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A B S T R A C T   

In this study, we examine how the high-performance work system (HPWS) can be used to promote positive 
employee behavior leading to higher organizational service performance in the hotel industry. Specifically, we 
suggest that the collective organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) of employees links the HPWS to organi-
zational service performance, and a stronger procedural-justice climate of a hotel strengthens the relationship 
between the HPWS and the collective OCB. Using multi-source data drawn from 5290 employees across 180 
independent franchise hotels in North America and customer feedback on each surveyed hotel, we found that the 
collective OCB mediates the relationship between the HPWS and organizational service performance, and when 
hotels have a stronger procedural-justice climate, the mediating effect is more salient. The implications of these 
findings for tourism researchers and practitioners are discussed.   

1. Introduction 

The literature of strategic human-resource management (SHRM) 
indicates that the organizational use of progressive human-resource 
management practices is linked to various unit-level performance out-
comes, such as manufacturing performance, customer-service satisfac-
tion, and profits (Subramony, 2009). Within these findings, 
high-performance work systems (HPWS) and bundles of inter-
connected human-resource (HR) practices are theorized to provide ev-
idence of the strategic value of employees and to communicate 
enhanced expectations for employee performance and contribution 
(Liao & Chung, 2004). 

However, research on the performance implications of HPWS is still 
unclear, and the research findings are limited in generalizability, 
because most studies examining the HPWS–firm performance relation-
ship have been conducted in the manufacturing sector (e.g., Arthur, 
1994). The service industry differs from other industries because prod-
ucts (intangibles) are developed and consumed simultaneously, and 
customers are part of the service production in the industry (Kandam-
pully, Keating, Kim, Mattila, & Solnet, 2014; Liao, Toya, Lepak, & Hong, 
2009). Moreover, HR practices are mainly institutionalized to differen-
tiate one hotel from others within the tourism and hospitality sectors 

(Ivanova & Ivanov, 2015). Hence, in the tourism and hospitality context 
where employees play a critical role in satisfying customers for orga-
nizational success and sustainability (Kim, Gazzoli, Qu, & Kim, 2016), 
the HPWS–organizational performance relationship is particularly 
relevant. 

Extant research suggests that human-capital resources, social ex-
change, HR climate, or collective attitudes and behavior (e.g., Jiang, 
Lepak, Hu, & Baer, 2012; Messersmith, Patel, Lepak, & Gould-Williams, 
2011; Takeuchi, Lepak, Wang, & Takeuchi, 2007) may function as a 
mediating process in the HPWS–performance relationship; nevertheless, 
we are unsure how these factors work and what other processes should 
be studied in the service context. Furthermore, extant research in the 
tourism and hospitality literature has mainly focused on how HR prac-
tices affect individual employee outcomes, such as emotional exhaustion 
and intention to quit (Wong, Xu, Chan, & He, 2019), individual orga-
nizational citizenship behavior (OCB; Pham, Tučková, & Jabbour, 
2019), service-oriented OCB (Kloutsiniotis & Mihail, 2020b), and work 
engagement and individual performance (e.g., Karatepe & Olugbade, 
2016), relying on the data collected from employees and managers using 
surveys, rather than organizational outcomes measured by customers. 
Thus, studies that examine the relationship between the HPWS and 
organizational service performance are rare. 
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Given the importance of maintaining good service performance in 
the tourism and hospitality industry, more studies that examine how the 
HPWS influences service performance are imperative. In a similar vein, 
Kloutsiniotis and Mihail (2020a), in their recent review of the HPWS 
research in the tourism and hospitality context, called for empirical 
research that scrutinizes the mechanism of the HPWS-organizational 
performance link. However, the majority of HPWS empirical studies in 
the tourism and hospitality context utilized a cross-sectional research 
design that is exposed to the issues of common-method variance (Pod-
sakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) and reverse causality (Guest, 
2011), making it difficult to develop better understandings of the 
HPWS-organizational service performance linkage. 

In developing better knowledge of the effect induced by using HPWS 
in organizations, it is critical to identify the role and function of em-
ployees’ judgment for the exchange relationships between employees 
and the organization they work for, namely, justice perception (Wu & 
Chaturvedi, 2009). In fact, previous studies showed that the 
procedural-justice climate, shared perceptions of the procedural justice 
in decision-making experienced by employees, substantially influences 
employee behaviors (e.g., Colquitt, NOE, & Jackson, 2002; Naumann & 
Bennett, 2000). Bowen and Ostroff (2004) suggested that organizational 
climate plays a critical role in how HR practices are implemented, and 
the procedural-justice climate can constitute a critical organizational 
context in the HPWS–performance relationship. However, to the best of 
our knowledge, no empirical attempts have been made to examine the 
moderating role of the procedural-justice climate to investigate the ef-
fect of HPWS in any organizational context. 

In this study, we address the aforementioned gaps in the literature. In 
doing so, first, using social-exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano, 
Rupp, Mohler, & Schminke, 2001), we contend that organizations with 
more investment in HPWS improve the collective organizational citi-
zenship behavior (OCB), because employees are expected to reciprocate 
by collectively increasing their helping behavior, which in turn leads to 
organizational service performance. In a service context, service per-
formance can be categorized into (1) employee service-related behavior 
of serving and helping their customers or (2) service effectiveness, such 
as the consequences of employee service behavior (Liao & Chung, 2004). 
Following this categorization, we define organizational service perfor-
mance as organizational consequences (e.g., customer satisfaction, 
intention to return) from employees’ service performance behavior, 
which is frequently used in SHRM research that integrates a service 
context (e.g., Chen, Zhu, & Zhu, 2015). This study differs from previous 
studies of the HPWS in the tourism and hospitality industry that focus on 
individual employees OCB (e.g., Kloutsiniotis & Mihail, 2020b; Safavi & 
Karatepe, 2018) given that we examine collective OCB and its mediating 
role between the HPWS and organizational service performance in the 
hotel industry. 

Second, using theory on the strength of the HR system (Bowen & 
Ostroff, 2004), we also argue that the positive effect of HPWS on OCB 
largely depends on how strong the organization’s procedural-justice 
climate is, which helps shape a situation in which behavior is 
accepted and rewarded by developing the consensus of the HPWS per-
ceptions among employees (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). We believe that it 
is of particular importance to identify how the procedural-justice 
climate affects the HPWS-organizational performance linkage, because 
it could provide important insights into the mixed findings on the effect 
of HPWS (e.g., Liao et al., 2009), the inter-organizational differences of 
HR systems (Nishii & Wright, 2008) and the quality of practice imple-
mentation (Khilji & Wang, 2006). 

Last, we endeavor to provide additional theoretical and methodo-
logical clarity about the HPWS–service performance linkage by using 
multi-sourced unit-level data, drawn from hotel employees and their 
customers, to test a research model with a lagged study design to address 
the issues of common-method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and 
reverse causality (Guest, 2011). 

2. Theory and hypotheses 

Fig. 1 presents our conceptual model for testing the moderating ef-
fect of the procedural-justice climate on the linkages among HPWS, 
collective OCB, and organizational service performance. Given that the 
mechanism of how the HPWS affects organizational performance in the 
service context is not well known, we aim to provide new insights into 
the linkage from the HPWS to the organizational service performance, 
along with the organizational context that would make this linkage 
stronger. 

2.1. HPWS and collective OCB 

SHRM research suggests that the HPWS plays an important role in 
influencing organizational resources, employees’ performance, and 
competitive advantage (Jackson, Schuler, & Jiang, 2014). According to 
ability–motivation–opportunity (AMO) theory and SHRM-related per-
spectives, the effect of the HPWS on organizational outcomes is gener-
ally believed to operate through the improved ability (human-capital 
resources), motivation, and opportunity for employees to engage in 
behavior that is important to the organization (e.g., Arthur, Herdman, & 
Yang, 2021; Jiang et al., 2012; Li, Wang, van Jaarsveld, Lee, & Ma, 
2018). Other scholars also suggest that the HPWS improves the devel-
opment of the organizational climate (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004), internal 
social structure (Evans & Davis, 2005), or social exchange (Takeuchi 
et al., 2007). We focus here on the role of the HPWS, which includes 
selective staffing, extensive training and development, promotional 
opportunities, contingent compensation, information sharing, rigorous 
performance appraisal, employee participation and autonomy, and 
employment security, in shaping employee motivation and behavior in 
the form of collective OCB that is important for improved customer 
satisfaction. 

In particular, the HPWS is an important organizational driver to 
facilitate social exchange between the organization and its employees 
(Takeuchi et al., 2007). The use of the HPWS is theorized to provide 
evidence of the organization’s expanded investment in, and valuing of, 
employees (Collins & Kehoe, 2017). To the degree that employees 
experiencing the practices perceive that the value received within the 
exchange relationship is increased, they are expected to reciprocate by 
collectively improving their own contribution to the exchange via 
behavior that helps the organization’s functioning and performance 
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Walton, 1985). In doing so, patterns of 
mutual reciprocal obligation activated between the organization and 
employees give rise to a deeper and more protracted relationship be-
tween the organization and its employees over time (Mossholder, 
Richardson, & Settoon, 2011; Sun, Aryee, & Law, 2007). 

OCB represents discretionary behavior that operates outside task 
performance but is important to organizational functioning and per-
formance (Organ, 1988; Podsakoff, Ahearne, & MacKenzie, 1997). 
Whereas the study of OCB has largely focused on antecedents to indi-
vidual acts of OCB, the study of collective levels is critical, because the 
effect on organizational performance depends not on single instances of 
the behavior, but on the collective effects of many behavioral instances 
among groups of employees (Ehrhart, 2004; Organ, 1988). The 

Fig. 1. Theoretical model (HPWS = high-performance work system; OCB =
organizational citizenship behavior). 
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organization’s ability to tap and leverage discretionary behavior across 
populations of employees has long been argued to be an important 
consequence of the HPWS (Walton, 1985), as demonstrated in past 
research (Messersmith et al., 2011; Sun et al., 2007). Thus, we expect 
that levels of the HPWS will be positively associated with levels of OCB. 

Hypothesis 1. Unit-level HPWS perceptions will be positively associ-
ated with collective OCB. 

2.2. The mediating role of collective OCB on the relationship between 
unit-level HPWS perceptions and organizational service performance 

Collective OCB is an important contributor to shaping the service 
experience for customers (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Organ, 1988) 
and has served as the central behavioral construct in several studies that 
model the determinants of customer satisfaction (Schneider, Ehrhart, 
Mayer, Saltz, & Niles-Jolly, 2005; Schneider & Bowen, 1985). Although 
in-role performance behaviors may be strongly linked to organizational 
service performance, we suggest that collective OCB also plays an 
important role in contributing to organizational service performance for 
the following reasons. First, organizations with high levels of collective 
OCB are more likely to maintain a relation-based social and supportive 
climate for helping others, which leads to more cooperation and 
collaboration (Collins & Smith, 2006). In addition, the helping behavior 
of employees can facilitate the sharing of information, knowledge, and 
experience among coworkers, which may increase collective employee 
productivity and effectiveness (Sun et al., 2007). Accordingly, em-
ployees’ willingness to identify and act on opportunities to contribute 
beyond task-related expectation, when considered at the organizational 
level, might improve the customer-service experience by forming a 
supportive climate, which increases coworker cooperation and coordi-
nation and the efficient and effective deployment of resources and in-
formation (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). 

Of equal importance, in a dynamic service environment in which the 
customers and employees directly interact in the creation of the service, 
employees might be expected to make additional efforts to report and 
react to changing customer needs (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). Prior 
studies have shown positive associations between aggregate OCB levels 
and customer-service experience (Walz & Niehoff, 2000), product 
quality (Podsakoff et al., 1997), and operating efficiency and effective-
ness (Sun et al., 2007; Walz & Niehoff, 2000). These findings are further 
supported by a meta-analytic review reporting a positive relationship of 
OCB with unit-level performance and customer satisfaction (Podsakoff, 
Blume, Whiting, & Podsakoff, 2009). Since unit-level HPWS perceptions 
influence the development of collective OCB, which then affects orga-
nizational service performance, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 2. The relationship between unit-level HPWS perceptions 
and organizational service performance will be mediated by collective 
OCB. 

2.3. The moderating effect of procedural-justice climate 

Research suggests that organizational justice is a multi-dimensional 
construct consisting of perceptions of fairness related to various facets 
of the employee’s experience with the organization (Colquitt, 2001; 
Cropanzano, Prehar, & Chen, 2002). Several sub-dimensions of justice 
perceptions have been empirically derived, including procedural, 
interpersonal, and interactional justice (Colquitt, 2001). Procedural 
justice describes generalized individual perceptions of the fairness of 
processes used in decisions affecting employees (Lind & Earley, 1992). 
In examining the effects of HPWS on critical organizational outcomes, 
the study of procedural-justice perceptions is appropriate, because it 
captures perceptions of the justice of the processes used in the exchange 
process between the individual and the organization (Cropanzano et al., 
2002). 

Whereas less attention has been given to understanding the dynamics 

and consequences of justice perceptions at the group and organizational 
level, commonly referred to as the procedural-justice climate (Colquitt 
et al., 2002; Naumann & Bennett, 2000), a growing number of studies 
demonstrate the pivotal role that aggregated justice perceptions play in 
the development of improved unit-level attitudes, behavior, and per-
formance outcomes (e.g., Colquitt et al., 2002; Naumann & Bennett, 
2000; Whitman, Caleo, Carpenter, Horner, & Bernerth, 2012). The 
procedural-justice climate describes a distinct group-level cognition 
about the relative fairness experienced by a group and involves a 
referent shift from perceptions regarding their individual experiences to 
perceptions of the collective experience at the group or unit level 
(Naumann & Bennett, 2000; Colquitt et al., 2002). When collectively 
exposed to decision-making practices, employees develop shared per-
ceptions of the fairness of various processes used within the organiza-
tion. A meta-analytic review of the justice-climate literature showed 
positive associations between the procedural-justice climate and 
group-level attitudinal and performance outcomes (Whitman et al., 
2012). 

As some scholars have pointed out, mere exposure to various prac-
tices is not enough to elicit organizationally desirable behavioral re-
sponses (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Nishii, Lepak, & Schneider, 2008). 
Maintaining a good procedural-justice climate is necessary to make the 
HPWS effective. Colquitt et al. (2002) provide evidence of robust re-
lationships between the procedural-justice climate and employee as-
sessments of the quality of the exchange relationship (e.g., perceptions 
of leader–member exchange quality, trust, and perceived organizational 
support). This suggests that increases in procedural-justice perceptions 
affect the quality of the employee–organization exchange. In terms of 
HR practice deployment, procedural-justice perceptions provide 
important information about the quality of the exchange, whereas 
perceived HR practices provide information about the content, or cur-
rency, of the organization’s offerings in the exchange relationship. 
Therefore, two organizations with employees reporting equivalent 
levels of perceived HPWS may experience different behavioral re-
sponses, depending on the relative effectiveness of implementation in 
practice. 

The quality of exchange relationship can be judged by the attributes 
of the organizational decision-making processes that are important to 
procedural-justice perceptions, including consistency, accuracy, sup-
pression, representativeness, correctability, and ethicality – i.e., if em-
ployees perceive that their interests are represented and that their 
perspectives are heard and valued (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Thus, 
organizational tendencies against each of these criteria are expected to 
reflect the quality of the exchange relationship guiding the execution of 
HR practices (Colquitt, LePine, Piccolo, Zapata, & Rich, 2012). For 
example, research suggests that the benefits of performance appraisals, a 
program common to most definitions of HPWS, depend not just on their 
establishment, but also on their fair and effective administration 
(Erdogan, 2002). Thus, although employees may report participation in 
a regular performance-appraisal process, employee responses to this 
practice depend on the quality of the exchange – i.e., the degree to which 
it is characterized by consistency, accuracy, and suppression of bias in its 
implementation, and this same logic could be applied to all facets of the 
HR system. 

In fact, these attributes are consistent with the principles suggested 
by Bowen and Ostroff (2004), who argue that organizationally intended 
HR systems can signal to employees which behaviors are valued and 
rewarded and can be effectively implemented under a strong climate for 
HR systems that include consistency, consensus, and distinctiveness. For 
implementing HR practices, employees’ attributions of ‘Why does our 
organization use the set of specific HR practices it adopted?’ shape their 
attitudes and behaviors at work. For this reason, an organization’s use of 
HPWS can be effective if employees conclude that their employer uses 
the current HR practices to produce high-quality service and products, 
and foster employee well-being. Thus, we contend that the degree to 
which the HPWS elicits the desired behavioral responses will depend on 
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embedding these practices in the context of high-quality exchange 
relationships. 

Beyond its effect on the exchange relationships between employees 
and employer, the procedural-justice climate will operate as a heuristic 
that will shape employee interpretations of the intents of the HPWS 
(Bowen & Ostroff, 2004; Nishii et al., 2008; Nishii & Wright, 2008). 
When employees are exposed to HPWS in a weak procedural-justice 
climate, they are unlikely to conclude that these practices are evi-
dence of their value and importance to the organization. Moreover, 
because procedural justice affects employee trust in the organization 
(Colquitt et al., 2012), a weak procedural-justice climate will affect the 
perceived trustworthiness of the organization as an exchange partner, 
further eroding the strength of the linkage between HPWS and the 
desired behavioral outcome. However, when a strong procedural-justice 
climate is maintained within the organization, employees exposed to 
HPWS may regard their organization as a trustworthy exchange partner. 

Taken together, we contend that the procedural-justice climate is a 
necessary condition for the realization of the theorized behavioral out-
comes of the HPWS. As such, it serves as a potentially important source 
of inter-organization differences in understanding the linkage between 
the HPWS and employees’ collective behavioral responses (i.e., OCB). 
That is, we contend that the procedural-justice climate provides an 
important indicator of the prevailing fairness in managerial decision- 
making and thus an important insight into the effect of the HPWS on 
the collective OCB. When the procedural-justice climate is strong, we 
expect that this climate helps ensure the effectiveness of managerial 
implementation of the HPWS and the desired employee interpretation of 
their value to the organization. Conversely, a weaker procedural-justice 
climate would make it less likely that these practices will be imple-
mented in a fair and effective way – thereby reducing the likelihood that 
the HPWS will be interpreted as an expression of the employee’s value to 
the organization. 

Hypothesis 3. The procedural-justice climate will moderate the rela-
tionship between the unit-level HPWS and the collective OCB, such that 
the relationship will become stronger when the unit has a stronger 
procedural-justice climate. 

Although Sun et al. (2007) demonstrated the mediating role of OCB 
in the relationship between HR practices, turnover, and productivity, 
the mediating role of the aggregate OCB in the relationship between 
perceived HPWS and service outcomes has not been tested directly. 
Although we anticipate that OCBs would operate as a mediating 
mechanism through which HPWS affects organizational service perfor-
mance at the unit level, we expect that this relationship will depend on 
the strength of the procedural-justice climate within the organization. 
Specifically, we expect to find evidence of the mediating role of OCB in 
the relationship between HPWS and organizational service performance 
only within a strong procedural-justice climate. 

Hypotheses 4. The mediated relationship between the unit-level 
HPWS and organizational service performance through the collective 
OCB will be moderated by the procedural-justice climate. 

3. Methods 

3.1. Data collection and sample 

Data for this study were obtained through the cooperation of a hotel 
franchise and management company with brands representing low-cost, 
business-traveler, extended stay, and luxury market segments. Inde-
pendent North American franchise locations were selected by corporate 
operational personnel in an effort to represent a diversity of locations, 
market orientations, and performance. Although the franchise agree-
ments stipulate specific standardized physical plant, technological, and 
marketing requirements, franchise operators may adopt HR practices of 
their own choosing. Thus, the sample provides excellent natural controls 

on extraneous sources of variance and can better isolate the focal effects 
of HR practices, the procedural-justice climate, and OCB on hotel service 
outcomes. Additionally, the service-intensive context of the hotel in-
dustry, and the fact that employees and customers interact directly in 
the creation of the service experience, make the meditational role of 
organizational citizenship especially appropriate (Bowen, Gilliand, & 
Folger, 1999). 

In total, 204 hotels participated in the study. A team composed of 
doctoral-level researchers specialized in management administered the 
data collection, with the exception of the customer satisfaction survey. 
Hotel managers at the designated locations participated in a conference 
call in which the study methodology and requirements were explained. 
They were then sent instructions, survey packets, and a sealed collection 
box for the confidential return of completed surveys. The employee 
survey was administered for three months preceding the collection of 
customer-satisfaction data. In order to reduce common-source differ-
ences resulting from obtaining the perceptions of HR practices, 
procedural-justice climate, and OCB from the same employees, half of 
the employees were asked to answer a survey that included items 
measuring perceived HPWS, whereas the other half answered a survey 
that included items measuring procedural-justice perceptions and OCB. 
All employees were assured of the confidentiality of their responses and 
were provided with envelopes in which to seal their completed surveys 
before placing them in the sealed collection box. 

Service performance data for the months following our employee 
data collection were provided by the corporate offices based on estab-
lished and ongoing customer-satisfaction surveys conducted at each 
location. The headquarters surveyed approximately 50 customers who 
had stayed at each hotel that month. Customers visiting each hotel 
location had a chance to fill out a customer-satisfaction survey before 
they left the hotel. Following the collection of employee survey data, 
three monthly observations for each location were retained for analysis. 

Out of 10,276 surveys sent out to the employees working for the 204 
hotels, 5577 complete and useable responses were returned for an 
overall response rate of 54.2%. Specifically, the response rates were 
53.9% (fairness and OCB survey) and 54.4% (HPWS survey). To 
generate meaningful unit-level averages for our variables, we limited 
our sample to hotels with at least three employee survey responses for all 
employee response variables. The final sample included 5290 employees 
across 180 hotels, for an average of 29.39 employees per hotel (divided 
equally between the two different employee surveys). The sample size 
was reduced to approximately 50% of the initial sample. Of the re-
spondents, 64% were female; the average length of service in the in-
dustry was 6.28 years; and the average organizational tenure was 3.52 
years. The mean values of number of rooms and hotel age were 167.29 
rooms and 15.23 years, respectively. 

Although the sample mostly consisted of employees who frequently 
interacted with hotel guests (approximate 94%), there were some em-
ployees, such as engineering and maintenance employees, who rarely 
interacted with hotel guests. Thus, we created a restricted sample that 
excluded the latter kind of employees. To find out how much the full 
sample differed statistically from the restricted sample, we compared 
the restricted sample with the full sample for HPWS, procedural justice, 
and OCB, and found that the two samples did not significantly differ 
from one another. 

3.2. Measures 

3.2.1. Perceived HPWS (unit level) 
This measure was designed to capture employees’ shared awareness 

of the organizational HR practices used in the hotel. Following the 
suggestions of Chan (1998) and Klein, Conn, Smith, and Sorra (2001), in 
order to capture meaningful unit-level differences, respondents were 
asked to report their awareness of the HR practices experienced by the 
group (hotel). In doing so, we intended to use employees as informants 
about HR practices used in the hotel, rather than capture their individual 
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experiences. We regarded the use of multiple employee informants as an 
appropriate way to capture employees’ shared awareness without 
committing a level-based misspecification error arising from the use of a 
single or a few key informants (Arthur & Boyles, 2007). This approach 
also increased inter-rater reliability by reducing measurement errors 
(Gerhart, Wright, McMahan, & Snell, 2000). 

We followed relevant review articles (e.g., Lawler, 1992) and 
empirical studies (e.g., Zacharatos, Barling, & Iverson, 2005) to 
construct a measure of perceived HR practices. The final measure 
included 15 items to measure job autonomy, participation in decision 
making, employee involvement, training, performance appraisal and 
feedback, pay for performance, and information sharing. These items are 
listed in Table 1. These HR practices were consistent with the HPWS 
outlined by Lepak, Takeuchi, and Snell (2003) and measures appearing 
in other studies of SHRM literature (e.g., Den Hartog, Boon, Verburg, & 
Croon, 2013; Liao et al., 2009). 

We created a composite variable of perceived HR practices by 
averaging all 15 items, following empirical procedures of previous 
SHRM studies. The reliability of the scale was α = 0.89. Because we 
conducted the analysis at the organizational level as the average rating 
for perceived HR practices across each location, we examined within- 
hotel agreement (and between-hotel differences) in perceived HR 
practices prior to aggregation. We calculated intra-class correlations 
(ICC), based on one-way ANOVA results (Gerhart et al., 2000); ICC(1) 
for this measure was 0.08 (p < .001), indicating significant 
between-hotel differences, and ICC(2) was 0.58, suggesting a moderate 
level of within-hotel agreement. Although the value of ICC(2) is slightly 
below the recommended level, this value is consistent with past pub-
lished research on the organizational-level measures of HPWS provided 
by multiple employee respondents (e.g., Liao et al., 2009; Takeuchi 
et al., 2007). Also, the median within-group agreement0 (rwg) for this 
measure was 0.70, which exceeds the suggested criterion of 0.60 (James, 
1982). 

3.2.2. Procedural-justice climate 
We adapted five items from past research (e.g., Niehoff & Moorman, 

1993) to measure employee perceptions of justice. This measure cap-
tures the extent to which employees agree that the decision-making 
process is fair and transparent as well as the extent to which the work-
place shares job- or organization-relevant information with employees. 
The literature on organizational justice has suggested the existence of a 
unit-level climate of procedural justice (Whitman et al., 2012). The 
climate of justice is the “favorability of the team’s ratings of procedural 
justice” (Colquitt et al., 2002, p. 87). Based on Chan’s (1998) compo-
sition approach, we used a group (hotel) referent in the survey to capture 
the collective experience of employees. These items are also listed in 
Table 1. The reliability of this measure was 0.88. We created a composite 
variable of the procedural-justice climate by averaging the five items. 
ICC(1) was 0.08 (p < .001), and ICC(2) was 0.55, again suggesting a 
moderate level of within-hotel agreement, which we deemed sufficient 
to justify aggregation. The median rwg for this measure was 0.55, which 
is around the recommended rule of thumb. 

3.2.3. Collective OCB 
We adopted four items from the work of Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Moorman, and Fetter (1990) to measure unit-level OCB. This measure 
indicates the extent to which employees are willing to engage in tasks or 
roles that are not required as part of their job responsibility. Although 
many early studies operationalized OCB at the individual level (e.g., 
Bateman & Organ, 1983; Williams & Anderson, 1991), many group-level 
studies have also used an OCB (e.g., Nishii et al., 2008; Walz & Niehoff, 
2000). Organ’s (1988) measure included five different dimensions: 
altruism, courtesy, civic virtue, conscientiousness, and sportsmanship. 
Because hotel employees were used for sampling, we used civic-virtue 
items, which are intended to capture helping behavior among em-
ployees to improve the service experience of customers. 

Table 1 
The result of confirmatory factor analysis.  

Factor Scale items Second-/ 
first-order 
factor 
loading 

T- 
value 

AVEa CRb 

HPWS Employees have lots of 
freedom to decide how 
to do their work. 

0.90 0.50 fixed 0.44 0.92 

If a problem occurs, 
employees can fix it 
without involving 
management. 

0.42 16.95 

It is easy for employees 
to share their ideas with 
management. 

0.76 24.06 

Employees are 
encouraged to 
participate in decisions 
that affect their work. 

0.73 23.65 

Employees are not 
afraid to speak up if 
there is a problem. 

0.67 22.72 

If a decision is being 
made in my 
department, everyone 
is involved. 

0.63 22.12 

This hotel values 
performance more than 
how long you have 
worked here. 

0.88 0.55 fixed 

Managers let people 
know when they are 
doing a good job. 

0.69 25.47 

The pay system 
encourages employees 
to work hard. 

0.59 23.14 

Employees at this hotel 
will earn more money if 
they do a good job. 

0.54 21.68 

The hotel values 
employee training and 
growth. 

0.81 27.78 

Lots of training is 
provided to employees. 

0.74 26.65 

Employees have 
enough information to 
do their jobs well. 

0.84 0.79 fixed 

Employees are given 
information about hotel 
goals and performance. 

0.68 31.64 

Employees know what 
they need to do to 
perform their job well. 

0.65 30.37 

Procedural 
justice 

All job decisions in this 
department are made in 
a fair way.  

0.68 fixed 0.59 0.88 

When making decisions 
about my job, our 
department offers 
reasons that make 
sense. 

0.71 39.40 

Information on 
decisions is provided 
when employees ask for 
it. 

0.80 27.20 

When decisions are 
made about our jobs, 
this hotel considers 
employee needs. 

0.84 34.70 

When decisions are 
being made, this hotel 
attempts to make sure 
everyone is heard. 

0.82 34.43 

OCB I make suggestions to 
improve this hotel.  

0.53 fixed 0.52 0.81 

0.69 18.38 

(continued on next page) 
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The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure was 0.81. We created a 
composite variable of OCB by averaging the four items. Again, we 
calculated the aggregation1 statistics for this measure. ICC(1) was 0.03 
and statistically significant (p < .001). ICC(2) was 0.32. ICC(2) values 
are sensitive to the size of the group (Bliese, 2002), and the level of ICC 
(2) in the current study was similar to those found in previous SHRM 
studies (e.g., Liao et al., 2009; Nishii et al., 2008; Takeuchi et al., 2007). 
The median rwg for this measure was 0.69. 

3.2.4. Organizational service performance 
Customer-service performance data were offered by the corporate 

head office. We used two service performance variables from this survey 
to test the hypothesized model: overall customer satisfaction, in which 
customers were asked to assess their total service experience at the 
hotel, and intention to return, which captures their willingness to use the 
hotel again. We used service performance data averaged over the three 
months following the completion of the employee data collection (e.g., 
Wright, Gardner, & Moynihan, 2003; Wright, Gardner, Moynihan, & 
Allen, 2005). The scale used to measure organizational service perfor-
mance was 1–100. This was a bipolar scale, with 1 as the minimum 
possible (worst) score and 100 as the maximum possible (best) score. 

3.2.5. Control variables 
To further control for extraneous variance that might systematically 

affect our study variables, several control variables were included in the 
analysis. These controls included unit size, measured by the number of 
rooms, unit age (years since established), and hotel brand. Because four 
brand types were represented in the sample, dummy variables were 
created and included in the analysis. 

4. Results 

Before analysis, we checked the factor structure of the variables 
included in the study. Table 1 presents the results of confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) for the HPWS, procedural justice, and OCB. The service 
performance variables were not included, because they were qualita-
tively different (index scores averaging multiple responses over a 
period) from other variables. We needed two CFA models, because the 
three variables were collected from two different sources. For the HPWS, 

we tested two alternative models to check the factor structure. First, we 
tested a single-factor model with all 15 items loaded to one factor. The 
fit statistics for this model were acceptable, but not strong enough (Chi- 
square = 19.43, p <. 01, CFI = 0.89, NNFI = 0.88, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR 
= 0.05). We then tested a second-order model that included three first- 
order factors loaded to a second-order factor. The second model showed 
good fit statistics (Chi-square = 8.25, p < .01, CFI = 0.96, NNFI = 0.95, 
RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.03); the change in Chi-square was 1019.90 
and was statistically significant (p < .01). Thus, we retained the second- 
order factor structure. For the CFA testing of procedural justice and OCB, 
the fit statistics for the two-factor model were strong enough (Chi- 
square = 5.41, CFI = 0.99, NNFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.04, SRMR = 0.03), 
so we retained the factor structure. We also estimated the average 
variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) for the three 
variables. The AVE and CR values were all acceptable and above the 
recommended cut-off (0.50 and 0.70 for AVE and CR, respectively), 
except for the AVE value of HPWS, which was slightly lower than 0.50; 
however, this was not a problem, because the CR was higher than 0.60 
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Thus, we retained the current HPWS factor 
structure, given that the CR value of HPWS was sufficiently high at 0.92. 

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and inter- 
correlations between variables. The patterns of the correlations are 
consistent with the hypothesized relationships between variables. For 
example, the correlation between perceived HPWS and collective OCB 
was positive and statistically significant (r = 0.42, p < .01). The corre-
lations between collective OCB and two service-performance variables, 
overall customer satisfaction (r = 0.26, p < .01) and intention to return 
(r = 0.26, p < .01), were also positive and statistically significant. 

In testing hypotheses, we conducted a series of ordinary least-squares 
(OLS) regressions. Although we collected some data from individual 
responses, our conceptual and empirical interests in this study reside at 
the unit level. Because lower-level variables cannot be used to estimate 
the variance of higher-level variables, past studies aggregated 
individual-level responses to create unit-level variables and then con-
ducted a single-level analysis (e.g., Lepak et al., 2003; Messersmith et al., 
2011; Wright et al., 2003, 2005). Following Chan’s (1998) approach, we 
aggregated individual-level (Level 1) data to create unit-level (Level 2) 
variables and then tested unit-level relationships. 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that HPWS would be positively associated 
with collective OCB. Table 3 (Model 2) shows that the perceived HPWS 
was positively and significantly related to the collective OCB (b = 0.33, 
p < .001) and, after accounting for the control, produced a change in R2 

of 0.14 (p < .001). Thus, the results supported Hypothesis 1. 
Table 4 shows the results of testing Hypothesis 2, which predicted 

that collective OCB would mediate the relationship between the 
perceived HR practices and service performance. The result shows that 
collective OCB was a statistically significant predictor of customer 
satisfaction (Model 2: b = 2.47, p < .05) and intention to return (Model 
6: b = 2.95, p < .05), when controlling for the perceived HPWS. To 
bolster our findings of significant mediation, we adopted the bootstrap 
approach suggested by Preacher and Hayes (2004). Compared to a more 
traditional test of mediation (e.g., Sobel test), bootstrap analysis adjusts 
for the non-normal distribution of mediated effects (MacKinnon, Lock-
wood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002) and provides the most powerful 
and reasonable way to obtain confidence limits for indirect effects under 
different conditions (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). We estimated the 95% 
confidence intervals (CIs) using a bootstrap test based on 5000 samples 
with replacement (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The result showed that the 
indirect effect of the perceived HPWS on overall customer satisfaction 
and intention to return was 0.79 (95% confidence interval [CI] = [0.05, 
1.75]) and 0.95 (95% confidence interval [CI] = [0.15, 2.00]) for each. 
These results confirmed that the indirect effects via collective OCB were 
significant, which supports Hypothesis 2. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the association between the perceived 
HPWS and the collective OCB is dependent on the level of the 
procedural-justice climate. To test the interaction, we followed the 

Table 1 (continued ) 

Factor Scale items Second-/ 
first-order 
factor 
loading 

T- 
value 

AVEa CRb 

I volunteer for tasks 
that are not required. 
I am willing to do things 
that help this hotel 
outside of my normal 
duties. 

0.82 24.88 

I am willing to work 
harder than I have to in 
order for this hotel to 
do well. 

0.82 24.89 

Note. HPWS = high-performance work system; OCB = organizational citizenship 
behavior; a. AVE = Average variance extracted; b. CR = Construct reliability. 

1 We were not necessarily interested in justifying the existence of a group- 
level construct of OCB. We used the average score of the within-unit re-
sponses of OCB, because we believed that more OCB at each hotel enabled 
customers to experience better service, and benefitted the hotel, as the service 
literature suggests (Bowen, Gilliland, & Folger, 1999; Schneider et al., 2005). In 
other words, the levels of within- and between-unit variance are less critical in 
testing our hypotheses. The effect of the overall level of OCB was what we were 
interested in. Thus, we used the average score of OCB to test our hypotheses. 
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procedure suggested by Aiken and West (1991). Before analysis, we 
centered both variables on the mean of each variable, and created the 
interaction term, Perceived HPWS * Procedural-justice Climate. Table 3 
(Model 4) shows that the interaction term was statistically significant (b 
= 0.25, p < .05) and produced a significant change in R2 of 0.02 (p <

.05). To gain a better understanding of the nature of this interaction, 
Fig. 2 shows the interaction between the perceived HPWS and 
procedural-justice climate on collective OCB. The figure shows that in a 
weak procedural-justice climate (b = 0.03, n.s.; one standard deviation 
(SD) below the mean), the relationship between the perceived HPWS 
and collective OCB was not significant. However, consistent with Hy-
pothesis 1, when there was a strong procedural-justice climate (b = 0.23, 
p < .01; one SD above the mean), this relationship was positive and 
significant, suggesting that the procedural-justice climate significantly 
strengthens the relationship between the perceived HPWS and the col-
lective OCB. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was also supported. 

Finally, Hypothesis 4 suggested that the indirect effect of the 
perceived HPWS on customer-service performance through collective 
OCB is dependent on the strength of the procedural-justice climate. To 
test this hypothesis, we conducted moderated-mediation analysis 
(Edwards & Lambert, 2007). An important advantage of this type of 
analysis is that the moderation and mediation can be tested simulta-
neously. Table 5 shows the conditional indirect effects for weak or 
strong procedural-justice climates. For three different conditions (low, 
one SD below the mean; medium, mean; high, one SD above the mean) 
of procedural-justice climate, we calculated the indirect effects of 
perceived HPWS on both customer-service performance variables. We 
estimated the 95% CIs following the procedures we used for testing 
Hypothesis 2. Table 5 shows that the indirect effects on overall customer 
satisfaction under the medium condition were 0.32, and under the high 
condition, 0.58. The bootstrap CIs for these indirect effects did not 
include a zero, showing statistically significant indirect effects. How-
ever, in a weak procedural-justice climate, the indirect effect was not 
significant. In the model with customer intention to return as an 

Table 2 
Means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations between study variables.  

Variable Mean Standard deviation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Unit age 15.23 12.65          
2. Unit size 167.29 92.95 .34**         
3. Brand dummy 1 .36 .48 -.45** -.58**        
4. Brand dummy 2 .08 .27 .01 .35** -.22**       
5. Brand dummy 3 .03 .16 -.17* -.13 -.13 -.05      
6. Perceived HPWS 3.56 .37 -.15* -.26** .23** -.24** .07     
7. Procedural-justice climate 3.73 .42 -.26** -.34** .29** -.19* .11 .56**    
8. Collective OCB 4.09 .31 -.08 -.17* .17* -.14 .02 .42** .56**   
9. Overall customer satisfaction 86.47 5.88 -.43** -.49** .57** -.15* .02 .28** .40** .26**  
10. Intention to return 83.70 6.98 -.41** -.49** .53** -.12 .13 .28** .38** .26** .93** 

Note. N = 180; HPWS = high-performance work system; for dummy coded variables, business class hotel is the omitted brand; *p < .05; **p < .01. 

Table 3 
Moderating effect of procedural-justice climate on the relationship between 
perceived high-performance work system and collective organizational citi-
zenship behavior (OCB).  

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Step 1 
Constant 4.11*** 4.10*** 4.04*** 4.03*** 
Brand dummy 1 .07 .04 .02 .01 
Brand dummy 2 -.11 -.03 -.02 -.05 
Brand dummy 3 .05 .01 -.04 -.03 
Unit age .00 .00 .00 .00 
Unit size .00 .00 .00 .00 
Step 2 
Perceived HPWS  .33*** .12 .13* 
Step 3 
PJC   .37*** .35*** 
Step 4 
Perceived HPWS × PJC    .25* 
R-squared .05 .18*** .34*** .36*** 
Change in R-squared  .14*** .16*** .02* 

Note. N = 180; unstandardized regression coefficients; for dummy coded vari-
ables, business class hotel is the omitted brand; HPWS = high-performance work 
system; PJC = procedural-justice climate; *p < .05; **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

Table 4 
Mediating effect of collective organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) on the 
relationship between perceived high-performance work system and organiza-
tional service performance.  

Variable Collective 
OCB 

DV = overall customer 
satisfaction 

DV = intention to 
return 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant 4.10*** 81.34*** 74.13*** 74.63*** 68.40*** 
Brand dummy 

1 
.04 4.25*** 4.15*** 6.83*** 4.67*** 

Brand dummy 
2 

-.03 .58 .65 5.98** 1.83 

Brand dummy 
3 

.01 .15 .13 6.02* 4.53 

Unit age .00 -.09** -.09** -.07 -.08* 
Unit size .00 -.01* -.01* -.02** -.02** 
Perceived 

HPWS 
.33*** 1.96* 1.15 2.63* 1.50 

Collective 
OCB   

2.47*  2.95* 

R-squared .18*** .41*** .42*** .44*** .41*** 

Note. N = 180; unstandardized regression coefficients; for dummy coded vari-
ables, business class hotel is the omitted brand; DV = dependent variable; *p <
.05; **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

Fig. 2. Plot of interaction of perceived high-performance work system (HPWS) 
with procedural-justice climate on collective organizational citizenship 
behavior (OCB). Note. High procedural-justice climate = one standard deviation 
above the mean; low procedural-justice climate = one standard deviation below 
the mean. 
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outcome variable, the results from the bootstrap analysis were consis-
tent with those of customer satisfaction. The indirect effects on intention 
to return for the medium and high conditions were .38 and .69, 
respectively, and the bootstrap CIs did not include a zero. However, 
under the low condition, the indirect effect was not statistically signif-
icant. Thus, the results supported Hypothesis 4. 

5. Implications of the findings 

5.1. Theoretical implications 

We believe that our findings have several significant theoretical 
implications. First, the study provides significant insights into under-
standing the HPWS–performance linkage in the service and hotel sector. 
Although previous studies (e.g., Arthur, 1994; Jiang et al., 2012; Mes-
sersmith et al., 2011; Takeuchi et al., 2007) suggested several theoretical 
mechanisms and examined the empirical relationships of the linkage, 
our understanding of the linkage is not yet clear in that research findings 
are mixed (Kroon, Voorde, & Veldhoven, 2009), the causal relationship 
is unclear (Wright et al., 2003), and the connection between stated HR 
practices and actual HR is weak (Liao et al., 2009). Kloutsiniotis and 
Mihail (2020a) reported in their recent review of HPWS research in the 
tourism and hospitality sectors that only one of the 28 empirical studies 
investigated the causal process (i.e., the HR black box) of the 
HPWS-organizational service performance. Although there might be 
multiple approaches, one way to understand this HR black box is to 
focus on the issue of HR practice implementation. Recent studies of 
SHRM specifically focused on providing insights into ‘why effective 
implementation of HR practices is important’, and ‘how we can effec-
tively implement HR practices’ (e.g., Sikora, Ferris, & Van Iddekinge, 
2015; Yang & Arthur, 2019). We have added to this line of research to 
understand the HR black box from the viewpoint of HR practice 
implementation. Specifically, we have shown the robustness of the links 
between the HPWS and service performance at the unit levels, with 
collective, rather than individual OCB as a mediating mechanism. 

Second, our research also underscores the pivotal role of fairness 
perceptions by demonstrating the effect on the expected return on 
organizational investments in HR practices, and thus contributes to 
exploring the contextual effect of the HPWS (e.g., Ployhart & Moliterno, 
2011). Although a long line of research has demonstrated the impor-
tance of justice in shaping employee behavioral and performance out-
comes (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001; Colquitt et al., 
2013), organizations would be well served by paying attention to 
procedural-justice perceptions as a necessary context for HR practice 
implementation. In addition, as we have demonstrated, the effect of 
procedural-justice perceptions is also present at the unit level. Specif-
ically, our study indicates that the robustness of the links between the 

HPWS, OCBs, and service performance depends on the coupling of HR 
practices with a strong procedural-justice climate. Our findings show 
that the link between the HPWS and service performance is strengthened 
when a strong climate for procedural justice develops within an orga-
nization. This suggests that the procedural-justice climate may 
strengthen the signal to employees that the current HPWS is appro-
priate, acceptable, and fair, and thus boost the social-exchange re-
lationships from the effect of the HPWS on organizational service 
performance via collective OCB. Hence, assessments of practice content 
and assessment of exchange quality jointly influence the prediction of 
unit-level behavioral responses, which allows us to test and examine the 
theory on the strength of the HR system (Bowen & Ostroff, 2004). Future 
research needs to further explore how different types of climate per-
ceptions influence how content of the HPWS affect employee attitudes 
and behavioral outcomes. 

Third, this study provides additional theoretical and methodological 
clarity to the HPWS research in the service and hospitality industry. 
Although some studies showed the positive effect of the HPWS on 
organizational performance in service settings (e.g., Liao & Chung, 
2004), the findings are still unclear and need more empirical examina-
tion. For this reason, several calls for more rigorous research design and 
data usage in the service setting have been made (e.g., Kloutsiniotis & 
Mihail, 2020a). However, we have yet to observe many meaningful at-
tempts or much progress. In this study, we tested the hypothesized 
moderated mediation model by using the data drawn from employees 
working in several different brands of a large hotel franchise and their 
customers. Moreover, we also used data drawn from hotel customers 
who visited each hotel location to measure the effectiveness of the ser-
vices delivered to the customers. Along with this use of multi-sourced 
data, we used a lagged study design to address the issues of 
common-method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003) and reverse causality 
(Guest, 2011; Wright et al., 2005). Based on these points, we believe that 
this study is meaningful, in that we explicitly incorporated several issues 
raised in past HPWS research in a service setting and found meaningful 
relationships between focal constructs. 

Finally, we also tap into the issue of the within-organizational vari-
ance of HR systems. As previous studies (e.g., Nishii & Wright, 2008) 
have pointed out, employee perceptions of the HPWS that their orga-
nization uses differ significantly across employees. This finding may not 
be surprising. However, what is surprising is that most SHRM studies 
assumed that the effect of HPWS was uniform across employees within a 
single organization. This assumption is problematic, not only for indi-
vidual employees, but also at the work group and organization (unit) 
levels, because the assumption (1) masks different effects of HPWS 
across individuals and work units and (2) weakens the overall effects of 
HPWS on multiple organizational outcomes. In this study, the levels of 
justice climate become the source weakening the effect of the HPWS on 
the organization’s service performance. Organizations cannot develop a 
strong justice climate when they are not effective in implementing 
HPWS and when employees do not agree on their experiences of the 
HPWS (Nishii & Wright, 2008). Consequently, as demonstrated here, it 
is likely that considerable differences remain in the quality of the 
unit-level exchange relationships in which HPWS are embedded. 

5.2. Managerial implications 

Our study provides several important managerial implications for 
the tourism and hotel industry. First, the findings reveal the importance 
of the HPWS in terms of its desirable effects on employees and organi-
zational performance in the hotel industry. In tourism organizations, 
such as hotels, human-capital resources are often considered to be a cost 
center rather than an investment center. Our study clearly shows that 
implementing a set of HPWSs improved the service performance of 
hotels through the collective OCB of employees. Given the competitive 
market situation, high-quality human-capital resources can be a good 
source of sustainable competitive advantages to differentiate a hotel 

Table 5 
Bootstrap test of conditional indirect effect of perceived high-performance work 
system on customer-service performance at different levels of procedural-justice 
climate.  

a. Overall customer satisfaction 
Perceived 

HPWS 
Boot indirect 
effect 

Boot SE Boot lower 
CI 

Boot upper 
CI 

− 1 SD (− 0.42) .06 .21 -.24 .69 
Mean (0) .32 .22 .03 .92 
+1 SD (0.42) .58 .32 .08 1.43 

b. Intention to return 
Perceived 

HPWS 
Boot indirect 
effect 

Boot 
SE 

Boot lower 
CI 

Boot upper 
CI 

− 1 SD (− 0.42) .08 .23 -.29 .71 
Mean (0) .38 .25 .03 1.08 
+1 SD (0.42) .69 .38 .12 1.69 

Note: N = 180; HPWS = high-performance work system; Confidence interval 
(CI) = 95%; SE = standard error; Bootstrap sample size = 5000. 
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from others, in providing customized services for demanding consumers. 
Our results provide a clue as to how the HPWS affects a hotel’s orga-
nizational service performance; that is, employees under HPWS are 
likely to make an extra effort in serving customers. This empirical evi-
dence can be recommended to senior managers who make a strategic 
decision to properly allocate organizational resources that in the hotel 
industry are often limited (Ivanova, Ivanov, & Magnini, 2016). For 
example, our findings suggest that to better understand how HPWS in-
fluences organizational service performance, hotel companies (franchi-
sors) need to monitor the performance of each property (franchisee) in 
terms of the extra-role behavior of employees within each hotel (col-
lective OCB). 

Second, our findings about the moderating function of a procedural- 
justice climate also present an interesting implication for tourism and 
hospitality professionals to successfully facilitate the HPWS. Given that 
with technological advances, employees can now easily access internal 
and external information about organizational processes (Wenzel, 
Krause, & Vogel, 2019), how fairly managers conduct organizational 
processes should be brought to the attention of tourism and hospitality 
managers. The salient effects of the HPWS can be expected, particularly 
when hotel employees collectively perceive their organization as fair in 
the organizational process. In other words, even if hotels invest in their 
human-capital resources, they are unlikely to obtain desirable organi-
zational outcomes in an unfair organizational climate. Accordingly, we 
suggest that a hotel corporation should help each hotel establish a fair 
organizational climate to maximize the contribution of HPWS and 
monitor the level of the justice climate across hotels on a regular basis. 

Last, the finding that both the content and the process of HR systems 
jointly affect important outcomes of hotel operations also provides 
managerial implications. Recent studies of SHRM clearly showed the 
critical role of frontline managers in implementing HR practices (e.g., 
Sikora et al., 2015; Yang & Arthur, 2019). Although HR practices are 
designed by HR people (HR directors, managers, practitioners), it is the 
frontline manager who actually uses them. For this reason, frontline 
managers need to know their HR systems in depth and to properly use 
such systems. To make this happen, each hotel needs to find ways to 
increase managers’ awareness of the HR practices that the hotel adopts. 
One way of doing this is to provide hotel managers with training pro-
grams. Given that in our sample, each hotel had much discretion in 
designing its own HR system, each unit itself should design and provide 
training programs to its managers. However, frontline managers also 
need to properly use the HR practices adopted by their hotel, because the 
way HR practices are applied to each employee affects the employee 
perception of HR practices. Managerial training and development in the 
effective use of HR practices can also be useful (Bos-Nehles, Van 
Riemsdijk, & Kees ). 

6. Conclusions, limitations, and future research 

As the SHRM literature suggests, the clear divide between ‘content’ 
and ‘process’ is artificial (e.g., Helfat, 2009, pp. 30–34). The same logic 
would apply to the case of observing the effect of HPWS on employee 
behavior and organizational performance (Arthur, Herdman, & Yang, 
2016). In this study, we examined the effect of the HPWS (content) on 
the collective OCB and organizational service performance under the 
influence of the procedural-justice climate (process). We found that 
employee responses to the HPWS and consequently the effect of the 
HPWS on organizational service performance (i.e., overall customer 
satisfaction and intention to return) are contingent on the strength of the 
procedural-justice climate. This finding suggests that the content and 
implementation of HPWS might indicate independent constructs but 
should work simultaneously with the process to present the intended 
effect of HPWS adopted by the organization. For the organization hop-
ing to promote organizational performance through people, more efforts 
to effectively implement the HPWS appear indispensable. 

There are several features of the study that limit our capacity to 

generalize these findings. First, the hotel industry represents an espe-
cially intensive service context, so it is appropriate to examine the causal 
linkages that are important for improving customer-service outcomes. 
However, we limited our sample to a single hotel franchise group in a 
single industry. Although this limitation is offset in part by the natural 
controls of extraneous variance imposed by the sample, to ensure 
generalizability, future research should focus on other industries and 
more diverse samples. Indeed, research conducted in other service- 
delivery contexts also represent an important research direction. 

Also, we used lagged service performance data to provide more 
confidence in the hypothesized causal direction of the proposed re-
lationships. However, given the cross-sectional nature of the employee- 
provided measures, definitive conclusions about the causal direction of 
these relationships are not possible. Additional longitudinal research is 
necessary to further confirm the temporal ordering of these effects 
(Schneider et al., 2005; Wright et al., 2003, 2005). 

Last, a cursory review of items employed in past research to assess 
perceived HR practices reveals that measures often include both items 
requesting objective assessments of the adopted HR practices and items 
targeting subjective judgments of the quality of implementation (e.g., 
Patel & Conklin, 2012). For this reason, research should pay attention to 
the measurement of HR practices perceived by employees to ensure 
clarity about whether these assessments target the content of practices 
or evaluative judgments of the exchange quality between an employer 
and employees through HR practices. Therefore, empirical attention to 
the measurement of perceived HR practices is warranted. 
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