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Abstract: The purpose of this research is to examine the underlying mechanisms inside the so-called
black box that relate high performance work systems (HPWS) with employees’ well-being and job
performance in hospitality. We surveyed a sample of 494 hotel workers to test a research model that
related the following variables: HPWS, organizational commitment, motivation, job satisfaction,
quality of life (QoL), and individual job performance. Structural equation modelling, namely through
PLS-SEM, was conducted. We confirmed that HPWS directly influence employees’ motivation,
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and QoL. Additionally, workers’ motivation and organi-
zational commitment positively influence job satisfaction, which, in turn, enhances workers’ QoL.
Moreover, job satisfaction and quality of life significantly predicted individual job performance. This
study contributes to unlocking the so-called black box relating HPWS with job outcomes as well
as to the growing body of research that relates employees’ well-being with performance. From a
managerial point of view, hospitality firms should prioritize investment in HPWS, as its design and
implementation affects employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Future lines of research should consider
bundles of practices instead of the whole HPWS effects on employees’ attitudes and behaviors.

Keywords: high performance work systems (HPWS); human resources management; employees’
motivation; organizational commitment; job satisfaction; quality of life

1. Introduction

The worldwide outbreak of COVID-19 has brought the world to a standstill, and
tourism has been the worst affected of all major economic sectors [1]. Its impact on
this labor-intensive industry [2], characterized by high interpersonal interactions [3], is
incalculable, threatening the survival of organizations and destroying a huge number of
jobs [4]. The tourism sector is known for its resilience to economic downturns and crises,
and may bounce back quickly [5]. Rebuilding better in the post-pandemic period, after
experiencing zero tourism, will require aligning the industry more closely with Sustainable
Development Goal 8: “promote sustained, inclusive, and sustainable economic growth,
full and productive employment, and decent work for all” [6].

Employees are often viewed as one of the most important assets in hospitality organi-
zations due to their critical role for service quality, tourist satisfaction, and organizational
performance [7–11]. Therefore, the promotion of decent work should be a priority in the
human resources management (HRM) strategies of tourism organizations [12], as it is es-
sential for employees’ motivation, commitment, and job satisfaction, as well as the quality
of tourism services and the improvement of organizational productivity [2]. However,
the “dark side of the coin” in the touristic workplace has traditionally been low wages,
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reduced security and stability, high levels of turnover, limited opportunities for profes-
sional development, and non-social working hours [13–15]. Workers’ needs are often not
met [16], resulting in low levels of well-being. Consequently, hoteliers should focus efforts
on providing employees with proper labor conditions and working environments in which
they can maximize their individual performance.

In this research, we argue that through high-performance work systems (HPWS, here-
inafter) hotels can enhance employees’ well-being, which will, in turn, improve individual
job performance. HPWS are defined as systems of interrelated unique HRM practices in-
tended to enhance workers’ skills, participation, and effort [17–19]. These practices include
internal mobility, training, results-oriented appraisals, employment security, participation,
work–life balance, and clear job description [20]. Their impact on employees’ outcomes and
firms’ performance has caught the attention of researchers and practitioners for decades in
general business [21–23] and in the hospitality and tourism industry [18,24,25]. Concretely,
in the lodgment industry, findings to date highlight the positive impact of HPWS on several
positive outcomes such as hotel performance [26].

Despite the well-documented relationship between HPWS and outcomes, “the mech-
anisms underlying this relationship remain a black box” [18]. In essence, there is con-
sensus on their positive repercussions, but little is known about how their effects take
place [17,19,27–29]. In this sense, several studies have empirically verified the media-
tional roles of employees’ citizenship behaviors [18], effort [29], organizational commit-
ment [17,22], work engagement [30,31], and job satisfaction [17,23].

Due to the importance of HPWS in the hospitality and tourism industry [32], scholars
highlight the need for further investigation on the topic [27,28], especially in hotel set-
tings [19]. Thus, in this research, we build on the identified gaps in the literature to seek
ways of opening the so-called black box between HPWS and outcomes, focusing on the
hotel sector. Concretely, we investigate the mechanisms that relate employees’ perceptions
of the use of HPWS with their well-being. In addition, we empirically corroborate the
relationship between workers’ well-being and individual job performance.

In particular, we focus here on two main indicators of employee well-being conducive
for organizational outcomes, that is, job satisfaction [33] and quality of life [34]. Job satis-
faction indicates the extent to which a person likes their job [35], and quality of life (QoL)
goes further than job satisfaction, implying the degree to which a person is satisfied with
their life as a whole [36]. Furthermore, employees’ well-being brings up a number of
conceptually different but related constructs, such as motivation and organizational com-
mitment. There is evidence that HPWS can directly enhance employees’ overall QoL [36],
job satisfaction [37], motivation [38], and organizational commitment [39]. Moreover, job
satisfaction is one of the main determinants of QoL [40,41], and workers’ motivation and
organizational commitment have been acknowledged as main determinants of job satisfac-
tion [42,43]. Thus, it is reasonable to expect that HPWS can positively affect QoL through
the causal chains that go from workers’ motivation and organizational commitment to
job satisfaction.

Building on previous literature, we have designed a study to analyze the subja-
cent mechanisms through which HPWS affect QoL. Specifically, we investigate the paths
through motivation and organizational commitment from HPWS to job satisfaction and
QoL. In addition, we explore the effects of employees’ job satisfaction and QoL on individ-
ual performance.

This research provides the field with manifold theoretical as well as managerial
contributions. First, we answer recent calls in the literature remarking on the lack of
empirical studies in the hospitality and tourism sector, analyzing the effects of HPWS
on employees’ outcomes [19,27]. In doing so, we contribute to the burgeoning research
stream that supports the benefits of employees’ perceptions of HPWS on results such as
QoL [18,19,27,32]. Second, we contribute to filling the evident research gap concerning
the underlying mechanisms within the so-called black-box through which HPWS affect
outcomes [18]. This is a noteworthy contribution, as scholars have stated the need to
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further investigate variables, such as motivation and organizational commitment, through
which HPWS can impact employees’ attitudes and behaviors [44–46]. Third, we place job
satisfaction and QoL as predictors of individual job performance. As a result, we provide
managerial recommendations for hoteliers to implement HPWS given their impact on
employees’ well-being and performance.

This paper is organized as follows. After this introduction, we present the theoretical
framework that supports our research hypotheses. Then, we introduce our methodological
approach and report our empirical results. We conclude with a discussion in which we
reflect on the main implications of our study and suggest future lines of inquiry.

2. Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses
2.1. HPWS Effects on Workers’ Quality of Life

QoL refers to a general level of satisfaction with life as a whole and includes cognitive
and affective concerns about family satisfaction, job satisfaction, and leisure satisfaction,
among other life domain satisfactions [36]. The bottom-up frame is the most popular theory
to explain QoL, and it is based on the premise that individual QoL is placed at the top of a
satisfaction hierarchy resulting from the satisfaction with all life domains of a person [47].
Thus, overall QoL is directly impacted by satisfaction with one’s family, work, health, free
time, and relationships among others. Research in hospitality and tourism settings has
proved that QoL significantly and directly impacts employee turnover [48] and business
performance [34]. Therefore, enhancing QoL may be the key for the traditional problem
of hospitality organizations to retain employees in an industry characterized by unsocial
working hours, low pay, and lack of career development [49].

There is evidence that the range of HRM practices comprising HPWS can enhance
employees’ overall QoL. For example, in a study focused on multinational companies
in Malaysia, it was found that work environment (e.g., teamwork and organizational
structure) and job facets (e.g., participation and job enrichment) greatly determined over-
all QoL [50]. Such findings suggest that through the introduction and improvement of
HPWS, organizations can enhance workers’ QoL and both increase productivity and reduce
employee turnover. Other research among frontline employees in the tourism industry
found work–life balance and leisure compensation systems directly impacted workers’
QoL [36]. These findings are further supported with similar evidence from hotel workers
in Jordan [48]. Likewise, an empirical study with hotel workers in China found that job
characteristics such as task significance directly impacted employees’ QoL [3]. Overall,
extant literature suggests that organizational efforts to support employees [41] and build
long-term relationships satisfying their various needs [47] are determinants of QoL. Pre-
vious research has focused on unique practices, but evidence suggests that aggregated
systems of HRM practices (i.e., HPWS) can directly enhance employees’ QoL. Consequently,
we formally predict:

Hypothesis 1: HPWS positively affect hospitality employees’ QoL.

2.2. The Role of Job Satisfaction between HPWS and QoL

Job satisfaction refers to the extent to which people like or dislike their position,
constituting a worker’s attitude on how good they feel about their jobs and their positive
feeling towards their roles within organizations [35]. It has been widely acknowledged
as one of the main determinants of workers’ behaviors [51]. For example, job satisfaction
reduces workers’ deviant behaviors [52], absenteeism [53], and turnover [43,54].

Therefore, hoteliers need to focus efforts on enhancing employees’ job satisfaction. To
do so, and as clearly highlighted in a recent meta-analysis, workers’ job satisfaction can be
improved on the basis of effective organizational management practices [55]. Consequently,
HPWS may positively affect the workforce’s level of job satisfaction. This is because
extant literature points out that employees value HRM practices comprising HPWS such as
work–life balance [49,56], rewards [57], job security [58], or training opportunities [37,57].
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Furthermore, some evidence also supports the positive repercussions of whole systems of
high-performance work practices on job satisfaction [17,23].

In addition, existing studies provide confirmation that job satisfaction predicts QoL [40]
or that it mediates the relationship between job-related characteristics and QoL [59]. Similar
findings also hold true in the hospitality and tourism sector [3,41,47]. The main reason
behind these conclusions is that by definition QoL implies satisfaction with all life domains
including satisfaction with one’s own job [36]. Given this circumstance, it is reasonable
to expect that HPWS can enhance QoL by prompting higher levels of job satisfaction.
Consequently, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 2: HPWS positively affects hospitality employees’ job satisfaction (a), which will, in
turn, enhance their overall QoL (b).

2.3. HPWS, Workers’ Motivation, and Job Satisfaction

Motivation refers to the arousal, direction, and persistence to voluntarily carry out
actions with a goal [60]. Thus, work motivation refers to the allocation of personal effort
to perform work-related actions. It has been a central issue in hospitality due to the
difficulties in attracting and retaining the most talented employees, which can be assessed
through enhancing employees’ motivation [38]. Moreover, empirical evidence supports that
highly motivated employees are beneficial for organizational performance in hospitality
and tourism enterprises [61]. Thus, motivating the workforce is of crucial importance
for managers.

Employees can be effectively motivated to perform well in their roles both extrinsically
and intrinsically [62,63]. Whereas the former implies performing behaviors because of
their perceived usefulness in leading to a particular result, the latter refers to the fact of
doing something because it is interesting, enjoyable, challenging, or fun [63]. For example,
hotel employees can be extrinsically motivated to perform well through good salaries and
promotion opportunities. Complementary, hotel workers can be intrinsically motivated by
designing jobs and positions that are interesting for them, so that they will perform well
just for the pleasure and enjoyment inherent to their roles.

HPWS offers the opportunity for hospitality firms to directly motivate employees both
through extrinsic (e.g., paying rates) and intrinsic incentives (e.g., individual development).
Concretely, recent research has found that extrinsic and intrinsic HRM practices are impor-
tant to meet hospitality employees’ career expectations [46]. Similarly, Lundberg et al. [38]
found that HRM practices (e.g., wages and training) positively influence workers moti-
vation. Additionally, motivation has been previously linked to job satisfaction [42,64],
suggesting that highly motivated employees will also be satisfied employees. Therefore, it
is reasonable to expect that HPWS can have a positive effect on workers’ motivation, which
will end up enhancing job satisfaction. Consequently, we submit that:

Hypothesis 3: HPWS positively influence hospitality workers’ motivation (a), which will, in turn,
improve their job satisfaction (b).

2.4. HPWS, Organizational Commitment, and Job Satisfaction

In this manuscript, we argue that HPWS impact workers’ job satisfaction through
an increase in their psychological sense of belonging to their organizations (i.e., organiza-
tional commitment), which will directly affect workers’ QoL. Employees’ organizational
commitment refers to the psychological attachment to workplaces that results in a sense
of belonging to their firms [65,66]. It has been a central issue in the hospitality manage-
ment literature, because it can counter high levels of employees’ intention to leave their
jobs, absenteeism, and staff turnover [67,68]. Concretely, employees’ low organizational
commitment positively correlates with high turnover, which increases costs and reduces
the quality of provided service, thus negatively impacting client satisfaction and financial
performance [43,49,69]. Organizational commitment is also positively related with citizen-
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ship behaviors [22] and higher levels of performance [70], highlighting its importance in
hospitality management.

Research suggests that managing the work experience after recruitment may be
the best antecedent to improve employees’ organizational commitment [71]. In their
meta analytic review, Meyer and coauthors [71] recommend HPWS as a way of showing
organizations’ own commitment to their employees, so that workers will feel supported
by their firms, enhancing their levels of commitment. Empirical evidence suggests that
employees’ perceptions of practices such as training, career development, or performance
appraisal positively affect their attachment to the places they work in [39]. Moreover, there
is wide support for the positive effects of HPWS on employees’ commitment [17,22,72].
This is not surprising given the fact that HPWS prepare employees for long-term stays
in organizations, which might create a reciprocal bond compared to organizations that
lack such HRM practices. For example, recipients of HPWS, which enhance employment
stability and career paths by encouraging internal mobility to higher positions, may feel
that their hotel supports and cares about them, and consequently, they will not want to
find another job.

It is not clear yet if organizational commitment leads to job satisfaction or the opposite.
However, most empirical studies correlate both variables [67]. Under the assumption that
commitment is an antecedent of job satisfaction, employees’ make sense of their situation
inside their firms and develop an attitude according to their levels of commitment [73].
In this research, and similar to other studies, we consider that job satisfaction is an out-
come of organizational commitment [43,74]. Consequently, based on the abovementioned
arguments, it is reasonable to expect that HPWS increase employees’ attachment to the
hotels they work in, resulting in higher levels of job satisfaction. Stated formally, we
hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 4: HPWS positively influence hospitality workers’ organizational commitment (a),
which will, in turn, improve their job satisfaction (b).

2.5. The Relationship between Employee Well-Being and Individual Job Performance

In hotel settings, individual job performance is key because of the importance of both
service quality and client satisfaction in hotel financial results [11,75]. For example, front
line employees’ high level of job performance will determine the quality of the interactions
with tourists, determining their levels of satisfaction. Workers performing at suboptimal
levels would deliver services of lower quality, thus negatively affecting tourist satisfaction.
Therefore, enhancing hotel workers’ individual job performance is crucial for hoteliers in
order to succeed, due to employees’ key role in shaping tourists’ experiences. We argue
that employees’ job satisfaction and QoL will positively affect individual job performance.

Examining how to improve employees’ QoL is relevant in the hospitality industry,
and it may be the key for employees to work with positive attitudes and not quit their
jobs. Additionally, through the improvement of workers’ QoL, hoteliers can enhance the
interactions between workers and clients, improve tourist satisfaction, and ultimately
enhance hotel financial performance [8].

As for job satisfaction, over several decades, some meta analyses have supported
the positive relationship between job satisfaction and performance [33,76]. Concerning
hospitality and tourism, although some scholars have previously argued that employees’
job satisfaction may not have a direct effect on hotel financial performance [7,11], we stress
its importance here as a direct determinant of client satisfaction, which is, in turn, one of
the most salient indicators of hotel performance [11]. Research supports that high levels
of job satisfaction will result in higher levels of individual job performance [77,78]. This
is because satisfied workers will put discretionary effort into their tasks to perform well.
For example, if the receptionist of a hotel has a high level of job satisfaction, then (s)he
likes her/his job. Consequently, interactions with clients would be better, thus enhancing
the quality of the service provided, directly affecting tourist satisfaction and ultimately
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organizational performance. To the contrary, if (s)he dislikes it, her/his job satisfaction is
low. The quality of the service provided to potential tourists would be worse, and therefore,
tourist satisfaction would be compromised, reducing organizational performance.

Hypothesis 5: Hospitality employees’ job satisfaction (a) and QoL (b) positively determine indi-
vidual job performance.

Bearing in mind these rationalities, we have designed a study that investigates em-
ployees’ perceptions of HPWS, and their relationships with workers’ motivation, orga-
nizational commitment, and job satisfaction to impact their overall QoL. We also relate
workers’ job satisfaction and QoL with individual job performance. Figure 1 captures our
research model.

Figure 1. Research model of HPWS effects on employees’ well-being and their impact on individual job performance.

3. Materials and Methods

As the hotel sector is a central feature of the hospitality industry, this research sets out
to test our research hypotheses in hotels in the Canary Islands, a world leading destination
that received about 15 million tourists in 2019. We reflect the relevance of this tourism
destination for our analysis, with around 90 million overnight stays per year derived from
the entry of visitors to the Canary Islands, ranked ninth in Europe, below the United
Kingdom, Spain, France, Italy, Germany, Austria, the Netherlands, and Greece and above
the other 20 countries that were part of the EU28 before Brexit [79]. More specifically, we
conducted a quantitative study through the analysis of self-reported data obtained from
a paper–pen questionnaire answered by hotel workers of Tenerife, one of the islands of
the archipelago.

3.1. Data Collection and Sampling Procedure

We conducted a pilot test with a group of college students majoring in tourism to make
sure that items were properly understood and to correct for wording and grammar mistakes.
Afterwards, we proceeded with data collection. The authors of this article contacted hotel
managers to clarify the research objectives and encouraged participation. Assistants
unfamiliar with our objectives were in charge of data collection. Research assistants went
into the hotels and provided workers with instructions to fill in the questionnaire. The
questionnaire was administered to 494 workers of different hotels (57.1% females and 42.9%
males). Participants were between 20 and 68 years old (M = 41.15; SD = 9.4.1), and they
belonged to different hotel departments (25.7% housekeeping, 14.9% reception, 24.2% food
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& beverage). Concerning their educational level, 50% had any kind of vocational training
or university studies, whereas the other half of surveyed employees had high school or
lower educational level. As for their nationality, three quarters were local workers, whereas
the rest were foreigners. Most of the workers of our sample worked full time in their hotels
(94%), and only a small proportion were part-time workers. Almost half of our surveyed
workers (44.5%) had a salary that ranged from €800–1000, and 29% had a salary of about
€1000–1200. Almost 80% of workers were currently employed by hotels that belonged to a
chain of hotels, whereas only 20% of our sample were employed by independent hotels.

Data collection took place just before the coronavirus crisis, which gives more im-
portance to our research. We placed the focus on three-, four-, and five-star hotels. The
questionnaire covered more than one phenomenon in the frame of a research project aimed
at enhancing hospitality employees’ well-being within their workplaces. In this study, we
used measures concerning employees’ answers about HPWS, motivation, organizational
commitment, job satisfaction, QoL, and individual job performance.

3.2. Common Method Variance

We applied both procedural and statistical remedies as recommended by Podsakoff
and colleagues [80] to control for common method variance (CMV) when independent
and dependent variables are collected from the same source simultaneously. As for proce-
dural techniques during data collection, we assured participants their answers would be
anonymous and that there were no right or wrong answers, but that they should answer as
honestly as possible, which prevents participants’ social desirability bias. As for statistical
techniques, we conducted Harman’s single factor test, which proves CMV is not a threat
when no more than 50 per cent of the total variance is explained by one construct. We
subjected all of our measurement items to an exploratory factor analysis using principal
components and varimax rotation. The first factor accounted for 42.26% of the variance
assuring CMV was not problematic in our study.

3.3. Variables and Measures

We developed a questionnaire to measure all the constructs. Items were selected
according to our literature review and discussed by three specialized professors who
assured content validity of the measures. Respondents had to rate each item on a five-
point Likert scale (1 = “strongly disagree” and 5 = “strongly agree”). Higher scores of the
measures indicated higher amounts of the constructs.

3.3.1. HPWS

We developed a 15-item scale adapting items from similar studies on the topic [18,20,46]
to assess the constructs of “employment security” (e.g., my job is guaranteed in this
company), “training” (e.g., the company provides training to adapt new employees to
their work), “internal mobility” (e.g., the company provides me with real opportunities
for promotion and advancement), “results-oriented appraisal” (e.g., the company values
my performance at work objectively), “work–life balance” (e.g., my work–life balance is
positive), “clear job description” (e.g., my work is well organized, I know what I have to do,
and my tasks are well defined) and “participation” (e.g., in my work, I am free to develop
my own initiatives and make decisions).

3.3.2. Motivation

It was measured with four items typically employed to assess the construct of mo-
tivation [81–83]. Example items were “in my work, I am motivated” and “my work
is interesting”.

3.3.3. Organizational Commitment

It was measured with a three-item scale in which participants had to rate their level of
agreement with several statements previously used in the literature [43,65,66]. Example
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items were “this organization deserves my loyalty” and “I feel a strong sense of belonging
to this organization”.

3.3.4. Job Satisfaction

We developed a three-item scale combining items used in extant research [7,43].
Example items included “overall, I am satisfied with my job at this hotel” and “In general,
I like working here”.

Quality of Life. It was measured with a three-item scale adapting items from other
studies [47,84]. Example of the items were “I am satisfied with my life” and “I am generally
happy with my life”,

3.3.5. Individual Job Performance

It was measured with three items previously used in the literature [85,86]. The scale
included items such as “I think I perform most of my tasks effectively” and “I usually
perform better than expected”.

3.3.6. Control Variables

We controlled for participants’ age (treated as a continuous variable), gender (coded as
a dummy variable 1 = “male”, 2 = “female”), and educational level (1 = “without studies”
and 10 = “PhD”).

3.4. Statistical Analysis

We tested our hypotheses through structural equation modelling (SEM) because
our aim was to analyze relationships between latent and observed variables. From the
different existing SEM techniques, PLS-SEM was performed with the SmartPLS software.
The PLS-SEM technique is based on variances, and its purpose is to predict the latent
variables by combining principal component analysis and OLS regressions. Following
recent recommendations [87] PLS-SEM was chosen for the following reasons: (1) the
sample is not excessively large (N = 494), and PLS-SEM works well with limited sample
sizes; (2) the distribution of the data is nonnormal, and PLS-SEM does not make any
specific assumptions about distributions; and (3) the proposed model includes formative
constructs (i.e., HPWS). In line with previous research, HPWS was treated as a “reflective–
formative” higher-order component [88]. This means that several underlying dimensions
that are distinct in nature (i.e., different HRM practices), are combined into the higher-order
construct of HPWS.

We used the G*Power software [89] to determine the minimum sample size required
to carry out our analysis with the PLS-SEM technique. The following parameters were
introduced: 0.8 for the power test [90], and 0.15 for the effect size (f2) [89]. Results of the
power test indicated that the minimum sample size was 139 cases, concluding that our
sample (N = 494) was acceptable to perform PLS-SEM.

4. Results

The analysis and interpretation of a statistical model throughout PLS-SEM requires
a two-stage approach. The first stage concerns the validation of the measurement model,
whereas the second stage refers to the analysis of the structural model [91]. However,
given the fact that the proposed model includes a multidimensional, reflective–normative
construct (i.e., HPWS) whose dimensions did not have the same number of indicators [92],
it was necessary to follow the two-step approach [93].

4.1. Measurement Model

To validate the measurement model, which included the aforementioned multidimen-
sional construct, firstly, the first-order model was analyzed. All indicators in this model
were reflective. Therefore, reliability (both individual and composite) and validity (both
convergent and discriminant) were examined.
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First, to assess individual reliability, we observed all indicator loadings in their corre-
sponding constructs. All of them exceeded the 0.708 threshold established by the literature [86],
thus assuring that all indicators represented, at least, 50% of the construct variance.

The next step consisted in analyzing the reliability of each construct. We followed the
composite reliability (CR) criterion, considered a better reliability measure than Cronbach’s
alpha [94]. In all cases, CR values were higher than the 0.7 threshold established by
Nunnally and Bernstein [95]. For better robustness, Dijkstra–Henseler’s rho (ρA) was also
analyzed. All values were higher or very close to 0.7 [96]. Therefore, we provide evidence
that the first-order measurement scales were reliable.

Next, we examined each construct convergent validity, observing their average vari-
ance extracted (AVE). According to Hair et al., [87], AVE values should be higher than
0.5. All constructs exceeded this threshold, which means that each construct explains, at
least, 50% of the variance of its indicators. Table 1 shows the results of both reliability and
convergent validity analyses.

Table 1. First-order measurement model: reliability and convergent validity.

Construct/Indicators Loading CR ρA AVE

Organizational
Commitment 0.933 0.892 0.822

COM1 0.915 ***
COM2 0.911 ***
COM3 0.893 ***

Motivation 0.855 0.807 0.597
MOT1 0.737 ***
MOT2 0.821 ***
MOT3 0.768 ***
MOT4 0.762 ***

Individual Job Performance 0.819 0.692 0.602
PER1 0.828 ***
PER2 0.730 ***
PER3 0.766 ***
QoL 0.937 0.900 0.832

QOL1 0.916 ***
QOL2 0.902 ***
QOL3 0.918 ***

Job Satisfaction 0.936 0.899 0.831
SAT1 0.924 ***
SAT2 0.923 ***
SAT3 0.887 ***

Work-Life Balance 0.902 0.858 0.755
BAL1 0.813 ***
BAL2 0.902 ***
BAL3 0.889 ***

Employment Security 0.902 0.808 0.822
SEC1 0.926 ***
SEC2 0.887 ***

Clear Job Description 1.000 1.000 1.000
CLE1 1.000 ***

Internal Mobility 0.905 0.850 0.760
MOB1 0.886 ***
MOB2 0.896 ***
MOB3 0.832 ***
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Table 1. Cont.

Construct/Indicators Loading CR ρA AVE

Participation 0.877 0.796 0.705
PAR1 0.774 ***
PAR2 0.890 ***
PAR3 0.850 ***

Results-Oriented Appraisal 1.000 1.000 1.000
RES1 1.000 ***

Training 0.929 0.849 0.867
TRA1 0.935 ***
TRA2 0.927 ***

Note: n = 10,000 subsample; *** p-value < 0.001.

To complete the assessment of the first-order measurement model, we analyzed its
discriminant validity following Fornell and Lacker’s criterion [94]. As can be seen in
Table 2, the square root of the AVE of each construct (see the diagonal in italics in Table 2)
was higher than the correlations between the other constructs. Complementarily, the HTMT
(i.e., the ratio between the heterotrait–monotrait correlations) were below 0.9 providing
evidence of discriminant validity [97]. Therefore, the proposed model had discriminant
validity (i.e., constructs were different from each other). Table 2 shows the results of our
discriminant validity analysis.

Table 2. First-order measurement model: discriminant validity.

Fornell and Larcker’s criterion

COM MOT PER QOL SAT BAL SEC CLE MOB PAR RES TRA

COM 0.907
MOT 0.690 0.772
PER 0.417 0.502 0.776
QOL 0.427 0.459 0.420 0.912
SAT 0.802 0.725 0.390 0.513 0.911
BAL 0.559 0.514 0.425 0.501 0.616 0.869
SEC 0.514 0.467 0.347 0.337 0.552 0.437 0.907
CLE 0.446 0.514 0.341 0.304 0.497 0.450 0.346 1.000
MOB 0.585 0.559 0.289 0.348 0.634 0.473 0.665 0.339 0.872
PAR 0.573 0.635 0.368 0.388 0.639 0.572 0.425 0.487 0.513 0.840
RES 0.538 0.485 0.317 0.310 0.571 0.423 0.335 0.296 0.561 0.448 1.000
TRA 0.536 0.480 0.226 0.280 0.491 0.407 0.401 0.277 0.628 0.494 0.504 0.931

HTMT

COM MOT PER QOL SAT BAL SEC CLE MOB PAR RES TRA

COM
MOT 0.809
PER 0.524 0.685
QOL 0.475 0.546 0.533
SAT 0.896 0.839 0.490 0.570
BAL 0.641 0.600 0.558 0.572 0.698
SEC 0.607 0.574 0.469 0.398 0.652 0.532
CLE 0.472 0.573 0.402 0.321 0.525 0.486 0.388
MOB 0.671 0.658 0.381 0.397 0.725 0.554 0.806 0.367
PAR 0.680 0.782 0.486 0.460 0.760 0.697 0.539 0.549 0.630
RES 0.570 0.515 0.389 0.327 0.603 0.457 0.377 0.296 0.613 0.504
TRA 0.617 0.557 0.299 0.320 0.564 0.477 0.495 0.301 0.747 0.602 0.547

COM: Organizational Commitment; MOT: Motivation; PER: Individual Job Performance; QoL: Quality of Life;
SAT: Job Satisfaction; BAL: Work-Life Balance; SEC: Employment security; CLE: Clear Job Description; MOB:
Internal Mobility; PAR: Participation; RES: Results-Oriented Appraisal; TRA: Training. The diagonal in italics
refers to the square root of the AVE of each construct.
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Following the two-step approach, we grouped indicators of each dimension in order
to model the second-order construct (i.e., HPWS). Thus, we specified dimensions as latent
variables, and their scores were used as indicators of the second-order construct [93]. As
HPWS is a reflective–formative construct, we examined all formative factors for multi-
collinearity paying attention to the variance inflation factors (VIF). All VIF values were
lower than the upper threshold of 3m suggesting lack of collinearity problems [87]. Addi-
tionally, the weights of all the indicators were statistically significant, and therefore, all of
them were maintained [91]. Results are shown in Table 3

Table 3. Second-order measurement model.

HPWS Dimensions Loading Weight VIF

BAL 0.784 0.265 *** 1.731
SEC 0.681 0.169 ** 1.915
CLE 0.642 0.186 *** 1.415
MOB 0.778 0.162 ** 2.830
PAR 0.815 0.282 *** 1.924
RES 0.698 0.218 *** 1.640
TRA 0.654 0.076 ** 1.842

Note: n = 10,000 subsamples; *** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.05.

Regarding the discriminant validity of the second-order model, both the Fornell and
Larcker and the HTMT criteria were complied with (see Table 4).

Table 4. Second-order measurement model: discriminant validity.

Fornell and Larcker’s Criterion HTMT

COM HPWS MOT PER QOL SAT COM HPWS MOT PER QOL SAT

COM 0.906
HPWS 0.733
MOT 0.691 0.723 0.772 0.809
PER 0.471 0.472 0.502 0.776 0.524 0.685
QOL 0.427 0.501 0.460 0.420 0.912 0.475 0.546 0.533
SAT 0.802 0.794 0.726 0.390 0.513 0.911 0.896 0.839 0.490 0.570

COM: Organizational Commitment; HPWS: High Performance Work Systems; MOT: Motivation; PER: Individual
Job Performance; QoL: Quality of Life; SAT: Job Satisfaction. In italics the square root of the AVE.

4.2. Structural Model

Before analyzing the structural model, it was necessary to examine whether there
were collinearity problems between the antecedent variables of each endogenous construct.
The VIF values of the model, again, must be below 3. Results in Table 5 show that there
were no collinearity problems.

The assessment of the structural model, which indicates its predictive capacity, re-
quires the examination of three elements: path coefficients, R2 determination coefficients
(explained variance), and Q2 values (cross-validated redundancy) [87].

With regards to the predictive power of the model, represented by R2 values, the
literature establishes that values of 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25 represent substantial, moderate,
and low power [86]. Results show that the proposed model substantially predicts job
satisfaction, as its R2 value is 0.749 (see Figure 2). That is, the model explains almost
75.0% of the variance of job satisfaction. At the same time, organizational commitment and
motivation show moderate values (R2 = 0.537 and R2 = 0.523, respectively), and QoL shows
a low value (R2 = 0.287), which makes sense as QoL is the result of satisfaction in several
life domains besides work. Lastly, although the R2 value of individual job performance is
below the 0.25 cut point, it is very close to it (R2 = 0.218). Therefore, it can be stated that the
model also predicts this latter construct.
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Table 5. Structural model assessment.

Relationships Path Coefficient (β) t
Confidence Interval

VIF
5% 95%

HPWS -> QOL 0.254 *** 3.630 0.145 0.376 2.705
HPWS -> SAT 0.362 *** 7.602 0.283 0.440 2.681
SAT -> QOL 0.311 *** 3.915 0.174 0.435 2.705

HPWS -> MOT 0.723 *** 31.181 0.688 0.764 1.000
MOT -> SAT 0.177 *** 3.929 0.105 0.253 2.378

HPWS -> COM 0.733 *** 28.550 0.692 0.776 1.000
COM -> SAT 0.415 *** 8.408 0.331 0.494 2.448
SAT -> PER 0.237 *** 3.342 0.117 0.350 1.357
QOL -> PER 0.299 *** 4.424 0.193 0.415 1.357

Note: n = 10,000 subsample; *** p-value < 0.001. COM: Organizational Commitment; HPWS: High Performance
Work Systems; MOT: Motivation; PER: Individual Job Performance; QoL: Quality of Life; SAT: Job Satisfaction.

Figure 2. Results of the structural relationships among the study constructs. (*** p-value < 0.001).

The Q2 cross-validated redundancy values explain the model’s predictive relevance.
To be satisfactory, Q2 values must be higher than 0 [91]. In the proposed model, all Q2

values complied this condition (see Figure 2).
Finally, regarding our hypotheses testing, we provide evidence to accept all of them,

as the proposed relationships between constructs are statistically significant and follow the
stated direction. Thus, HPWS positively influences QoL (H1), job satisfaction (H2a), moti-
vation (H3a), and organizational commitment (H4a). Job satisfaction positively influences
QoL (H2b) and individual job performance (H5a), and it is simultaneously influenced by
workers’ motivation (H3b) and organizational commitment (H4b). Lastly, QoL positively
influences individual job performance (H5b) (see both Table 5 and Figure 2).

5. Discussion

We (1) provide the field with empirical evidence that further supports the benefits
of HPWS in hotels to enhance workers’ outcomes, (2) explore several paths through
which HPWS impact employees’ well-being, and (3) empirically test the direct positive
repercussions of employees’ job satisfaction and QoL on individual job performance.

5.1. Theoretical Contributions

Concerning our first major contribution, we complement existing evidence that high-
lighted the importance of HPWS for the hotel sector in order to increase hotel perfor-
mance [26] or reduce employee turnover [18,19,98]. Concretely, we provided evidence of
their direct positive effects on employees’ outcomes (i.e., direct enhancement of employees’
motivation, organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and QoL). In line with other
studies, we support the positive effects of HPWS on employees’ job satisfaction [17,45] and
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make these findings generalizable to the accommodation industry. Likewise, we have also
provided further support on the positive relationship between HPWS and QoL.

Regarding our second major contribution, this paper heeds the urgent call from
several scholars to investigate the inside of the so-called black box [18] that relates HPWS to
outcomes. For example, previous research found that organizational commitment and job
satisfaction were mediators linking HPWS with department performance and resignation
intention [23]. In our research, we found causality from HPWS through organizational
commitment and then job satisfaction to enhance QoL. We further revealed the underlying
mechanisms inside the black box supporting the parallel causal chain through which the
effect of HPWS transfers through both workers’ motivation and job satisfaction to enhance
employees’ QoL.

As for our third major contribution, this paper widens our current knowledge of how
hoteliers can encourage higher levels of performance. Although the importance of human
resources for hospitality and tourism enterprises has been widely acknowledged in the
existing literature [8,14], the extent to which employees’ well-being affects performance
still remains controversial. Regarding this, most of the available evidence places the focus
on workers’ job satisfaction. Along these lines, our results may very well explain why
several other scholars have found no relationship between workers’ job satisfaction and
hotel performance [7,11]. We align with previous studies supporting that job satisfaction
determines individual job performance [78], which is the most important predictor of
client satisfaction, which will ultimately enhance hotel performance. In this study, we also
highlight the importance of employees’ overall QoL. Whereas few available findings have
focused on how to enhance workers’ QoL as an end in itself [47], we further support the
importance of doing this because of its direct effect on individual job performance.

5.2. Managerial Recommendations

This study is helpful to managers of hospitality companies in planning and executing
HRM practices. Findings demonstrate that hotel managers and HR specialists should adopt
HPWS as a means of obtaining outcomes regarding employees’ attitudes and behaviors.
HPWS can also enhance hotel employee retention [19], but our results provide evidence on
their effects to improve both employees’ well-being and job performance. Consequently, we
encourage hoteliers to invest in the wide range of practices that comprise HRM systems [18]
in order to satisfy and retain their workforce.

Indeed, not only do we recommend the design of proper systems of HRM practices,
but also an efficient and effective implementation of them, as workers’ perceptions of such
practices will determine their levels of motivation, commitment, satisfaction, and overall
QoL. In light of these considerations, we suggest managers overtly communicate the HPWS
in use so that employees become more aware of them and the job environment in which
they are working [22].

5.3. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Despite the valuable contribution of our findings, results must be interpreted cau-
tiously against the backdrop of several limitations that deserve attention in future studies.
First, our design involved collecting data from a sample of hotel employees to make our
results generalizable for the whole hospitality sector. However, it may be true that HPWS
effects on employees’ outcomes differ across departments (e.g., housekeeping, kitchen,
food and beverage, front office, etc.). Consequently, future research could consider a design
to test the relationships found here in different groups of workers [29], so that hoteliers
could prioritize investments in HPWS by departments. In line with this, we also want
to acknowledge that workers’ perceptions may very well differ across managerial levels.
Therefore, another variable to bear in mind in future studies would be the managerial
level or the expertise of the respondents. Consequently, future research designs should ask
respondents about tenure in the company and also the managerial position of respondents,
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and the proven relationships here should be tested, bearing in mind the moderating effects
that both variables may exert over the paths found in our study.

Second, we deliberately decided to analyze measures of employees’ well-being and
individual job performance, but there may be other individual-level indicators that remain
unexplored in the hotel sector. In this sense, we encourage future research to investigate
the relationship between HPWS and absenteeism [45] or employees’ effort [29]. In addition,
there may be other team- or organizational-level dependent variables of interest such as
departmental performance [17]. Scholars could consider if HPWS can enhance specific
departments’ performance (e.g., front office, housekeeping, food and beverage) or even
compare the effects by testing moderation hypotheses.

Third, in line with similar studies on the topic, we relied on self-reported measures [22];
however, future research could consider alternative sources of information. For example,
in order to rate individual performance, an alternative source of information would be
the rating of supervisors. Similarly, alternative measures such as absenteeism could be
gathered from the HR department.

Fourth, our data collection was carried out before the coronavirus pandemic; thus, it is
one of the most recent analyses with hotel workers before the pandemic. Once hospitality
activity recovers from its sharp decrease, it will be interesting to compare if the relationships
found here hold true.

Fifth, we would like to acknowledge that there may be other variables such as team
leadership or corporate culture that may very well impact on the employees’ attitudes
highlighted in our study. Concretely, team leadership has been widely accepted as a
process with the capability of influencing employees’ attitudes and behaviors such as their
motivation [99]. In fact, we propose future studies to analyze the relationships found here,
testing the moderating effects based on the differential impacts that various leadership
styles are able to exert on employees’ attitudinal, behavioral, and cognitive outcomes [100].

Sixth, our data collection took place in one island of the archipelago. Although we
intended to collect a representative sample so that findings here could be generalizable for
the lodgment industry, we recommend carrying out future studies in other destinations
to corroborate that the relationships found here hold true independently of the context in
which the hotels operate.

6. Conclusions

Our research highlights the importance of HPWS on several employees’ attitudinal
and behavioral outcomes. First, we provided evidence that HPWS are conducive to
increase employees’ motivation, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction, which
have been previously highlighted as relevant variables conducive for higher levels of
performance [101]. Second, our research also highlights the importance of HPWS on
employees’ QoL. Third, we shed light on the mechanisms linking HPWS with employees’
outcomes, pointing out the relevance of causal chains of effects through which HPWS can
ultimately impact performance. Fourth, our research also links employees’ well-being with
performance, which has been an under-researched topic in hospitality and tourism.

As a closing note, further investigation on HPWS may very well contribute to aligning
the hospitality industry with the promotion of decent work encouraged in the Sustainable
Development Goal 8 [6]. That is, HPWS are conducive to increased levels of employees’ job
satisfaction and overall QoL, which determine their individual job performance. Thus, by
providing workers with a better work environment, hoteliers can increase their workforce
performance, which will ultimately improve tourist satisfaction and organizational perfor-
mance. We hope this research is found useful by practitioners and scholars, and that future
studies on this topic will be carried out, especially in a context of the health and economic
crisis that is making the industry fight for its survival.
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