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Human Resource Management

"Human Resource Management advocates the devolution of people management from the Human Resource function to line management. However, research shows that this is difficult to achieve in practice (Gratton et al, 1999.) Discuss why this is the case. Indicate what can be done to ensure that line managers take responsibility for the implementation of HR policies and practices."



Human Resource Management advocates the devolution of people management from the Human Resource function to line management. However, research shows that this is difficult to achieve in practice (Gratton et al, 1999.) Discuss why this is the case. Indicate what can be done to ensure that line managers take responsibility for the implementation of HR policies and practices.

Introduction

The devolution of people management from the Human Resource function to the line management is a fact that fits in with the general change of the anatomy of the Human Resource Management at organizational level (Morley J. M, Gunnigle P. and O'Sullivan M. (2006)). Nowadays employers follow a more employee-centric strategy in order to meet with the increasing demand on good quality products or services in an environment characterized by Government deregulation in most of the industries and strong competition. 
According to Morley J. M, Gunnigle P. and O'Sullivan M. (2006) as organizations move to "leaner" and "flatter" organization structures, it is clear that the founding of a fixed personnel/HR

function is no longer a seemingly inevitable consequence of increases in organization scale. Furthermore, while examining the option to manage an organization without using formal HR function there can be found two ways to carry on the principals of human resource, firstly with internal devolution (line managers, middle managers) and secondly with external devolution by assigning Human resource role to external contractors. This report will mostly cover the first pathway. 
First of all, we will define what "the devolution of people management from the Human Resource function to line management" implies and address the questions "why there is a need for devolution from Human Resource function to line management?". Secondly, we shell mention the problems of such a devolution and the reasons that underpin them. And finally, the attempt to find solutions to the aforesaid problems will be made. In that way we shell try to answer the question "what can be done to ensure that line managers take responsibility for the implementation of HR policies and practices".

Devolution, causes and benefits.
Devolution of HRM occurs where organizations pass the responsibility for HRM activities from HRM specialists to line managers (Brewster and Larsen (2000); Hutchinson and Wood (1995)). Non-specialist line managers become responsible for HRM activities, rather than the function be passed to other HRM specialists but located at lower levels of the organization (Hall and Torrington, 1998).
A common theme in the HRM literature is that 

"operational" or "transactional" HRM activities are devolved to line managers, while HRM strategic decisions remain with the HRM specialist(s) often in partnership with senior management (Ulrich, 1998). The human resource responsibilities that line management has to deal with include recruitment, appraisal, pay, health and safety, training and development and discipline. Line managers' task is to apply the human resource principals to their area of work whereas the human resource specialists' concern is to effectively apply the HRM principals and procedures across the organization.
According to Gennard and Kelly (1997)   both Human Resource Management and line management can benefit from a mutual extensive participation on the HR sector as they   between HR and line managers can create mutual benefit for both as they both contribute to solve business problems.
Because of the devolution of people management to line managers, their role in the organization became of more importance following the increase of the responsibilities. In organizations, the line managers' role is important in ensuring that the implementation of HRM strategy and policies are successfully implemented. The devolution of HRM activities to line managers is potentially a useful tool for achieving through the implementation of HRM policies and practices that are consistent with the desired strategic intent (Brewster and Larsen (1992), Budhwar (2000), Hall and Torrington (1998), Hope-Hailey et al., (2002)).
As mentioned above the benefits for the organization

and especially for the employees derive from the extended role of the line manager. According to Yarnall J. (1998) the main tasks of a line manager are categorized in: (BUT YARNELL IS TALKING ABOUT LINE MANAGERS IN THEIR SPECIFIC ROLE AS CAREER DEVELOPERS. THESE ARE NOT THE ONLY THINGS LINE MANAGERS ARE EXPECTED TO DO IN TERMS OF HRM. WHAT ABOUT PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT? FIRING PEOPLE???)
1. promoting career development concepts to their staff; 
2. spending time with staff individually on career development matters; 
      and
3. taking actions to further their staff's development. 
Key elements in each of these categories:
Promoting career development
� Communicating the importance of career development;
� Communicating the meaning of career development;
� Raising awareness of the benefits of career development;
� Creating a climate suitable for development e.g. providing opportunities for staff to share learning experiences with their peers;
� Encouraging the use of development resources.
Spending time with staff individually on career development issues
� Acting as a coach and counselor;
� Providing feedback on individual performance;
� Providing information on future opportunities in the organization;
� Supporting individuals that are examining their career goals and plans;
� Being a resource and source of ideas for development options;
� Helping to identify and overcome obstacles to development;
� Acting as a sounding board;
� Setting realistic expectations.
Taking actions to further their staff's development
� Championing

career interests;
� Redesigning jobs to create more challenging opportunities;
� Reinforcing development through reward of staff.
The devolution of the people management to line managers is a need for an organization as in most cases leads to great benefits. Douglas (2003) in his research outlines following benefits:
� HR problems are solved at source; 
� better change management is achieved; 
� increased speed of decision making; 
� more scope for HR managers to focus on strategic HRM; 
� HR issues receive a business focus; 
� line managers own HR issues, are aware of them and thus cannot ignore them; 
� line managers being more likely to be committed to their own HR decisions; 
� promotes local management accountability and responsibility for HR issues; 
� reduces costs; promotes the case that HRM cannot always be transferred to specialists; 
� enables employee relations decisions to be tailored to suit local circumstances � "best fit"; 
� shorter lines of communication. 

Also according to Brewster and Larsen (2000) there are five "overlapping reasons" why the devolution of Human Resource function from HRM to line management is on the scene nowadays: 
1. development of cost-center or profit-center based approaches; 
2. need for a comprehensive approach to people management; the 
3. growing influence of service industries with decisions having to be made in front of the customer; 
4. that decisions are increasingly made in real time; 
      and 
5. changes in philosophy and organizational

culture.
After mentioning the benefits of devolution of people management from the Human Resource function to line management we should emphasize that this is not the fact that devolution took place, that is important, but how it is implemented.( I AGREE) The implementation should be underpinned by the well thought-out strategy and it does not imply abolition of HR function. 
Though devolution leads to some cost-cutting, on the example of the Success Bank, one can draw a conclusion, that if devolution is driven by the wish to cut the costs only, without taking into consideration the consequences, it may lead to short-term success, but may also cause severe problems for company's performance in a long run.   (GOOD POINT)
Hence, devolution should be implemented gradually, ensuring that both parties involved are ready to pass responsibilities and to take them. Otherwise, people management will get stuck somewhere in the middle resulting in significant out-flow of the most talented employees. 

Resistance to devolution
As was discussed above, many researches indicated that there is a need for devolution of people management from the Human Resource function to line management. Despite this fact the process of devolvement very often gives rise to the wide range of problems. 
Douglas (2003) point to a number of objective difficulties, why the devolution is difficult to achieve:
� costs of line involvement in HRM � increased pressure to train and/or re-skill line managers in HRM; 
� a need for strict HR auditing; 


� problems in maintaining consistency in decision making; 
� risk of falling standards, or abuse of position (discrimination); 
� problems in maintaining balance of power between line and specialists; 
� potential for HR/IR role to be marginalized; 
� low line capability/commitment of managers to HR work; 
� little time for line to perform HR duties well due to other operational demands on them; 
� risks of job overload/stress as line manager workloads are increased; 
� extra training costs and potential costs from tribunal cases.
Tsui (1987) in his turn indicates that the nature of the problem lies in two fields:
 line managers are consider HR activities as peripheral to the main activities, e.g.   maintaining product quality or service level;
 their primary objective is to address issues regarding current workforce. 
In his work Harrison (1988) further argues that the reason for problem being discussed is that "line management is so often under pressure to achieve short term objectives to do with profitability or reduction of costs that real support for human resource development � other than the most basic forms of training � is fairly rare". Line managers' assignment decisions often prioritize their immediate needs over developing and maintaining their teams' knowledge base. Such a strategy can make firms overly dependent on a few knowledgeable individuals, narrow the firm's competency base and reduce its capacity to develop the next generation of products and services.
Brewster and Soderstrom

(1994) also mention that quite often tasks are delegated from people who have sufficient and appropriate qualifications for their successful fulfillment to the people who
 do not possess sufficient knowledge for that;
 have plenty of other responsibilities (in such a case the new tasks get a low priority from those who are now responsible; in effect this may imply that devolvement equals a liquidation of tasks or, again, at least a serious loss in the quality of performance);
 uncomfortable and unconfident to fulfill those tasks because of the lack of special knowledge and qualifications. 
The relationship between HR specialists and line managers is also source of concern. It is a rather complex, ambiguous and dynamic issue. According to Garavan et al. (1993) while the line manager is a key stakeholder in the training and development process, his/her relationship with the function and/or the specialist can often be negative. Grace and Straub (1991) indicate that line managers are often excluded from the training process by training specialists. The reason for this exclusion derives from the issues of ownership and the threat of substitution. Some manifestations of such a behavior include: 
 excluding line managers from the needs assessment process;
 unwillingness to perceive line managers as subject matter experts;
 unwillingness to use line managers as instructors for training duties.
On the other hand line managers also tend to resist efforts of the training and development

specialists. As   Garavan et al. (1993) further suggest it may be explained by the lack of trust between line specialists and training and development specialists. Line managers simply refuse to co-operate with the training specialists who attempt to offer advice to improve work operations, because they consider training specialists as staff, providing a service in accordance with line manager requirements and expectations. Efforts to change this role are often perceived by the line managers as an attempt to thwart line authority with the generation of better ideas. Sometimes HR professionals were even seen as policing line managers. This perception leads to inflexibility and negative responses aimed at demolishing the strengths and foundations of the training specialist. 
And lastly, Storey (1992) highlights lack of training and education of line managers themselves as a hamper to the smooth delivery of new HR practices. Those line managers simply underestimate the need for investment in the training of their subordinates. Furthermore, inconsistency may occur as line managers themselves are frequently expected to devise and implement the HR initiatives.

Possible solutions
To sum up, difficulties of devolution of people management are caused by resistance of line managers to this change and by conflict between line managers and HR practitioners. 
Firstly, let us address the first challenge. On the basis of what was discussed above, one may draw a conclusion that there is clearly the requirement for line managers to

recognize the contribution which an organization's human resource policies may make towards the achievement of its business objectives, and adopt attitudes and practices to achieve this potential benefit.
A number of possible solutions to the above mentioned issues are suggested. One of the suggestions is trainings; providing better information to line managers about the importance of HR practices; and providing time for HR activities to take place, all of which enhance the establishment of an appropriate conditions for the development in the right direction. 
Holbeche (1995) even goes so far as to suggest managers need to be "threatened" to take a more strategic view of HR practices. On the other hand Legge (1996) suggests that if the "stick" approach is used for managers, while there is a chance that they may eventually start to apply and internalise a new behaviour, this is unlikely to occur if they feel they have no choice over their behaviour, or if they do not feel there is a positive outcome to be gained.
The second challenge is even tougher. To solve this issue and to ensure that line managers take responsibility for the implementation of HR policies and practices, their relationship with HR specialists should be addressed. The solution to the problems may lie either in the creation of a specialist human resource role, or through specifically tasking one of the organization's top managers to undertake this role.(not SURE I UNDERSTAND THIS? MOST DIVISIONS HAVE MOVED TO A BUSINESS PARTNER ROLE)
Strict division of 

responsibilities could also prove useful. In this case HR department could be in charge of organisation's general HR strategy, while line management would deal with people management on day-to-day basis. This implies that HRM practitioners should reposition themselves within the organization to act as internal consultants to line managers (Adams, 1990). For example, Adams (1990) finds that as British organisations have outsourced their HRM function to external parties, a smaller corporate HRM unit has been used to provide consulting services to line managers.

Conclusion
The necessity for devolution of people management from the Human Resource function to line management was caused by the objective reasons. There are however certain boundaries to such a devolution. All of them lie either in line managers' lack of specific knowledge and expertise or in their conflict with HR specialists. As devolution of HR responsibilities are taken for granted it is suggested that it is HR specialists who need to re-consider their role within organisations, while line managers are to be given an appropriate training.   

COMMENTS
THIS IS A VERY INTELLIGENT ESSAY WITH AN IMPRESSIVE LIST OF REFERENCES. WELL DONE. BE CAREFUL OF WASTING WORD COUNT ON LISTS SUCH AS YARNELL'S WHOSE RESEARCH WAS LOOKING AT ONE SPECIFIC ASPECT OF LINE MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITY � CAREER DEVELOPMENT. HOWEVER APART FROM THIS YOU MAKE SOME VERY GOOD AND SALIENT POINTS PARTICULARLY REGARDING THE SUCCESSBANK CASE.
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