予員工內部輪換崗位的機

會。 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 Appraises team performance 

rather than individual 

performance. 在評核員工表現

時強調團隊的表現，多於個

人的表現。 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 Provides feedback for 

development purposes rather 

than for evaluation.  在評核員

工表現時強調未來技能的發

展，多於過去目標的實現。 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Provide extensive ownership of 

shares, options, or profit 

sharing to employees.  讓員工

普遍持有股份、認股期權或

利潤分享。 

1 2 3 4 5 

9 Promotes egalitarianism in 

income, status, and culture. 

盡量縮窄各級員工在收入、

地位和文化上的差異。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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10 Promotes employee 

participation in the form of 

suggestion, grievance, and 

survey.  通過員工建議制度、

員工申訴制度、員工士氣調

查等方法讓員工參與決策。 

1 2 3 4 5 

11 Has open communication and 

wide information sharing with 

employees.  跟員工坦誠溝

通，並分享各種資訊。 

1 2 3 4 5 

12 Emphasizes working in teams 

and successes of teams rather 

than those of individuals.  注重

團隊工作，強調團隊的成

功，而不是個別員工的成

就。 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section B 第二部分 

Please circle the appropriate number next to each statement to indicate the extent 

to which you think it represents the current situations of the importance of the 

personal and organizational values to you and at your organization. 下列說法描述

了您重視的事情和公司價值觀的一致性狀況。請根據您的評估在下列記號上點

圈。 (1=not match at all, 2= to a small extent, 3=to some extent; 4=to a large extent; 

5=to a very large extent): 

 
 

 

Not 

Match  

at All  

完全不 

配合 

To a 

small 

extent 

小程 

度上 

配合 

To 

some 

extent 

一定

程度

上配

合 

To a 

large 

extent 

很大

程度

上 

配合 

To a 

very 

large 

extent 

非常大 

程度上 

配合 

1 The things that I value in life are 

very similar to the things that my 

organization values.  我在生活

中看重的事情與公司看重的事

情非常相似。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 My personal values match my 

organization’s values and 

culture. 我的個人價值觀符合公

司的價值觀和文化。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 My organization’s values and 

culture provide a good fit with 

the things that I value in life. 公

司的價值觀和文化與我在生活

中看重的事物有很好的契合。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section C 第三部分 

Please circle the appropriate number next to each statement to indicate the extent to 

which you agree or disagree that it represents the team cooperative climate of your 

team. 下列說法描述了您團隊的合作氛圍。請根據您的評估在下列記號上點圈。

(1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree): 

 
  Strongly 

Disagree 

非常 

不同意 

Disagree 

 

不同意 

Neutral 

 

中立 

Agree 

 

同意 

Strongly 

Agree 

非常 

同意 

1 This team is always moving 

toward the development of new 

answers. 本團隊追求新的解決

問題的方法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 Assistance in developing new 

ideas is readily available. 在本團

隊，成員很容易取得對發展新

想法的支持。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 This team is open and responsive 

to change. 本團隊成員心態開

放，而且反應迅速。 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 People in this team are always 

searching for fresh, new ways of 

looking at problems. 團隊成員

一直在尋找看待問題的新方

法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 In this team we take the time 

needed to develop new ideas. 本

團隊會花費足夠的時間去發展

新想法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 People in this team co-operate in 

order to help develop and apply 

new ideas. 團隊成員相互合作

以發展和運用新想法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

7 Members of the team provide 

and share resources to help in the 

application of new ideas. 團隊成

員互相提供並共享資源來實現

新想法。 

1 2 3 4 5 

8 Team members provide practical 

support for new ideas and their 

application. 團隊成員為新想法

的發展和運用提供實際的支

持。 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Section D 第四部分 

Please fill in your demographic characteristics. 請填寫一些個人背景資料 

1. Gender 您的性別:  M 男_____ F 女______ 

2. Age 您的年齡: 20-29 __  30-39__   40-49__   50+ __ 

3. Education level 您的教育水平: 小學__  中學__  大學__  碩士或以上__  

4. Marital status 婚姻狀況:  Single 單身___  Married 已婚 ___  . (if married,  

    how many kids do you have 如果已婚，你有幾個孩子?___) 

5. How long have you been working in this industry 您在現行業工作了多久? in   

    this company 您在現公司工作了多久?_____ years年; in this position 現職  

    工作了多久?______ years 年.  

6. Type of labour contract 僱員合約類型: temporary labour contract 兼職/臨時  

    _____; permanent labour contract 全職/永久_____.  

7. Number of working hours 工作時數？ ______ a week 一周 

 

THE END 完 
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Survey of Human Resources Practices in the Firm (Team Member – T3) 

 

Dear Respondent, 

 

I am very thankful to you for your sparing time to complete the questionnaire. The 

survey intends to extend the study of Human Resources Management, High 

Performance Work System (HPWS) implementation and its effectiveness on the 

team level. Please kindly complete the enclosed questionnaire. As this is a research 

project undertaken for academic purposes only, your responses will be handled in 

the strictest confidentiality and only used for statistical examination purposes.  

Our study merely reports the general patterns and trends in aggregate format. No 

individual responses will be identified and reported. Your completed questionnaire 

will be returned directly to the survey coordinator. 

 

Thank you for your support and participation. 

Faithfully 

Tsang Mei Ching Amy 

Research investigator and PhD candidate 

Department of Management 

Hong Kong Baptist University 
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公司人力資源管理調查（團隊成員-T3） 

 

答卷者台鑒： 

         

        感謝閣下撥冗填寫問卷。本調查旨在進一步拓展有關人力資源高績效

管理系統實施的研究及其在團隊層面的效用。敬請填寫所附調查問卷。本研

究調查僅用於學術用途，閣下提供的資料將受到嚴格私隱保護，并僅用作數

據分析。 

    我們的報告將僅以綜合的形式呈現整體情況及趨勢，不會指明或報告任

何個人的回應。閣下填妥的問卷，將由研究人員直接接收。 

        感謝閣下的支持和參與！ 

       

  即頌 

商祺 

曾美清 

研究人員及博士候選人 

香港浸會大學商學院 
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Section A 第一部分 

Please circle the appropriate number next to each statement to indicate the extent 

to which you agree or disagree that it represents the team in which you work in 

reference to the team's work-related ability, and your own current situations. 

(1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree): 下列說

法描述團隊或成員能力的情況。請根據您的評估在下列記號上點圈。 
  Strongly 

Disagree 

非常 

不同意 

Disagree 

 

不同意 

Neutral 

 

中立 

Agree 

 

同意 

Strongly 

Agree 

非常 

同意 

1 The team I work with has above 

average ability. 我所工作的團隊

具有高於平均水平的能力。 

1 2 3 4 5 

2 This team is better compared to 

other departments doing similar 

work.  與其他做類似工作的部

門相比,這個團隊做的很好。 

1 2 3 4 5 

3 This team is able to perform as 

well as it should. 這團隊能發揮

應有的表現。 

1 2 3 4 5 

4 The members of this team have 

excellent job skills. 這團隊的成

員具有出色的工作技能。 

1 2 3 4 5 

5 Some members of this team 

should be rewarded due to ability. 

這團隊裡有一些成員因能力應

該得到獎勵。 

1 2 3 4 5 

6 This team is very effective. 這團

隊非常有效。 
1 2 3 4 5 

7 Some members in this team can 

do their jobs well.  這團隊裡有一

些成員能把他們的工作做好。 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

Section B 第二部分 

Please circle the appropriate number next to each statement to indicate the extent 

to which you agree or disagree that it represents your own current situations in the 

team. (1=strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3=neutral; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree): 下

列說法描述您在團隊的情況。請根據您的評估在下列記號上點圈。 

THE END 完 

  Strongly 

Disagree 

非常 

不同意 

Disagree 

 

不同意 

Neutral 

 

中立 

Agree 

 

同意 

Strongly 

Agree 

非常 

同意 

1 I feel alive and vital. 我感到

充满生命力和活力。 
1 2 3 4 5 

2 I have energy and spirit. 我有

能量和精神。 
1 2 3 4 5 

3 I feel energized. 大部份時間

我感覺活力十足。 
1 2 3 4 5 
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