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Abstract

Purpose –The purpose of this study is to investigate how various relationships an employee buildswithin the
organization affect their willingness to stay with the company. Specific research objective was to examine
impact of social exchange on organizational commitment in the hospitality industry.
Design/methodology/approach – An online survey using Qualtrics’ panel database was used to collect
data. The target was full-time employees in the hospitality industry. A total of 245 surveys were collected and
used for data analysis. The results were analyzed using structural equation modeling.
Findings – Results of hypotheses testing showed that internal service quality and perceived organizational
support have positive relationships with organizational commitment.
Originality/value – These findings can help hospitality managers develop programs and interact with
employees in order to increase commitment and a sense of belonging with the company.
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Introduction
Human resources professionals have studied what employees want, as it is proven to be an
important factor when recruiting, hiring and retaining the employees. Studies have shown
that regardless of their generations, what employees want from their employer do not change
as much. For example, Kaye and Jordan-Evans (1999) conducted a survey of more than 3,000
employees in various positions and industries. They found that employees listed people,
contribution, autonomy and recognition as being important to them.When the same question
was asked in 2020, the answerswere similar: people, autonomy and trust, and recognition and
appreciation (Heathfield, 2020a, b).

Studies have recognized the importance of organizational commitment for decades. With
the global pandemic, hospitality workers face extra work and worry about their job security;
it is the employer’s responsibility to assure that their employees are able to copewith changes
and try to make them feel a sense of belonging with the company (Greger, 2006; Joshi and
Bhaskar, 2020). For decades, numerous studies, focusing on a variety of factors, have been
conducted on what affects employees’ organizational commitment. For example, Bai et al.
(2006) and Yao et al. (2019) studied the effect of the quality of internal service on
organizational commitment, indicating that the quality of services employees provide to one
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another affects their commitment to the company, whereas Eisenberger et al. (1986) and
Wayne et al. (1997) concluded that organizational support is linked to employees’
organizational commitment, which indicated that the level of support the employees
acquire from their organization influences their organizational commitment. There are other
studies claiming that the supervisor–employee relationship is related to organizational
commitment (Liden and Maslyn, 1998; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990).

Although there are numerous studies examining different factors influencing
organizational commitment of hospitality employees, the majority focused on one or a
couple of factors’ effects on organizational commitment; despite Meyer and Allen (1997)’s
study emphasized that three types of organizational commitment should be viewed as a set,
no reported research has been theoretically examined the impact of internal service quality,
organizational support and leader–member relationships on organizational commitment
using a second-order factor analysis. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to assess whether
three antecedents [internal service quality (ISQ), perceived organizational support (POS) and
leader–member exchange (LMX)] influence the hospitality employees’ organizational
commitment. With the COVID pandemic where hospitality employees have experienced
and/or witnessed layoffs and furloughs, it is imperative for organizations to understand the
various exchange relationships in their company and how they affect the employees’
organizational commitment in the COVID-19 pandemic and the post-pandemic.

Literature review
Social exchange theory
The concept of social exchange (Blau, 1964) has been used to explain how employees develop
positive feelings and behaviors toward their organizations. Social Exchange Theory (SET),
initially introduced by Blau (1964), indicates that individuals start, maintain or end their
exchange relationships based on the perceived ratio of benefits to costs in the relationship
(Emerson, 1981; Ensher et al., 2001; Homans, 1974).

Blau (1964) claimed that the exchange relationships can be distinguished between social
exchanges and economic exchanges; social exchanges are based on trust that goodwill will be
reciprocated in the future, whereas economic exchanges are not. Although Blau (1964)
claimed that exchange relationships are causally related, there is no consensus among
researchers about the direction of the relationship. However, both Blau (1964) and
Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) agreed that successful exchanges between partners can
cause one partner to be committed to the other, indicating that the quality of exchanges can
influence the relationship. Cropanzano andMitchell (2005) concluded that the direction of the
causal arrow is amatter of perspective because the relationshipmay strengthen the exchange
or the quality of the exchange can influence the relationship.

One of the most important components of the SET is the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner,
1960). The norm of reciprocity suggests that people feel obligated to repay for what they have
received. The reciprocity theory was tested by Kunz and Woolcott (1976) when they sent
Christmas cards to a number of strangers. Most of the recipients sent a card back to the
researchers, and some even added them to their permanentmailing lists. They concluded that
if others have fulfilled our needs, we “repay” them because we feel obligated to do so. In
addition, we understand that we should not do harm to those who help us; therefore, we are
morally constrained to express gratitude toward them.

As mentioned earlier, SET has been applied when studying workplace relationships. For
example, SET has been used to explain the relationship between an organization or its
representatives and employees. Employees may form exchange relationships with different
members, such as coworkers, supervisors and the organization itself (Dansereau et al., 1975;
He et al., 2011; Kim and Qu, 2020; Ladd and Henry, 2000; Loi et al., 2014). When employees are
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treated in a positive and beneficial way by different members within the organization, the
employees will feel obligated to maintain a long-term relationship with the members that
involves the exchange of socio-emotional benefits (Gouldner, 1960; Lew, 2009; Loi et al., 2014;
Ma and Qu, 2011; Settoon et al., 1996;Wayne et al., 2002). However,Wayne et al. (1997) argued
that it is not clear when this return will occur and in what form.

Internal service quality
Internal service quality (ISQ) refers to the service the employee provides to or receives from
his/her coworkers (Hallowell et al., 1996; Xie, 2005). ISQ has been used interchangeably with
internal marketing; however, the concept of internal service is different from internal
marketing. Internal marketing focuses on how well the organization services its employees,
whereas internal service focuses more on how well employees serve other employees (Berry,
1981; Frye et al., 2020; George, 1990, To et al., 2015). Internal marketing is more similar to the
concept of organizational support than to internal service quality. Some studies claim
the support from the employee’s coworkers is much more than just work-related; emotional
support, such as providing care, love and empathy, is considered to be part of the coworker
support (Bani-Melhem et al., 2018; Loi et al., 2014; Rousseau et al., 2009). Since employees and
departments are customers of each other, employees are both users and providers of services
within the organization, and every employee participates in the exchange relationship
(Boshoff and Mels, 1995; McDermott and Emerson, 1991).

In the hospitality industry, there are considerable number of employees in a companywho
only provide their services to their internal customers (i.e. coworkers); therefore, the quality of
internal service affects service quality provided to the external customers (Bai et al., 2006; Xie,
2005). Heskett and his colleagues are one of the few research teams that began to recognize
and examine the importance of internal service quality and its overall role. They claimed that
internal service quality affects employees’ satisfaction, which will lead to their retention
(Heskett et al., 1994). Considering the fact that there are studies linking employees’
satisfaction to organizational commitment, this study hypothesizes that the quality of
internal service affects the employees’ organizational commitment:

H1. Employees’ perception of internal service quality will be positively related to
organizational commitment.

Perceived organizational support
Perceived organizational support (POS) has been receiving a great deal of attention because
POS has proven to increase organizational and individual outcomes (Rhoades and
Eisenberger, 2002). POS refers to an employee’s perception of the extent to which the
organization is concerned about the employee’s well-being and values his or her contribution
to the organization (Eisenberger et al., 1986). Employees form an idea about whether the
organization is willing to compensate them fairly for their efforts, to make their tasks
interesting and challenging and to provide them with safe working conditions (Aube et al.,
2007). There have been questions about the conceptual distinctiveness between POS and
organizational commitment even though they have been proven to be statistically different
(Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005; Shore and Tetrick, 1991; Shore and Wayne, 1993; Wayne
et al., 1997). They are conceptually similar; however, POS discusses the organization’s
commitment to its employees, whereas organizational commitment refers to the employee’s
commitment to his or her company (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Shore and Shore, 1995).

Asmentioned earlier, the concept of Blau (1964)’s social exchange is based on the trust that
goodwill will be reciprocated in the future; employees may feel the support they receive from
their employer as the organization’s commitment to them, which in turn might increase their
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commitment to the company. When employees receive high levels of POS, they may feel
obligated to reciprocate the support to the organization. In addition, POS is also associated
with the employees’ trust that the organization will fulfill the exchange obligations, which is
suggested by the norm of reciprocity Therefore, this study hypothesizes that the quality of
organizational support affects the employees’ organizational commitment:

H2. Employees’ perception of organizational support will be positively related to
organizational commitment.

Leader–member exchange
In the past, traditional leadership models failed to examine the effect of leader and employee
relationships on employees’ behaviors and attitudes (Dansereau et al., 1975; Lee, 2000). Those
models were based on the assumptions that employees who report to the same leader have
homogeneous perceptions, interpretations and reactions as a work group and that the leader
behaves in the same manner toward all of his/her employees (Dansereau et al., 1975; Dunegan
et al., 1992). Dansereau et al. (1975) introduced the concept of LMX because they disagreed with
the traditional leadership theories mentioned earlier; they believed that a leader develops
different and unique exchange relationships with each member of the same group. LMX,
therefore, is defined as the exchange relationships a leader develops with each member of the
group (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen and Cashman, 1975; Lee, 2000). The relationship between
supervisors and subordinates is based on the concept of social exchange, wherein “each party
must offer something the other party sees as valuable and each partymust see the exchange as
reasonably equitable or fair” (Graen and Scandura, 1987, p. 182). Similar to ISQ, the exchange is
both work-related (i.e. material resources and information) and socio-emotional support.

LMX has been divided into two different categories based on the members’ roles and the
quality of the exchange relationship. The group that develops a better exchange relationship
with the leader is called the high-quality LMX group and the group that develops
relationships based on the employment contract is called the low-quality LMX group (Graen
and Uhl-Bien, 1995). High-quality LMX relationships can be explained in terms of social
exchanges as “social exchange tends to engender feelings of personal obligation, gratitude,
and trust” (Blau, 1964, p. 94), whereas low-quality LMX relationships have been characterized
in terms of economic exchange (Lee, 2000; Liden andGraen, 1980). Based on the literature, it is
hypothesized that the quality of a relationships between a leader and amember influences an
employee’s organizational commitment:

H3. Employees’ perception of their supervisor’s support will be positively related to
organizational commitment.

Organizational commitment
Organizational commitment has been studied and measured in various ways for decades;
there have been numerous antecedents and constructs of organizational commitment
identified over the years; yet it is one of the areas that is continuously being studied (Allen and
Meyer, 1990; Bai et al., 2006; Caruana and Calleya, 1998; Lew, 2009; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990;
Mowday, 1998; Mowday et al., 1979). Organizational commitment is defined as
“a psychological link characterized by an attachment due to the employee’s needs, wants,
and/or obligations that makes it less likely for the employee to leave the organization” (Allen
and Meyer, 1996, p. 252). Porter et al. (1974) found that organizational commitment generally
has three characteristics: (1) the individual’s belief in the goals and values of their
organization; (2) the employee’s willingness to put a significant amount of effort into the
organization; and (3) the employee’s desire to maintain membership in the organization.

Several researchers have reported that organizational commitment is a multidimensional
construct. Among the studies using more than one construct explaining organizational
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commitment, Meyer andAllen’s conceptualization is widely accepted (Allen andMeyer, 1990;
Meyer and Allen, 1984, 1991). Meyer and Allen (1984) first proposed two dimensions of
organizational commitment: Affective commitment and continuance commitment. Later,
Meyer and Allen (1991) finalized their multidimensional commitment model by adding
normative commitment as the third construct. Employees with affective commitment stay
with the organization because they want to; those with continuance commitment stay
because they need to; and individuals with normative commitment remain because they feel
they should (Allen and Meyer, 1990).

Allen and Meyer (1990) asserted that the three dimensions are distinguishable
components of organizational commitment, not separate types of commitment, so
employees may experience each dimension to a different degree. For example, an
individual may feel a strong need and obligation to stay with the organization; however,
he or she may not have the desire to stay. An employee may feel a strong emotional
attachment to the company, but he or she may not need to stay. Therefore, Allen and Meyer
(1990) concluded that the total of an employee’s commitment reflects each component of
organizational commitment. Additionally, Meyer and Allen (1997) claimed that three
dimensions of organizational commitment should be considered together as a set instead of
specific “different” types of organizational commitment.

In this study it is proposed that ISQ, POS and LMX can enhance organizational
commitment of hospitality employees (see Figure 1). According to SET, hospitality
employees with high ISQ, POS and LMX would perceive that they maintain exchange
relationships with their coworkers, supervisors and the organization as a whole. Based on
norm of reciprocity, one of the most important components of SET, the employees feel
obligated to return the favor by staying with the organization. As mentioned earlier, Meyer
and Allen (1997) asserted that three types of organizational commitment should be
considered as a set. Therefore, this study employed second-order factor analysis as it
provides a broader picture of a theoretical concept which may not be revealed by first-order
factor analysis (Gorsuch, 1983; Kim and Yoon, 2003). This research applied first-order factors
(affective commitment, continuance commitment and normative commitment) and a second-
order factor (organizational commitment) to provide different perspectives on theoretical
constructs (McClain, 1996).

Methodology
Measures
The questionnaire was developed based on previously identified measurements, and it
consisted of five parts. Part one measured internal service quality. It is consisted of three
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Figure 1.
Research model
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questions from Xie (2005) who revised INTQUAL to measure the quality of internal service.
Xie’s measures were adapted by researchers in various disciplines (Patah et al., 2009;
Skarpeta et al., 2020). For the second part, three items of the SPOS from Settoon et al. (1996),
which is a shorter version of the scale developed by Eisenberger et al. (1986), were used to
measure employees’ perceptions about organizational support. The SPOS has been widely
adapted by researchers inmultiple industries (e.g. Frey et al., 2017; Huy and Pham, 2021). Part
three included questions about LMX; similar to POS, LMX has been examined in numerous
industries for decades (e.g. Dulebohn et al., 2012; He et al., 2021). Three items from LMX by
Liden and Maslyn (1998) were used. Part four included questions measuring organizational
commitment. Allen and Meyer’s (1990) Affective Commitment Scale (ACS), Continuance
Commitment Scale (CCS) and Normative Commitment Scale (NCS) were used to measure the
set of organizational commitment. As they are the most well-known and widely used scales
formeasuring commitment, these scaleswere applied and validated for over 30 years (e.g. Luz
et al., 2018; Sharma et al., 2020).

The survey questions in part one through four were modified to fit the context of the
hospitality industry. Finally, part five included questions about socio-demographic
information of participants, such as age, gender, level of education, tenure and ethnicity.
Respondents used seven-point Likert scales, ranging from (1) “strongly disagree” to (7)
“strongly agree” to respond on the first four parts of the questionnaire.

Sample and data collection
The target respondents were full-time hospitality employees in the United States. The
sampling frame of the study comprised line-level employees and supervisory/management-
level employees working in the hospitality industry. To reach the sample, Qualtrics’ panel
database was used to collect the national data. Qualtrics, which is well-known for its survey
platform, also has a panel of more than 100 million participants and allows to recruit a
nationally representative sample. Qualtrics indicated that their panel data is consistent and
reliable due to more than a decade of data and industry benchmarks; they are 47% more
consistent than standard sampling method (Armstrong et al., 2021; Qualtrics, 2021).

An invitation with a link to the survey was sent to the panel members who were
working full-time in the hospitality industry to complete the online survey in return for
incentives/cash honorarium. The participants are paid for completing the survey. In order
to ensure that qualifying respondents are participating in this study, a screening question
was used. The screening question asked the potential respondent whether he or she was
working full-time in the hospitality industry; lodging, foodservice, travel, conventions and
meetings, attractions and leisure were listed as the areas of the hospitality industry
(Ottenbacher et al., 2009). Participants who answered no to this questionwere led to the end
of the survey and thanked for their participation. A total of three attention check questions
were built into the survey to ensure that the participants read the instructions and
answered each question carefully. After the data collection was completed, all responses
were reviewed; data cleaning eliminated responses if it took less than 5 min or major items
were missing.

Analysis
The data were formatted for use with SPSS and the Mplus statistical software programs.
Factor analyses were used to test whether the constructs existed and could be distinguished
from each other (Gall et al., 2007). A second-order factor analysis was applied to improve the
generalizability of the structure. The hypothesized relationships among variables were tested
using structural equation modeling (SEM) because SEM deals with multiple relationships
simultaneously and tests the relationships comprehensively (Hair et al., 2006).
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Results
A total of 258 questionnaires were collected. Thirteen responses were deleted due to extreme
answers or one or more missing answers, and 245 useable responses were kept for further
analysis. This is deemed to be suitable as Hair et al. (2006) suggested 10 times as large as the
number of variables in the study. In addition, Stevens (1996)’s suggestion of at least 15 cases
per measured variable also supports that the sample size of 245 is adequate.

Table 1 presents the demographic profile of the respondents including gender, age, race,
highest level of education completed and annual income. Table 1 also shows level of
employment and three different types of tenure information including tenure in the current
position, tenure in the current organization and tenure in the hospitality industry.

Of the 245 respondents, there were 143 females and 102 males. Over 49% of the
respondents were between the age of 18 and 30 years old, and the mean age of the
respondents was 35 years old. Age of the respondents was asked as an open-ended question
and was divided into set categories for reporting. The majority of the respondents were
Caucasian (76%) and had at least some college education (85%).

Over 58% of the respondents were line-level employees including entry-level employees,
back-of-the-house and front-of-the-house employees. Approximately 42% of the respondents
were supervisory/management-level employees working in the hospitality industry. In
addition to level of employment, respondents answered questions regarding the length of
their employment. Each question asked the respondents to indicate how many months they
had beenworking in their current position, in their current organization and in the hospitality
industry. All of these data were also divided into set categories (i.e. 5-year segments) for
reporting purposes.

Approximately 68% of the respondents hadworked in their current position for five years
or less. Tenure in the current position ranged from a month to 35 years, and the mean length
of employment in their current position was approximately 51 months. In terms of tenure in
their current organization, the majority of the respondents (64.5%) worked approximately
five years or less. The mean length of employment in their current organization was

Variables Item N %

Gender Male 102 41.6
Female 143 58.4

Age 20 years old or younger 24 9.8
21–30 years old 96 39.2
31–40 years old 47 19.2
41–50 years old 28 11.4
51–60 years old 34 13.9
61–70 years old 14 5.7
71 years old and older 2 0.8

Ethnicity White/Caucasian 186 75.9
African American 22 9.0
Hispanic 16 6.5
Asian/Pacific Islander 11 4.5
Native American 6 2.4
Other 4 1.6

Level of education Less than high school 3 1.2
High school/GED 34 13.9
Some college 120 49.0
2-year college degree 20 8.2
4-year college degree 57 23.3
Master’s degree or higher 11 4.5

Table 1.
Demographic
profile (N 5 245)
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approximately 56 months, and the tenure in their current organization ranged from a month
to 27 years. With regard to length of employment in the hospitality industry, 42% of the
respondents had been employed in the hospitality industry for five years or less, while
approximately 28% worked in the hospitality industry between six and 10 years. Tenure in
the hospitality industry ranged from amonth to 50 years, and themean length of employment
in the hospitality industry was approximately 107 months (see Table 2).

The reliability was tested by Cronbach’s alphas to check internal consistency and to
ensure that all of the values were at an acceptable level of 0.6 or higher (Tabachnick and
Fidell, 1996). The alpha levels ranged from 0.84 to 0.95; the level of internal consistency was
acceptable. To check for the existence of common method bias among the constructs,
Harman’s single factor test was performed. The results of the test indicated that 44.2% of the
variance was explained by one general factor; this is less than the suggested cutoff of 50%
which suggests that common method bias does not pose a threat in interpreting the results
(Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Factor analysis was performed to evaluate the adequacy of the overall fit of measurement
items in the conceptual model. As mentioned earlier, a second-order factor analysis was used
to understand the facets of organizational commitment. Figure 2 presents the results of the
second-order model for organizational commitment. The initial estimation of the
measurement model was found to have an acceptable fit: χ2 5 268.14 [df 5 120, p < 0.001],
CFI 5 0.958, TLI 5 0.947, RMSEA 5 0.077 and SRMR 5 0.045. The average variance
extracted (AVE) was calculated to assess convergent and discriminant validity, and all AVE
values were higher than 0.5 which confirmed convergent validity. To assess discriminant
validity, squared correlation coefficients were compared to AVEvalues. All AVE valueswere
greater than squared correlation coefficient which showed discriminant validity (Fornell and
Larcker, 1981) (see Table 3).

After confirming the model fit, the relationships among the variables in the model were
examined via SEM. The structural model proposed the causal relationships between ISQ,
POS and LMX and organizational commitment. Organizational commitment had been used
as a second-order factor of three first-order factors (affective commitment, continuance
commitment, and normative commitment). The full measurement model consisted of six

Variables Item N %

Level of employment Management/Supervisory 101 41.2
Line-level 144 58.8

Tenure in the current position 5 years or less 168 68.6
6–10 years 48 19.6
11–15 years 17 6.9
16–20 years 9 3.7
21 years and more 3 1.2

Tenure in the current organization 5 years or less 158 64.5
6–10 years 53 21.6
11–15 years 22 9.0
16–20 years 6 2.4
21 years and more 6 2.4

Tenure in the hospitality industry 5 years or less 103 42.0
6–10 years 68 27.8
11–15 years 22 9.0
16–20 years 18 7.3
21–25 years 13 5.3
26 years and more 21 8.6

Table 2.
Employment

information (N 5 245)
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Organizational 

Commitment

Affective 

Commitment

Continuance 

Commitment

Normative 

Commitment

AOC-1

AOC-2

AOC-3

COC-1

COC-2

COC-3

NOC-1

NOC-2

NOC-3

0.902

0.716

0.562

0.960

0.926

0.915

0.765

0.764

0.728

0.935

0.849

0.789

Construct ISQ POS LMX AOC COC NOC

Internal service quality (ISQ) 1
Perceived organizational support (POS) 0.45 1
Leader-member exchange (LMX) 0.39 0.62 1
Affective commitment (AOC) 0.42 0.59 0.69 1
Continuance commitment (COC) 0.32 0.27 0.20 0.33 1
Normative commitment (NOC) 0.32 0.43 0.57 0.61 0.26 1
Cronbach’s alpha 0.84 0.94 0.92 0.95 0.85 0.88
Average variance extracted 0.85 0.92 0.81 0.95 0.80 0.89

Organizational 

Commitment

Internal Service 

Quality

Perceived 

Organizational 

Support

0.172 (t = 2.532)*

0.741 (t = 11.537)**

Leader-Member 

Exchange

ISQ-1

ISQ-2

ISQ-3

POS-2

POS-3

POS-1

LMX-1

LMX-2

LMX-3

0.884**

0.834**

0.684**

0.918**

0.901**

0.857**

0.926**

0.901**

0.738**

Note(s): χ2 (126) = 310.660, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.948, TLI = 0.937, RMSEA = 0.077, and SRMR = 0.060.

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01

Figure 2.
Second-order CFA of
organizational
commitment model

Table 3.
Correlation
coefficients, reliability
and AVE of constructs

Figure 3.
SEM results of the
research model
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constructs and 18 measurement items. The results indicated an excellent model fit:
χ2 5 310.660 [df 5 126, p < 0.001], CFI 5 0.948, TLI 5 0.937, RMSEA 5 0.077 and
SRMR5 0.060; the chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio was 2.47, which is considered to be
a good fit since it should be between one and three (McIver and Carmines, 1981). As shown in
Figure 2, an examination of path estimates indicated that ISQ and POS had significant
positive direct effects on the organizational commitment (β 5 0.172, p < 0.05 and β 5 0.741,
p < 0.01 respectively), supporting H1 and H2. Only one construct, LMX, did not show a
significant direct effect on organizational commitment (β5 0.062, p> 0.05); therefore, H3was
not supported.

Discussion and conclusions
The purpose of this study was to investigate how various relationships an employee builds
within the organization affect their willingness to stay with a company. Based on SET, a
theoretical model was developed to test the relationships between ISQ, POS and LMX and the
three dimensions of organizational commitment by using a second-order factor analysis.
Results of this study revealed that internal service quality positively influenced
organizational commitment. This is consistent with previous studies in the non-hospitality
industry both in the United States and other countries (Bai et al., 2006; Hallowell et al., 1996; Li
et al., 2019; Shinnar, 1998; Xie, 2005). Hospitality employees who feel that their coworkers
provide both work-related and emotional support showed a stronger commitment to their
company. Even though the COVID-19 pandemic minimized some exchange relationships in
the workplace, the quality of the service they receive from their coworkers matters.

This research study also found that POS positively affects organizational commitment.
This confirms the findings of previous studies (Aube et al., 2007; Cheng and Yi, 2018;
Eisenberger et al., 1986; Shore and Shore, 1995; Wayne et al., 1997). When employees feel that
their organization cares about their opinions or well-being, they feel that they ought to be
committed because employees feel that the organization is committed to them (Cheng and Yi,
2018; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Shore and Shore, 1995). The strong relationship between POS
and organizational commitment may be attributed to the COVID pandemic where hospitality
employees have experienced frequent layoffs and furloughs. In times like these, they view
that an organization cares about their employees more significant compared to the time
before the pandemic.

LMX did not show any significant relationship with organizational commitment. This is
not a surprise as some hospitality employees might not have much direct contact with their
supervisor. Many positions, such as bell staff, may work autonomously and have more
contact with their coworkers than with their supervisor. In addition, the employees might not
be working closely with their supervisors due to the extenuating circumstances, such as the
current pandemic. Just like workers in many other industries, hospitality employees,
especially in sales or revenue departments, work remotely at home collaborating with their
colleagues on their projects. This could explain why LMX was not a significant predictor of
the organizational commitment in the hospitality industry.

In addition to the predictors, this study also claims that organizational commitment
should be viewed as a set in the hospitality industry. As mentioned earlier, Meyer and Allen
(1997), who first proposed and tested various dimensions of organizational commitment,
claimed that organizational commitment has three dimensions. They asserted that it should
be considered together, as a set, instead of different types of organizational since they are
often all felt at the same time to varying degrees.

Practical implications
This study has practical implications; the findings from this study can provide employee
commitment and retention strategies for management in the hospitality industry. First, the
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quality of services that employees receive from their coworkers has a significant relationship
to their organizational commitment. While some employees work very closely with their
supervisors, cooks and chefs for example, many hospitality employees may not. Employees
tend to work much more closely with their coworkers in the hospitality industry. Thus,
organizations should focus on the quality of exchange relationships among coworkers by
developing a culture of cooperation in the organization. Even though a lot of activities that
could be done may not be possible due to the COVID-19 pandemic, where in-person contacts
are being discouraged to prevent the spread of the virus, companies could host virtual events
where employees can interact and build exchange relationships with their coworkers safely.
Previous studies have shown that a good corporate culture motivates employees to stay with
the organization (Gephart et al., 1996). Therefore, organizations should build a culture of
organizational support that emphasizes internal customer service. For example,
organizations can emphasize the importance of internal services during orientation,
training and pre-shift meetings. They can also help build relationships through corporate
outings such as picnics, family events, holiday parties or by hosting lunch together once a
month of a quarter whichmight help improve employeemorale. Furthermore, POSwas found
to have an impact on organizational commitment. Thus, employees, who perceive that their
organization cares about them and is committed to them, will repay the organization with
higher levels of commitment. In addition, higher perceived organizational support creates a
sense of obligation to reciprocate the organization’s commitment by supporting its goals and
objectives (Tremblay et al., 2019; Wayne et al., 1997). Hospitality organizations should show
their commitment to their employees in order to increase employees’ organizational
commitment. Increasing the support the organization exhibits to employees or showing
employees that the organization cares about their well-being will positively influence
employee commitment. Organizations can introduce employee recognition programs (e.g.
Employee of the Month) or work–life balance initiatives (i.e. providing daycare, work from
home days) to show their employees that they are valued members of the organization.

Due to COVID-19, various hospitality organizations have been forced to furlough their
employees. When companies go through this process with employees, they should take time
to explain to their employees howmuch the company values them, how hard of a decision this
is and that they will bring them back when they are in a position to bring them again. While
some of these suggestions will cost an organization money, there are other initiatives that
managers can take to increase employee commitment that are free.

Theoretical implications
One of the major theoretical implications from this study is the development of an employee
relationships model using SET. To the author’s knowledge, there is no model examining the
quality of employees’ relationships with their coworkers, their company and their supervisor
and the effect they have on organizational commitment. In addition, this study has also
employed a second-order factor analysis for organizational commitment to provide a broader
picture of SET; previous studies focusing on organizational commitment investigated either
general organizational commitment or one or two types of organizational commitment.
However, this study’s results contribute to the extant literature by enhancing the current
knowledge regarding the use of a set of three types of organizational commitment in the
exchange relationships study focusing on the hospitality employees.

Limitations and future research
As with most research, there are several limitations associated with this study. First,
limitations arise from the sample used. This research was available to employees who are
part of the panel. The results may have been different if the questionnaire was available to a
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different sample of hospitality employees. Future study may examine this model with more
generalizable sample and test to see if they can replicate the study. In addition, this study
collected data regardless of the level of employment (i.e. supervisory or line-level) and the
segment in which they worked. Both an employee working in a fine-dining restaurant and an
employee working in a fast-food restaurant could participate in this study; both an assistant
manager and a line-level could also participate in the research. Working conditions and the
factors related to these jobs are distinctively different. Future research may examine
employees by segment and compare the differences between segments and also test the
possible difference between supervisory-level employees and line-level employees.

Second, this study specifically focused on the effects of ISQ, POS and LMX on
organizational commitment. There are numerous antecedents of organizational commitment;
however, this study limited the scope to three factors. If this study examined other
antecedents such as job satisfaction, distributive justice or benefit satisfaction, the results
may have been different. Future research should test additional factors based on the
literature to test the model. Additionally, future research should also consider building
models to test if there are any possible mediators and/or moderators of these relationships.
For instance, Robson and Robson (2016) studied nurses’ intention to leave, which is closely
linked to organizational commitment and found that POS and LMX play a significant role in
leave intention that is partially mediated by affective commitment. Casimir et al. (2014) found
that affective commitment mediates the relationships between LMX and in-role performance
and POS and in-role performance. Although this research built and focused on the model (see
Figure 1), future research should further investigate other possibilities of social exchange
relationships.

Last, the design of the study is cross-sectional, where the data were collected from the
respondents at a single point in time. Unlike personality traits, which are relatively stable
over time, attitudes are susceptible to change. Therefore, the causal relationships between
variables are prone to biases (Bobko and Stone-Romero, 1998, as cited in Lee, 2012). Future
research can use a longitudinal design to validate causal relationships. As mentioned earlier,
this study collected the data from respondents at one point in time. Thus, an employee who is
unhappy with his or her job may have reported positively on the survey if, for example, that
employee just received a large commission check. On the contrary, an employeewho has been
happy with his or her job might report negatively on the survey if that employee was under
the pressure of a deadline. Future research can employ a longitudinal method to examine the
continuity of the responses and to observe any changes that may occur over a period of time
(Zikmund et al., 2012).
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