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Abstract: Two hundred fifteen public employees participated in this study,
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and individual performance.
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INTRODUCTION
As managerial strategies to improve organizational outcomes, innovative human
resources management (HRM) practices have been employed in the private sector.
Based on the resource-based theory, which argues that human resources (HR) is a
source of sustained competitive advantage (Barney 1991; Pfeffer 1994; Wright et al.
1994), organizations have invested in high-performance HR systems to improve organizational outcomes, such as productivity and efficiency (Arthur 1994; Delaney and
Huselid 1996; Guthrie 2001; Huselid 1995; Huselid et al. 1997; Jackson and Schuler
1995; MacDuffie 1995). Unfortunately, public sector organizations are less likely to
focus on innovative HRM practices than private ones, because public personnel
administration is inherently related to rigid classification, longevity, and an adversarial
relationship between labor and management (Wright and Kim 2004). In response to
the trend toward new public management (NPM), which stresses market- and resultsbased approaches (Hood and Peters 2004; Lynn 2001; Selden et al. 2001; Stark 2002;
Steijn 2004), public sector organizations have recently made efforts to bring in innovative HRM practices to improve productivity (Cipolla 1996). In public management,
some studies have supported the view that HRM practices lead to an increase in organizational performance and in workers’ satisfaction (Kim 2002; Ting 1996; Wright
and Kim 2004).
Although almost all studies have reported a positive relationship between HRM practices and job satisfaction (Gould-Williams 2003; Wagner 1994), as well as organizational
performance (Appelbaum and Batt 1994; Becker and Gerhart 1996; Ichniowski and
Shaw 1999) in the private sector, extant studies have not considered individual performance as a major outcome of HRM practices, and this may be interesting to examine.
Wright and McMahan (1992) argue that HRM practices were designed to increase
individual performance, but there have been few studies to examine the relationship
between the two constructs.
Additionally, scholars supporting cultural value perspective note that transferring
HRM practices to different work units is a difficult task due to the misfit between
different cultures (Fey and Bjorkman 2001; Ngo et al. 1998; Rosenzweig and Nohria
1994). Their basic assumption is that HRM researchers do not seriously consider the
importance of cultural or contextual factors, while these differences affect HRM practices (Datta et al. 2005; Jackson and Schuler 1995). Overcoming this limitation, Miller,
Bersoff, and Harwood (1990) point out the importance of culture, noting that cultural
differences (e.g., individualism vs. collectivism) affect an individual’s behaviors in a
work unit. For example, most studies of HRM practices have been conducted in western
societies, which tend to have more individualistic cultures that focus on self-reliance,
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equity, and social justice. Nevertheless, most organizations that may be classified as
having collectivist cultures have attempted to introduce innovative HRM practices,
which were originally developed for individually oriented organizations, without considering the differences between individualistic and collectivist cultures. Only a few
studies have emphasized the importance of cultural differences in their investigation of
HRM practices (Ramamoorthy and Carroll 1998). Thus, this study examines the
effects of individualism-collectivism, which is understood as one dimension of the
culture construct (Hofstede 1980; 1997), on the relationship between HRM practices
and individual performance.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES
Individual Performance
Under the trends of NPM in public management, most researchers and practitioners
have emphasized performance-oriented outcomes. Few studies have focused on individual performance, but most studies have emphasized organizational performance by
arguing that almost no organizations are operated by an individual (Lawler 1992).
However, some studies in the fields of industrial/organizational psychology and personnel management have stressed the importance of individual performance, because
performance or work outcome can be evaluated by both personal behavior and system
factors (Sonnentag and Frese 2002). In supporting the above argument, Blumberg and
Pringle (1982, 562) note, “Traditionally personnel psychologists have assumed that
performance, in large part, is a function of selection, placement, and training.” Thus,
individual performance is one major factor to evaluate overall performance (Carson et
al. 1992).
Individual performance is defined as the function of an interactive relationship
between ability (e.g., competence and knowledge) and motivation (Maier 1955).
Blumberg and Pringle (1982) note that ability and motivation are understood as capacity
and willingness, respectively (Parker and Turner 2002). In particular, individual performance is defined as capacity, which is “the psychological and cognitive capabilities
that enable an individual to perform a task effectively” (Blumberg and Pringle 1982,
563). It can also be briefly defined as the knowledge and skills needed to accomplish
one’s work. Willingness, as another dimension of individual performance, is defined
as “the psychological and emotional characteristics that influence the degree to which
an individual is inclined to perform a task” (Blumberg and Pringle 1982, 563). As the
last dimension of individual performance, an opportunity (i.e., environmental variables
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and situational constraints), which is defined as “states of nature and actions of others
are combined into a general category” (Blumberg and Pringle 1982, 564), should be
considered (Wall, Cordery, and Clegg 2002).

Human Resources Management Practices
HRM is defined as “the branch of organizational science that deals with the entire
employment and relationship, along with all the decisions, actions, and issues involved
in that relationship” (Dulebohn et al. 1995, 18). HRM practices lead to an increase in
performance and satisfaction and a reduction in employee turnover and absenteeism
(Huselid 1995). In particular, Rousseau (1995, 180) notes, “These practices encourage
employees to develop organization-specifics skill, share cultural norms supporting
good customer relations, and retain people.” Based on the functions of HRM practices,
most studies (Delaney and Huselid 1996; Guest 1997; Huselid 1995) have argued that
HRM practices can be classified into three categories: those affecting employees’ skill
and ability (e.g., training-oriented programs), employees’ motivation (e.g., incentive
compensation), and the structure of work (e.g., employees’ participation in decisionmaking). Following the extant studies’ categories of HRM practices, we explore the
relationship by which HRM practices—training, career development, performance
appraisal, employee participation, and autonomy—affect individual performance.
Training
Organizations invest to training as a program to sustain and develop their employees’
productivity (Gattiker 1995; Guthrie and Schwoerer 1994). House (1962, 76) notes
that training is needed to deal with “a lack of management enthusiasm.” Thus, training
is defined as “a planned effort by an organization to facilitate employees’ learning jobrelated behavior on the part of its employees” (Wexley and Latham 1991, 3) or “any
attempt to improve current or future employee performance by increasing, through
learning, an employee’s ability to perform, usually by increasing his or her skills and
knowledge” (Schuler 1984, 388). In sum, as a “short-term” practice (Butler et al.
1991, 132), training is designed to develop and increase employees’ technical skills,
administrative competence, and managerial knowledge in a relatively short time.
Based on these definitions and functions, we expect that training is one HRM practice to increase employees’ willingness to commit to their organizations, improve their
capacity and self-awareness, and remove managerial deficiencies (Tannenbaum et al.
1991). In supporting the above argument, Pynes (2004, 284) maintains that training is
one HRM initiative that focuses on “improving an individual’s level of self-awareness,
increasing an individual’s competency in one or more areas of expertise, or increasing
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an individual’s motivation to perform his or her job well.”
Without a doubt, investment in training is a comprehensive process that requires
training at personal, organizational, and environmental levels (Goldstein 1993). Training programs may lead to a conflict between the program’s contents and purpose on the
one hand and the participant’s personal traits and situation on the other hand (Carroll
and Nash 1970). Due to these complicated issues in developing training programs, HR
managers have not seriously considered the importance of training (Molander and
Winterton 1994). Nonetheless, training programs have been become an important
HRM practice because internal and external work environments require that front-line
managers and employees must obtain advanced skills and techniques. As a result of
the benefits that training provides, we expect that training positively affects individual
performance.
Hypothesis 1: Training positively affects individual performance.

Career Development
Career is understood as “a lifelong process comprised of the sequence of activities
and related attitudes/behaviors that take place as a person’s work life unfold” (Gutteridge 1986, 53). Based on this definition, career development may be defined as “a
system of processes and practices designed to link an individual employee’s career
goals with the organization’s human resource needs” (Gutteridge et al. 1993, 12).
Based on that definition, career development and training have similar functions. Like
training programs, career development is also designed to provide opportunities that
develop and improve administrative knowledge, skills, and technologies, to help
employees to manage internal and external requirements (London and Stumpf 1986).
Nonetheless, there are two aspects that differentiate the two HRM programs. While
training programs provide administrative knowledge and technologies for current
positions in a work unit, career development programs are designed to provide a
chance to increase employees’ abilities that are expected to be needed in the future
(Pynes 2004). Another reason is that training is designed to provide short-term opportunities to employees (Butler et al. 1991, 132), whereas career development is designed
to provide long-term opportunities for preparing for future tasks. Although career
development is different from training for these reasons, the former plays a role of
increasing employees’ career motivation and improving performance (Noe 1996).
Hypothesis 2: Career development positively affects individual performance.
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Appraisal Feedback
As a means of making public employees more accountable and efficient, performance appraisal—a managerial tool to evaluate employees’ performance and identify
their organizational missions and roles (Daley 1992; Wright and Kim 2004)—has
been employed in the public sector (Perry et al. 1989; Pynes 2004). Carson et al.
(1991, 143) identify it as “a necessary and effective management tool” to evaluate the
employee’s work variation. It is also defined as “ways for organizations to keep track
of the value provided by each employee” (Shaw et al. 1998, 514). In sum, performance appraisal is identified as one HRM practice to provide feedback to employees
based on an examination of their works.
Although performance appraisal is considered as a management tool to increase
employee performance, it has been regarded as a problem area in HRM because it
may pass over the importance of organizational factors (Bowman 1994; Lawler 1992;
Murphy and Cleveland 1995). The groundwork of the critique is that performance
evaluation should be based on a group’s performance rather than a single individual’s.
That is, performance evaluation seeks to improve the use of staff resources and provide a guideline for personnel actions. In line with the above statement, group-based
incentives may be an alternative to encourage employees to be concerned about their
performance (Dobbins et al. 1991). Thus, an appraisal system cannot appropriately
deliver benefits to organizations. Another problem is that performance ratings are
subject to subjectivity and inaccuracy that disturb objective evaluation (Cardy and
Dobbins 1994).
Despite these critiques, extant studies have admitted that performance appraisal
leads to an increase in employees’ performance and operational effectiveness
(Ammons and Rodriguez 1986; Haines III et al. 2004) and in quality improvement
(Armstrong and Baron 1998; Bowman 1994; Lam and Schaubroeck 1998). In supporting the positive impact of performance appraisal, Mount (1984, 271) note that it
serves “a variety of purposes such as providing the basis for making selection decisions, determining salary increases, and providing a vehicle for feedback between
supervisors and employees.”
Hypothesis 3: Performance appraisal positively affects individual performance.

Employee Participation in Decision-Making
As one managerial strategy in the field of HRM, employee participation has been a
major issue. Participation in decision-making may be defined as “a mode of organizational operations in which decisions as to activities are arrived at by the very persons
who are to execute those decisions” (Lowin 1968, 69) or “a process in which influence
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is shared among individuals who are otherwise hierarchical unequals” (Wagner 1994,
312). Additionally, it is identified as a managerial strategy to share decision-making
authority (Donald et al. 2001), or information sharing and group commitment to decisions (McCaffrey et al. 1995).
Employee participation may have a positive impact on employees’ willingness to
be innovative and change management (Wexley and Yukl 1984), as well as increase
job satisfaction (Donald et al. 2001; Wright and Kim 2004). In particular, it also provides intrinsic personal benefits, including personal growth and development, job satisfaction, and willingness to change (Lawler and Hackman 1969). Kearney and Hays
(1994, 44) note, “Participative decision making provides personal benefits to the individual employee as well as desired organizational outcomes.” Additionally, employee
participation allows workers at all levels of the organization to share information,
knowledge, power, and rewards so that they can influence and be rewarded for organizational performance (Miller and Monge 1986). Thus, this study expects that it will
have a positive effect on individual performance because it is a strategy to motivate
employee willingness to commit to the organization, understand organizational
processes, and increase technical skills for problem solving.
Hypothesis 4: Employee participation in decision-making positively affects
individual performance.

Autonomy
Autonomy is defined as “the degree to which a job provides substantial freedom,
independence, and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out” (Hackman and Oldham 1975, 162) or
“the job characteristic that gives employees some control over their own affairs”
(Davis 1997, 239). It may be also understood as self-determination (Liden and Tewksbury 1995; Spreitzer 1995), which involves “choice in initiating and regulating one’s
action” (Gomez and Rosen 2001, 55) and means “the experience of choice” (Deci and
Ryan 1985, 105). Quinn and Spreitzer (1997, 41) also note, “Empowered people are
free to choose how to do their work and that they are not micro-managed.” Similarly,
self-determination reflects autonomy over the initiation and continuation of work
behaviors and processes (Spreitzer et al. 1999) or a confidence that an individual has
autonomy or control over factors that influence his or her work behaviors (Sagie and
Koslowsky 2000). Thus, it is closely related to an individual’s delegation, freedom,
and discretion in the workplace.
Based on the literature, this study expects a positive relationship between autonomy and individual performance because employees who have managerial power and
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discretion in the processes of management should gain managerial ability, skill, and
knowledge that may help increase their individual performance. Some studies have
argued that autonomy is not a direct cause of increased individual performance and
satisfaction (Lowin 1968; Rosenberg and Rosenstein 1980), whereas others have
reported the positive relationship (Breaugh 1985; Marrow et al. 1967).
Hypothesis 5: Autonomy positively affects individual performance.

Individualism-Collectivism
As one way to compare cultural differences, Hofstede (1980) developed the dimension of individualism-collectivism, defined as follows: “individualism pertains to societies in which the ties between individuals are loose, and collectivism pertains to societies in which people from birth onwards are integrated into strong, cohesive groups”
(Hofstede 1997, 113). Based on the state of group membership (i.e., in-group and outgroup membership) (Earley and Gibson 1998; Erez and Earley 1993), individualistic
societies place an emphasis on personal achievement, individual freedom, independence, and equity rule, while collectivist societies emphasize interdependence, collective interests, and equality norms (Leung 1987; Triandis 1995; Triandis et al. 1990).
Thus, individualism is defined as the cultural tendency that emphasizes the self as the
most meaningful unit, while collectivism is defined as cultural tendency that focuses
on the groups to which people belong, such as family (Triandis and Suh 2002).
While the construct of individualism-collectivism was developed to measure cultural differences in the level of society, it has been treated as an individual difference
variable in recent studies (Ramamoorthy and Flood 2004). Studies that focus on individualism-collectivism at micro (e.g., personal) levels argue that individualists put an
emphasis on self-interests and personal development (i.e., idiocentrism), whereas collectivists emphasize collective interests and group-based benefits (i.e., allocentrism).
In particular, the former emphasizes personal achievement, equity-oriented formal
reward systems, and independence from in-group membership, whereas the latter
stresses collective harmony, equality-based reward systems, and interdependence with
in-group members. Thus, it may be possible to expect that individuals who have different cultural orientations (e.g., toward individualism or collectivism) behave differently in a work unit. Based on the review, this study expects that individualism-collectivism can have a moderating effect on the relationship between HRM practices and
individual performance, because this construct explains different cultural orientations. In
particular, individualists are more likely to report a positive relationship between HRM
practices and individual performance, because innovative HRM practices have been
developed in western societies, which may be typically represented by individualistic
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orientations that seek self-reliance, differentiation, and competitiveness (Triandis
1995). In contrast, collectivists are less likely to report a positive relationship between
HRM practices and individual performance, because they are more likely to seek
interdependence and collaboration in a work unit (Workman 2001).
Hypothesis 6: Individualism-collectivism moderates the relationship between
HRM practices and individual performance.

METHODOLOGY
Sample
This study focuses on employees working in government organizations in Korea,
which is classified as a collectivist culture. The sampling frame was drawn from
employees working in the central government. A survey instrument was administered
in 18 government ministries. Twenty questionnaires were allocated to employees
working in the departments of human resources and public relations in each ministry.
Of the 360 distributed questionnaires, 215 usable questionnaires were returned. The
response rate was 59.7 percent. Demographic information is presented in Table 1.
Table 1. Characteristics of Survey Respondents (N = 215)
Percentage
Gender

Female
Male

21.9
78.1

Age

Less than 29 years old
30 through 39 years old
40 through 49 years old
50 years old or more

7.4
35.8
41.4
15.3

Tenure in agency

Less than 6 years
7 to 12 years
13 years or more

36.7
45.1
18.1

Position

Ranks 3 to 4
Rank 5
Ranks 6 to 7

8.4
63.7
27.9

Education

College
Bachelor’s degree
Master’s degree

7.4
76.7
15.8

Type of government ministry

Economic/industrial ministries
Social/cultural ministries
Governance ministries

34.9
36.7
28.4
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Variables
Training was measured using four items adopted from Smith’s (1995) scale (e.g.,
“My organization places the right amount of emphasis or importance on training”).
Career development was also measured with Smith’s (1995) instrument, which examined the organization’s interest in career development (e.g., “My organization takes an
interest in my career development or advancement”) and individual development (e.g.,
“My organization provides me with sufficient challenge”). Appraisal feedback was
measured using Nyhan’s (1994) instruments to measure feedback performance (e.g.,
“I receive frequent and fair appraisals of my job performance by my supervisor”).
Employee participation was measured by four items (e.g., “I feel involved in important decisions in my work unit”) that were used in Wright and Kim’s (2004) study.
Autonomy was evaluated by Spreitzer’s (1995) three items measuring the degree of
the employee’s self-determination in the workplace (e.g., “I can decide on my own
how to go about doing my work”). As the moderating variable, we used the Individualism-Collectivism (I/C) Scale,1 which was developed by Ramamoorthy and Flood
(2004). Finally, we adopted Heilman et al.’s (1992) two items (e.g., “I am very competent”) to measure individual performance. Responses for all items in this study were
measured on a seven-point scale (1, “strongly disagree,” to 7, “strongly agree”).

Data Analysis
Hypotheses 1 through 5 posit the effect of HRM practices on individual performance. We used multivariate regression to test this relationship. Hypothesis 6 posits
that individualism-collectivism has a moderating effect on the relationship between
HRM practices and individual performance, and tested it using hierarchical moderated
regression analysis.

RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics
Table 2 provides descriptive statistics among the variables used in this study. An
analysis of bivariate relationships found that correlations between HRM practices and
individual performance were statistically significant at p < 0.05 and p < 0.01. This
1. On this scale, a higher score indicates a higher degree of individualism.
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means that the adoption of HRM practices in a work unit may lead to an increase in
individual performance in public sector organizations. Additionally, reliability for the
measures achieved an acceptable level of internal consistency (0.70).
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics

Training
Career development
Appraisal feedback
Participation
Autonomy
Individual performance
Individualism-collectivism

Mean

S.D.

1

2

3

5.06
3.75
4.76
4.95
4.56
4.98
4.27

0.98
1.29
1.04
1.18
1.21
1.21
1.38

(0.91)
-0.10
0.44
0.08
0.17*
0.16*
0.15*

(0.76)
0.20**
0.20**
0.22**
0.20**
-0.02

(0.87)
0.36**
0.38**
0.45**
0.00

4

5

6

7

(0.87)
0.46** (0.83)
0.43** 0.36* (0.89)
0.04
0.08
0.17* (0.83)

Note: Cronbach’s alpha is presented in parentheses.

Tests of Hypotheses
Table 3 presents the results of regression analysis that examined whether each
HRM practice leads to an increase in individual performance to test the main effects.
We found that almost all HRM practices, including training (β = 0.30, p < 0.01),
appraisal feedback (β = 0.34, p < 0.01), participation (β = 0.27, p < 0.01), and autonomy
(β = 0.15, p < 0.05), lead to increases in individual performance. As seen in Table 3,
the standardized coefficients for training, appraisal feedback, participation, and autonomy were positive and significant. However, career development (β = -0.23, n.s.)
showed that its standardized coefficient was negative and statistically insignificant.
With the exception of career development programs, HRM practices investigated in
this study supported the hypotheses that HRM practices lead to improvement in individual performance. Thus, Hypotheses 1, 3, 4, and 5 were supported.
Table 3. Results of the Multiple Regression Equations
Individual performance (β)
Training
Career development
Appraisal feedback
Participation in decision making
Autonomy

0.30**
-0.23
0.40**
0.27**
0.15*

R2 = 0.65; F = 4.46; Sig. F = 0.001
* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01
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We examined whether individualism-collectivism moderates the relationship
between HRM practices and individual performance; Table 4 presents the results. This
study supported the hypothesis that individualism-collectivism had a moderating
effect on the relationship between HRM practices and individual performance: All
interaction effects, including “training x I/C” (β = 0.14, p < 0.05), “appraisal feedback
x I/C” (β = 0.16, p < 0.05), “participation x I/C” (β = 0.15, p < 0.05), and “autonomy x
I/C” (β = 0.19, p < 0.01) were positive and significant. The interaction effect between
career development and individualism-collectivism was excluded because the practice
had insignificant impact on individual performance in the previous analysis.
Table 4. Results of the Moderated Regression Analysis:
Moderating Effects of Individualism-Collectivism
Individual performance
Training
Appraisal feedback
Participation
Autonomy
I/C
Training x I/C
Appraisal feedback x I/C
Participation x I/C
Autonomy x I/C

b

Std. error

β

t

Sig.

0.26
0.35
0.26
0.17
0.12
0.18
0.14
0.13
0.17

0.08
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.05
0.09
0.05
0.05
0.06

0.20
0.30
0.26
0.17
0.14
0.14
0.16
0.15
0.19

3.51
4.89
3.99
2.64
2.44
1.99
2.70
2.45
3.09

0.001**
0.000***
0.000***
0.009**
0.016*
0.034*
0.007**
0.015*
0.002**

R2 = .336; F = 20.051; Sig. F = 000
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001

CONCLUSION
Implications
First, appraisal feedback was reported as the HRM practice that most strongly
improved individual performance in this study. One explanation for this result is that
feedback may be one management strategy to provide opportunities for employees’
development because it gives guidelines for the employee’s future growth. Appraisal
feedback is a direct means to improve communication between the employee and the
supervisor in a work unit. Communication may be one management practice that leads
to increases in individual performance because it provides the chance for exchanges
regarding administrative affairs, including performance and motivation, between

The Korean Journal of Policy Studies

Human Resource Management, Individualism-Collectivism, and Individual Performance among Public Employees 69

members and leaders in an organization. Another explanation is that appraisal feedback plays a role in monitoring employee’s performance. When their performance is
monitored and evaluated by the supervisor, employees are more likely to consider
their administrative development. In sum, among the HRM practices studied in this
research, appraisal feedback had the most direct impact on individual performance
because it is a managerial tool for directly evaluating employees’ performance.
Second, the results supported the hypothesis that individualism-collectivism moderates the relationship between HRM practices and individual performance. The
results showed that more individualistic orientations are more likely to moderate the
relationship. One possible explanation is that HRM practices and individual performance are more likely to be related to personal development. Additionally, as noted in
the previous section, almost all HRM practices were originally developed and maintained in private sector organizations and western countries that emphasize individualism. Thus, we can say that employees who have more individualistic orientations are
more likely to make use of the practices to increase their performance, as well as to
understand the importance of innovative HRM practices in a work unit, even when
their nation or organization has been classified as a collectivist culture.
Based on these findings and discussions, some implications can be drawn for practicing managers in public sector organizations. We found that public sector organizations can increase their employees’ performance by developing personnel strategies to
support innovative HRM practices. Unfortunately, career development failed to
increase individual performance in this study, although some studies (e.g., Ospina
1996) have reported a positive relationship between career development and productivity in the public sector. The findings here suggest that managers in public sector
organizations need to develop and maintain innovative HRM practices to increase
their employees’ performance. To be sure, some theories, such as resource-based theory,
have consistently argued that human capital may be one force for increasing organizational productivity and performance. Thus, by adopting HRM practices, employees
and organizations in the public sector can have opportunities to increase their performance. Second, based on this study’s findings about its moderating effect, leaders in
organizations need to consider individualism-collectivism when they develop HRM
practices. That is, a misfit between managerial tools and cultural orientations can lead to
a decrease in individual performance and organizational productivity. Thus, managers
need to consider the importance of culture, including personality and organizational
culture, when organizations adopt HRM practices.
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Limitations and Future Research
There are some limitations to this study. First, it may have been influenced by
social desirability and common method variance because data were collected through
self-reported survey, which can lead to biased responses. For example, participants
may have a tendency to report higher levels of individual performance in the processes
of self-evaluation. Second, it is important to identify the issue of generalizability.
Although this study selected subjects from all ministries in the Korean central government, it was limited to the departments of human resources and public relations in
each ministry. Third, this study measured individual performance based on employees’ self-perception, which may differ from objective data on individual performance.
Additionally, individual performance items (e.g., “I am very competent”) may conceptually overlap with other items describing HRM practices (e.g., “I feel involved in
important decisions in my work unit”), and it may lead to decreases in the variables’
construct validity in this study.
Based on the study’s limitations, the following suggestions are presented. First,
future research should employ multisource data to reduce the influence of common
method bias and social desirability. Future studies need to collect data from multiple
sources, including supervisors’ evaluations of employee performance. Second,
researchers may wish to expand their sampling frame to other public sector organizations, including employees who work in other areas. Third, future studies need to
examine whether all items used in this study are appropriately loaded on each construct by using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). As pointed out in the preceding
section, some items are conceptually overlapped. Thus, future researchers should conduct CFAs to verify each construct’s validity.

Summary
Our findings suggested that almost all HRM practices, including training, appraisal
feedback, participation in decision-making, and autonomy, positively influence the
improvement of individual performance, although career development failed to affect
individual performance. Like other studies mainly conducted in private sector organizations, this study concluded that innovative HRM practices are managerial efforts to
increase individual performance in public sector organizations. Further, we found that
individualism-collectivism had a moderating effect on the relationship between HRM
practices and individual performance. It is necessary to consider cultural orientation,
including personality and organizational culture, when introducing new management
practices in a work unit. The misfit between cultural orientations and managerial
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practices may be one reason for lower individual performance and organizational
productivity.
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