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Abstract: People management has long been part of the line manager’s role but it has now become a crucial

component. The prominent role of line managers in HRM 1s evident as they are increasingly responsible for
many HRM activities. For line managers to deliver their HRM role effectively, it must be clearly defined so they
can enact the role according to the expectations of their role evaluators. This study presents the prelininary

findings of a study on the devolution of HRM to line managers in a Malaysian setting. Drawing on role theory

concepts, role expectations and role taking are considered in this study to investigate the understanding of the

line managers HRM role between role evaluators and role holders. Data about role expectation is gathered from

the key members of the organization as a role evaluator. Line manager’s experience in undertaking the line
manager’s HRM role is obtained to reflect their understanding as a role holder. Results of this study showed
inconsistencies between role expectations and role taking. This has important implications for developing the

line manager’s HRM role as to maximise their contribution to organisational outcomes.
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INTRODUCTION

HRM is recognised as one of the key elements in the
development and mmplementation of strategic responses
under competitive pressure (Budhwar, 2000). The
mnportance of HRM 1s justified by its capability to
provide management with the opportumty to secure
organisational competitive advantage through a rich array
of policies and practices that prepare the organisation for
dealing with environmental change (McConville, 2006).
HRM policies and practices are an essential element in
building human capital and stimulating the necessary
behaviours that create advantage for the organisation.
Importantly, the changing demands of HRM functions
are evident, organisations need to deal with constant
changes in their environment and remain competitive
(Ulrich et al., 2012, 1995). One issue related to these
changes 1s the devolution of HRM to line managers
(Budhwar, 2000). Therefore, researchers have suggested
revisions be made to the HRM function to enhance its
unportance to organisations in achieving organisational
goals (Ulrich et al., 2008).

The devolution of HRM activities to line managers 1s
an important practice in an increasingly competitive

environment (Budhwar, 2000). The main purpose of
devolving HRM activities 1s to give Human Resource
(HR) specialists opportunity to focus attention at the
strategic level. This enables the HRM function to be
effectively integrated into business strategies. Towards
that end line managers are given primary responsibility for
managing HRM activities at the operational level. It 1s
assumed that line managers are more responsive to staff
needs and local conditions, enabling them to take
responsibility for HRM in their areas. However, the line
manager’s HRM role has gaimned prominence as they
become increasingly involved in many HRM activities.
These include performance appraisal, training and
development, recruitment and selection, pay and benefits,
career development, industrial relations, safety and health
and workforce expansion and reduction (Currie and
Procter, 2001, Larsen and Brewster, 2003). This implies
that line manager’s HRM roles are greater than previously
assumed (Currie and Procter, 2001). Line managers are in
the best position to take responsibility for converting
HRM policies mto practice and for mfluencing the
direction of worl teams to achieve organisational goals
(Townsend et al., 2012). As employees are more likely to
rely on the actions and support of their line managers
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their attitudes and behaviours can be guided to achieve
real improvements in unit level outcomes, potentially
contributing to overall orgamsational performance
(McConville, 2006).

Research problem: The prominent HRM role of line
managers requires clear defimtion so they can be effective
n their job. The role must be clearly defined so they can
enact the role according to the expectations of their role
evaluators. line manager’s
supervisor, employees and HR specialists. It 1s important
to highlight the expectations of role evaluators;
assessment of line manager’s performance depends on
what the role evaluator perceives to be valuable. While
this reflects the need to understand whether line
managers and their role evaluators agree on role definition
to date little exploration has occurred regarding the
perception of line managerss and different stakeholders in
organisations other than in HR specialists (Harris ef al.,
2002). Focusing only on HR specialist’s views 1s likely to
be biased as researchers have agreed there is complexity
in the relationship between HR specialists and line
managers (Larsen and Brewster, 2003). This suggests the
need to gather perceptions from other key orgamsational
members closely related to the line manager’s HRM role.
Moreover, HR specialist’s views would best provide
mnformation on the mtended HRM role from the
perspective of the role evaluator as a policy maker, rather
than line managers as implementers. Line manager’s views
should receive due consideration as they reflect their
understandings of policy maker expectations.

Evaluators include the

Role theory: A “role” is defined as “the specific forms of
behaviour associated with given positions in which the
behaviour develops originally from task requirement’s
(Katz and Kahn, 1966). In an organisational system, a role
represents positions in the organisation. Hach role has its
own purpose being designed to contribute to achieving
organisational goals. In exploring the line manager’s HRM
role, role theory 1s relevant. Role theory 13 widely used to
understand employee behaviowr in organisations. It
provides an understanding of the causes and outcomes
of employee behaviour, specifically regarding an
employee’s role. Early developments of role theory
suggested that expectations were crucial in determining
the performance of a particular role. Role development is
mnfluenced by the expectation of members in a role set. A
role set “consists of the different people with whom the
role holder has contact and who have a stake in and hold
expectations about the role performance”. This suggests
the importance of mterpreting the expectations of role
evaluators and delivering the right message so that the

expected role behaviour is achieved. As Katz and Kahn
(1966) note, the allocation of work roles reflects the
required behaviour expected by the orgamsation which
employees should comply with to ensure that work 1s
performed effectively, achieving organisational goals. In
understanding employee behaviour, role theory provides
a review framework, known as “role episode™ A role
episode describes “any interaction between employees
whereby role expectations and role behaviows are
manifest in measurable consequences” (Wickham and
Parker, 2007). Role episode 1s underpmned by four
assurmptions:

»  “Role taking” suggests that an employee will accept
a role that 1s conferred on them by other members in
the orgamsation

+  “Role consensus” refers to the understanding of the
expectations of all roles that are interdependent

»  “Role compliance” occurs when employees comply
with the expected behaviour of their role

+  “Role conflict” arises when the expectations of other

members of the organisation are not consensual
(Wickham and Parker, 2007)

Role consensus is important for both role evaluators
and holders. Consensus can ensure the role is enacted as
required by the role evaluator. Achieving consensus
implies that the role holder s rewarded based on the
assessments of the role evaluator. Two contrasting views
on how consensus occurs suggest that shared norms and
attitudes between role evaluators and role holders may
determine the extent to which role consensus occurs. Role
consensus is also viewed as part of the employment
contract. Employees are assumed to be aware of role
expectations and the associated reward based on role
performance through this contract (Biddle, 1986). To
ensure role consensus assumptions are operational
requires the role to be pre-defined, fixed and agreed on by
both the role evaluator and role holder (Wickham and
Parker, 2007). However, this 1is difficult when
organisations are continuously changing. Complexity of
organisational structures leads to role variation over time.
Consequently, role holders and role evaluators often have
different understandings regarding expectations. This
creates a gap between the intended and actual role
behaviours. The above mentioned concepts are obviously
pertinent to the diverse demands of line manager roles
when undertaking HRM responsibilities. For instance, role
theory argues that interpretations of organisational
context will influence perception of role requirements. ITn
this study, this perception i1s mmportant because it will
guide the way line managers HRM role 1s defined by the
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role evaluators. To understand how this expectation is
developed, this study will investigate the intended HRM
role of line managers from the perspectives of key
members 1n the role set who are closely related with the
role. The concepts of role taking will be emploved to
explore how line manager’s HRM role is enacted. The
actual line managers HRM role reflects line manager’s
perception of messages sent by the role senders in the
role taking process. Their responses will determine
their understanding of the role expectations set by their
role evaluators (Gomez and Sundaram, 1999).

MATERIALS AND MATHODS

This 13 a qualtative study based on three
Malaysian airport case studies. These airports were
purposively selected to reflect a range of airport
categories and sizes but particularly for the accessibility
to interviewees they provided. Interviews were conducted
with line managers, senior managers and HR
representatives at each airport. In this study, line
managers are the role holders; senior managers and HR
representatives are the role evaluators. Line managers in
this study were those first line supervisors at the lower
hierarchical level in the organisational structure to whom
individual employees reported directly and who had
responsibility to the unit head for employees under their
supervision. Semior managers were those managers who
were responsible for defining the line manager’s HRM
role, evaluating line manager’s performance and
mfluencing the way the line managers perform their HRM
role. Senior managers were the heads of each umit that
participated in the study. HR representatives were defined
as those from HR department who involved in managing
HR related issues, particularly with regards to HRM policy
and practices throughout the orgamsation. A total of 36
interviews were conducted with 23 line managers and 13
role evaluators. Semi-structured interviews were employed
because they enabled participants to give as much
mformation as possible and the researcher to investigate
the meaning of responses thoroughly. The main elements
explored in the interview were the intended and actual
HRM roles of line managers. The mtended HRM role of
line managers represents a set of behaviours expected
from the role evaluators to contribute to the company
goals. The actual HRM role is a set of behaviours
extubited by line managers based on their perception of
the HRM role requirements. The mtended and actual
HRM roles of the line managers were measured by
Conner and Ulrich (1996)’s perceived three HRM roles:
admimstrative expert, employee champion and change
agent. The level of involvement was measured through

line manager’s participation in the HRM activities. The
high involvement of line managers 1s described by their
participation i most processes nvolved m the HRM
activities. Line manager’s involvement was not limited to
implementation but also planning some HRM activities.
The low mvolvement of line managers in HRM activities
meant that they are expected to be mvolved in
implementation while planning activities were managed by
the unit head. Moderate involvement represents a
situation where line managers involve in both aspects of
implementation and planning but together with the unit
head. Line managers will take no action without presence
or approval from the unit head. Document analysis was
employed to obtain general information about the awrport
background and to compare findings from the mterviews.
This process involved websites and some documentation
such as job descriptions and organisational chart. This
study applied role theory concepts; therefore, content
analysis was appropriate for describing the content of
written documents (the company documents) and spoken
material gathered from interviews.

Research context Malaysia: Research into the HRM role
of line managers has concentrated on Western countries;
little attention has been paid to Asian countries such as
Malaysia (Budhwar, 2000, Yusoff et al., 2010) where social
and cultural differences may add firther complexity in
developing the role review of HRM 1ssues identified this
as a gap m HRM literature, especially in relation to
important emerging countries such as Malaysia,
Indonesia and Thailand. Thus, it 1s vital to fill this gap as
HRM in Asian countries may face different challenges
to that m Westemn countries.

Malaysia 1s a unique multiethmic, multicultural and
multireligious society. It shares characteristics in common
with including high power
distance, high collectivism, moderate levels of uncertainty

other Asian countries

avoldance, high masculinity and long-term orientation
{Bhopal and Rowley, 2005). These characteristics describe
the values held by Malaysian people which emphasise
family in actions within society as well as at the
workplace.

Considering the future competitiveness of Malaysia
as it moves towards becoming a high income nation,
assertions have been made regarding the importance of
effectively managing the through the
implementation of HRM to ensure a positive impact on
company performance (Osman et al., 201 1). Scholars point
out that the characteristics of Malaysian society

workforce

necessitate appropriate solutions are implemented in
people management (Rowley and Abdul-Rahman, 2007).
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In this study, Malaysian culture may influence the
enactment of line manager HRM roles by mnfluencing how
line managers perceive the requirements to perform their
HRM role effectively.

RESULTS

The Malaysian airport sector has been managed by
one parent company. This company was originally
established as a government agency but after
approximately 10 years, it transitioned to become a private
enterprise. These changes meant that the company no
longer had the role of the regulatory body responsible for
the awrports and the aviation industry. Instead, it focused
on three main activities at each airport: operations,
management and mamtenance. The sector employs
approximately 7,000 employees across 39 airports. Three
airports were the focus of this study.

Airport X: Airport X is an international airport located in
the northermn region of Pemmsular Malaysia. It 15 a
medium-sized airport and at the time of the study,
employed 469 staff within seven functional umts: four
main units and three support units. The main units include
operations, fire and rescue services, security and
engineering. The support umits mclude three functions:
HR, finance and commerce. At this site, interviews were
carried out with 13 line managers and four role evaluators,
representing three main units and one support unit.

Airport Y: Airport Y 1s a domestic awrport located m the
northern region of peninsular Malaysia that had 69
employees at the time of the study. Airport Y is a small
airport with smaller operations compared with Airport X
because the services offered are limited to destinations
within Malaysia. For this reason, the number of units and
employees at the domestic airport is lower than at the
mternational airport. There are five fimctional umits
comprising four main units (operations, engineering,
security and fire and rescue services) and one support
unit. The support unit was designed to cover other
services, including HR, finance and commerce for the
whole arport. At this arport, six line managers and five
role evaluators were interviewed.

Airport Z: Awport Z 1s a domestic airport located in the
centre of peninsular Malaysia. A small airport with only 81
employees, Airport 7 had the capacity to handle around
500,000 passengers annually. The mam factor that
contributed to the increased number of passengers in the

airport is the attractive route it offers to the Holy Land,
Mecea, via Jeddah and Medina, especially for Muslim
passengers from the west coast of Pemnsular Malaysian.
At thus awport, interviews were conducted with four line
managers and four role evaluators.

The intended HRM role of line managers: The role
evaluator’s expectations were grouped using Conner and
Ulrich (1996)’s typology to define the intended HRM roles
of the line managers. These are presented in Table 1. The
role evaluator's expectations fell into all roles:
admimstrative expert role, employee champion role and
change agent. Results of the study revealed that role
evaluator’s perceptions differed between airports.
Although, the entire HRM role (administrative expert,
employee champion and change agent role) was
considered by role evaluators within airports, their views
on the level of line manager’s involvement differed As
can be seen in Table 1, the expectations of line managers
at Airport X were higher than for line managers at Awrport
Y and 7 in all HRM roles. Role evaluators in Airport X
said: Line managers have to plan for everything that
related with the umit’s activities such as the monthly
roster, traimng and performance management. They have
to monitor employee’s overtime and claims. Also in terms
of annual leave and sick leave. We just monitor what has
been done (RE 1, Uit 1). But for role evaluators at Airport
Y; they were supposed to assist in preparing reports and
certain documentation but at the moment there were
certain part that they can manage by themselves and
other part that we have to mvolve. They need close
supervision as to ensure they are domg the right thing.
We need them because they will involve in the
implementation part (RE 6, Unit 2).

Moreover, the level of line manager’s involvement
within units at Airport Y and 7 also differed based on the
urt size. The involvement of line managers in a large umt
was higher than that of line managers in a small unit. The
only similarity found in all awrports concerned the change
agent role: role evaluators gave high emphasis to the
change agent role. Activities defined by the role
evaluators such as managing rosters, preparing reports,
monitoring employee leave and conducting performance
reviews were categorised and considered the components
of the administrative role of the line manager. These
activities essentially entail the documentation of
information related to procedures and processes.

Activities defined by the role evaluators that entail
interaction between the line manager and the employees
were grouped together and considered the components of
the employee champion role of the line manager.
These activities included shaping employee’s attitudes,
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Table 1: Case study comparison of the role expectation (role evaluators)

Perceived HRM role function Airport X

Case study airports airport Y Airport Z

Administrative expert Yes (high involvernent)
Emplayee champion Ves (high involvement)
Change agent Yes (high involvernent)

Yes (low involvemnent)
Yes (moderate involvement)
Yes (high involvement)

Yes (low involvernent)
Yes (moderate involvement)
Yes (high involvement)

Table 2: Case study comparison of the role taking (line managers)

Perceived HRM role function  Case study airports Airport Y

Airport Y

Airport Z

Administrative expert Yes (high involvement)
Emplayee champion Yes (high involvernent)
Change agent No No

Yes (low involvement) only large unit
Ves (low involvement) only large unit

Yes (low involvernent) only large unit
Yes (low involvement) only large unit
No

influencing employees, communicating messages to

employees and providing an example to employees.

Activities that involved the ability to make changes were
considered a critical component of the line manager’s role.
These mcluded dealing with employee
shortages, developing ways to cut operational costs and
These
considered the components of the change agent role of
the line manager.

activities

supporting company goals. activities were

The actual HRM role of line managers: Generally, line
managers in all airports perceived that their HRM role was
related to two HRM functions: administrative expert and
employee champion. The activities grouped under the
admimstrative expert role included documentation of
employee leave and claims and updating employee
mformation. The employee champion role mcluded
activities such as building good relationships with
employees and advising employees on thewr work and
performance. All line managers perceived that managing
relationships with employees was important. However, the
emphasis given to the role by line managers differed
between airports as shown m Table 2. High emphasis was
given by the line managers at Awport X, whereas low
emphasis was given by those at Airport Y and Z. For
instance, line managers at Airport X expressed; T can
decide not to approve employee leave but for emergency
leave T have to study the case (to ensure employee really
has a strong reason to take leave). We can release
employees from the work station if they have to attend
any physical and fitness traming. By domng that we can
monitor where they are and what are they doing. We also
responsible to update employee personal information. We
plan for the roster and manmng (Line manager 4, Umit 1).

Different response is given by line managers at
Airport Y; The approval for employee’s leave 1s on the
heads of unit but employees must go through me first. T°11
check on the needs for a particular of time to
ensure that there 1s no activity has been plan on that time
(Line manager 14, Unit 1). Further, the perceptions of

these roles also differed among line managers at Airport
Y and Airport 7 based on the unit size. Line managers in
the large units perceived that they were responsible for
performing an HRM role but line managers in the small
units believed that they were not involved in an HRM
role. Instead, the HRM issues for their units were the
responsibility of the unit heads. A small unit is defined as
a umt that has <15 employees and a larger umt size 1s
composed of =15 employees.

The only similarity in the perceptions of the line
managers at all airports was found in the change agent
role: line managers did not perceive this role as part of
their HRM responsibility because their
involvement in the decision-making process hindered

limited

them from performing beyond their routine tasks. Line
managers viewed their HRM role as providing input and
information regarding HRM activities to the semor
managers and HR representatives for further action.
Therefore, the line managers merely followed decisions
made by others. Their actions were attributed to the
absence of power they had to make final decisions on
HRM matters. This finding is supported by analysis of
line manager’s job descriptions which revealed no
authority for line managers to make decision on HRM
issues. These findings indicate that the line managers
believed that they performed their HRM role well by
fulfilling the usual tasks they had been dong for a long
time. There was very low awareness of their participation
in the change process, either for theiwr individual
development or for others (unit and airport) suggesting
that line managers were not able to mcrease their
performance unless they were told what they should do.

DISCUSSION

Two concepts of role theory were used to explore
how the HRM role of line managers is defined and
enacted: role expectations and role taking. In this study,
role expectations reflected the intended HRM role of line
managers required by the role evaluators. Role taking
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explained the line manager’s experience enacting their
HRM role which was reflected in their actual HRM role.

The HRM role expectations of line managers: The
analysis revealed that role evaluators expected line
managers to play a role m all HRM functions:
admimstrative expert, employee champion and change
agent. Of all the roles, the change agent role was given
the highest emphasis by role evaluators at all the airports.
The activities entailed in the administrative expert role as
perceived by the role evaluators i this study were
consistent with the literature which characterises them as
day-to-day tasks that are repetitive and rarely change
(Conner and Ulrich, 1996). The role evaluators viewed
these activities as inportant for ensuring the continuity of
the HRM processes in the unit so that they can be
integrated with the needs of the HR department. This has
been noted by previous researchers who have determined
that the purpose of performing the adminmistrative expert
role is to ensure the efficiency of the HRM activity
processes so that the organisational operation can be run
as plarmed (Yusoff, 2012).

This study produced results that corroborate the
findings of a great deal of previous work on the
devolvement of the HRM role to line managers that has
suggested the need for an increased emphasis on line
managers performing “the mterventiomst HRM roles”,
including the change agent role (Hall and Torrington,
1998, Cunningham and Hyman, 1999, Caldwell, 2003,
Hailey et al., 2005). Differences in focus on performing the
change agent role were expected because this role has
long been characterised as the most varied role which is
reflected in the differences in its enactment (Conner and
Ulrich, 1996). In this study, the focus was influenced by
the amport categories and operations. Awmport X
(international airport) provided most of the company
revenue but operations at Airport Y (domestic airport)
were more likely to be subsidised by the revenue gamed
by the mternational airport. The domestic airport can
barely gain revenue from aeronautical sources due to the
limited number of aircraft using the airport services each
day. Therefore, the focus was more on changing attitudes
to increase employee commitment to support the airport
by generating non-aeronautical revenue. However, all the
airports required contribution from their line managers to
achieve their strategic priorities and mmprove the
effectiveness of thewr operations which supports an
earlier study that described the change agent role as a
strategically oriented task expected from line managers
(Yusoff, 2012).

Changes 1n the demand and priorities of the parent
company as it transformed from a public institution to a

private company may explain the changing expectations
of the role evaluators in the airports about the HRM role
of the line managers over time. In this situation,
expectations about the line managers mcreased because
they needed to be flexible about new woark approaches
introduced by the management. Therefore, high emphasis
was given to line managers’s involvement in the change
process. These findings are consistent with those of
Truss (2001) who suggested that the HR function needs
to be flexible and be able to react according to the current
needs and reduced uncertainty to effectively deal with
drastic changes in the environment. Indeed, this i1s
particularly true for line managers who are responsible for
performing the HRM function so that the contribution of
this function can be recogmsed by other members in the
orgamisation (Sheppeck and Militello, 2000).

Line manager’s HRM role taking: The assumption in
role taking theory has been that employees are obliged to
take their assigned roles when they join an organisation
(Biddle, 1986). Based on this assumption, each position in
the organisation is designed for certain purposes and
thus, employees who hold the position are responsible for
performing any task allocated to them by their employer.
Therefore, the line managers at the airports were
supposed to perform the HRM role if they were aware that
the role was allocated to them.

Differences in responses about the administrative
expert role between line managers may have been due to
the HRM policies and practices used in the companies.
This has been identified by previous researchers as
reflecting the organisational factors that influence role
taking (Katz and Kahn, 1966). Although, this study found
that the aiwrports all had the same orgamsational structure,
the line manager’s grades differed according to the
airport’s  category. Lme managers at Airport X
(international airport) had higher grades than line
managers at Airport Y and Airport 7, (domestic airports).
The grade used for line managers at Airport X was similar
to the heads of umt at Airport Y and Airport Z. This factor
hugely influenced the understanding of the line managers
at Airport Y and Airport 7 regarding the authority they
had in managmg HRM processes. Their lower grade
reflected their limited imvolvement and mfluence i HRM
activities. This finding confirms the effect that the level of
management can have on line manager’s understanding
about the depth of thewr involvement in HRM activities
reported n a study by Watson et al. (2006) and
Townsend et al. (2013).

The main difference in line manager’s experience
between Airport X and those at the other awrports 1s
related to the level of influence in the employee champion
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role. Organisational and interpersonal factors were
identified as contributing to this difference. This study
revealed that the orgamsational structure of the airports
affected the level of respect employees had for the line
managers. Employees of Airport X had more respect for
their line managers compared with employees of Airport
Y and Z. The effect of the mterpersonal factor in enacting
the employee champion role 1s not surprising because it
has been reported that this role requires line managers to
deal with people (employees) more than processes
(Yusoff, 2012).

Findings of the study indicate that the perceptions of
the change agent role were influenced by organisational
factor; autonomy. This study revealed that a lack of
authority for line managers limited their involvement
because they were more likely to follow instructions than
to explore what was the best for the unit and the company
as a whole. This finding is in line with Townsend et al.
(2013) who found that the line manager’s herarchical
position mfluence their responses m the HRM role
enactment. Whilst a minority of line managers at each
airport were aware of the need to perform the change
agent role regardless of the airport category, thus
suggests that personal factors also mfluenced the role
taking of the line managers in their HRM role. This is not
surprising as Knies and Leisink (2014) study reported
direct relationship between employee characteristics
and thewr role behaviowr. This mncludes line manager’s
understanding about ability and commitment towards
their responsibilities including the HRM role.

CONCLUSION

The mconsistency between the mtended and actual
line manager’s HRM role implied that the line manager’s
ability to deal with change was limited. This was because
the HRM role requirements of the line managers were not
revised when the organisation transitioned to become a
private enterprise. The process through which line
managers leam and adapt their HRM role requirements
can affect their HRM role enactment; therefore, the issue
of the role development process should be underlined.
The mmportance of this process was evidenced by the
findings of this study which revealed that the line
managers did not realise that they were required to
perform more than what they did especially in terms of the
need to act as a “change agent”. Further, the transition
occurred rapidly so it resulted m a change in the
expectations of the role evaluators which made it difficult
to clearly define the role because it varied over time
depending on the situation (Famdale er al, 2011).
Therefore, future studies could focus on how HRM

policies and practices could be used to communicate the
changing demand of the line manager’s HRM role and
achieve consensus between role holders and evaluators.

REFERENCES

Biddle, B.T., 1986. Recent developments in role theory.
Amu. Rev. Sociol,, 12: 67-92.

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

Caldwell, R., 2003. The changing roles of personnel
managers: Old ambiguities, new uncertainties. J.
Manage. Stud., 40: 983-1004.

Conner, J. and D. Ulrich, 1996. Human resource roles:
Creating value, not rhetoric. People Strategy, 19:
38-49.

Cunningham, I. and T. Hyman, 1999. Devolving human
resource responsibilities to the line: Beginning of the
end or a new beginning for personnel? Personnel
Rev., 28: 9-27.

Currie, G. and 3. Procter, 2001 . Exploring the relationship
between HR and middle managers. Human Resour.
Manage. T, 11: 53-60.

Farndale, E., T. van Ruiten, C. Kelliher and V. Hope-Hailey,
2011. The influence of perceived employee voice on
organmizational  commitment: An  exchange
perspective. Hum. Resour. Manage., 50: 113-129.

Gomez, E.T. and I. K. Sundaram, 1999. Malaysia's Political
Economy: Politics, Patronage and Profits. Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, ISBN: 9780521 663687,
Pages: 228,

Hall, L. and D. Torringten, 1998. Letting go or holding
on-the devolution of operational personnel activities.
Human Resour. Manage. 1., 8: 41-55.

Harris, L., D. Doughty and S. Kirk, 2002. The devolution
of HR responsibilities-perspectives from the UK's
public sector. J. BEur. Ind. Train., 26: 218-229.

Katz, D. and R.1.. Kahn, 1966. The Social Psychology of
Organizations. 2nd Hdn., Wiley Publishers, New Yorl,
USA., Pages: 498.

Knies, E. and P. Leisinlk, 2014. Linking people management
and extra-role behaviour: Results of a longitudinal
study. Hum. Resour. Manage. J., 24: 57-76.

Larsen, HH. and C. Brewster, 2003. Line management
responsibility for HRM: What is happening in
Europe? Employee Relations, 25: 228-244.

McConville, T., 2006. Devolved HRM responsibilities,
middle-managers and role dissonance. Personnel
Rev., 35 637-653.

Osman, I, T.C. Ho and M.C. Galang, 2011. The
relationship between human resource practices and
firm performance: An empirical assessment of firms in
Malaysia. Bus. Strategy Ser., 12: 41-48.

1425



J. Eng. Applied Sci., 12 (6): 1419-1426, 2017

Rowley, C. and 8. Abdul-Rahman, 2007. The management
of human resources in Malaysia: Locally-owned
companies and multinational companies. Manage.
Revue, 18: 427-453.

Sheppeck, M.A. and I. Militello, 2000. Strategic HR
configurations and organizational performance. Hum.
Resour. Manage., 39: 5-16.

Townsend, K. and B. Russell, 2013. Investigating the
nuances of change in front-line managers' worlk.
Labour Ind., 23: 168-181.

Townsend, K., A. Wilkinson, C. Allan and G. Bamber,
2012, Mixed signals in HRM: The HRM role of
hospital line managers. Hum. Resour. Manage. T.,
22: 267-282.

Truss, C., 2001. Complexities and controversies in linking
HRM with orgamizational outcomes. J. Manage.
Stud., 38: 1121-1149 Ulrich, D, 1997. Human Resource
Champions: The Next Agenda for Adding Value and
Delivering Results. Harvard Business Press,
Cambridge, MA., ISBN: 9780875847191, Pages: 281.

Ulrich, D., I. Younger and W. Brockbank, 2008. The
twenty-first-century HR organization. Hum. Resour.
Manage., 47: 829-850.

Ulrich, D., J. Younger, W. Brockbank and M. Ulrich, 2012.
HR talent and the new HR competencies. Strat. HR
Rev., 11: 217-222.

Ulnich, D., W. Brockbenk, A. Young and D.G. Lake, 1995.
Human resource competencies: An empirical
assessment. Human Res. Manage., 34: 473-495.

Watsorn, 3., G.A. Maxwell and L. Farquharson, 2006. Line
managers' views on adopting human resource roles:
The case of Hilton (ITK) hotels. Employee Relations,
29: 30-49.

Wickham, M. and M. Parker, 2007. Reconceptualising
organisational role theory for contemporary
organisational contexts. J. Managerial Psychol.,
22: 440-464.

Yusoff, Y. M., 2012. The path from an admimstrative expert
to a strategic partner role: A literature review.
Interdisciplin. J. Contemp. Res. Bus., 3: 141-154.

Yusoff, Y.M., H.S. Abdullah and T. Ramayah, 2010. The
malaysian perspective of HR roles and enpowerment

of the line. Singapore Manage. Rev., 32: 81-110.

1426



	1419-1426_Page_1
	1419-1426_Page_2
	1419-1426_Page_3
	1419-1426_Page_4
	1419-1426_Page_5
	1419-1426_Page_6
	1419-1426_Page_7
	1419-1426_Page_8

