Fairness in quality service deliver to LGBT guests: the role of organizational norms

Introduction
Since service companies' products are intangible and difficult to evaluate, fairness is especially important to them because consumers rely more on trust; only companies that project an image of fairness can win the customer confidence they need for long-term loyalty (Seiders & Berry, 1998). When consumers are in a weak or disadvantaged position, the violation of justice principles can lead to a sense of unfairness (Seiders & Berry, 1998). However, due to the discrimination against the LGBT group in societies and businesses (Ineson, Yap, & Whiting, 2013), the service staff may fail to deliver fair and high-quality service to them. Few studies have been dedicated to the staffs’ service toward homosexuals, especially in China, where homosexuality is considered against the traditional value (Liu & Choi, 2006); In addition, few scholars have conducted researches on how to intervene in employees' fair service LGBT people. In this study, we highlight the impact of organizational norms on employee attitudes. By introducing the TPB model into the organizational domain, we explore: a) how employee’s homophobia (negative attitude towards LGBT) affects the provision of fair and high-quality services; b) whether organizational norms can mitigate the impact of employee discrimination on service provision; c) whether the recognition of LGBT, namely, gaydar and the behavioral effectiveness of employees will affect the service delivery.
Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
[bookmark: _Hlk29565409]The discrimination of service personnel against customers can lead to the failure to provide high-quality service (Ro & Olson, 2014; Ro, Choi & Olson,2013). Within the past half-century, social tolerance and acceptance of homosexuality have expanded in many countries (Vorobjovas-Pinta and Hardy, 2016). Widespread changes in homosexual rights have been accompanied by growing demand for customized services among gay and lesbian consumers (Vorobjovas-Pinta and Hardy, 2016). Even so, sexual minorities remain vulnerable to discrimination (Pharr, 1997) as homophobia persists. In an organizational context, scholars have investigated homosexual employees’ disclosure of their sexual orientation and corresponding impacts (Williamson et al., 2017). However, there has been little research into the unfairness of services caused by homophobia.  
Attitude is considered “a function of salient beliefs” (Bianchi, Milberg & Cúneo, 2017, P. 314). Homophobia is “the dread of being close to homosexuals—and in the case of homosexuals themselves, self-aversion” (Weinberg, 1972, p. 8). It refers to attitudes, emotions and behavior towards homosexuals. Providing quality service to homosexuals is impossible for someone in the presence of homophobia (Kan et al, 2009). Hence, homophobia is proposed to negatively influence employees’ attitude towards serving homosexual guests (H1). Based on the TPB model (Ajzen, 1991), frontline employees’ intentions to provide fair and quality services to homosexual guests are jointly influenced by their attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control (H2, H3, H4). 
In a workplace context, it is argued that employees’ work-related behavioral intention is affected by not only the subjective social norm, but also regulation and expectations from the organization management. Therefore, it is proposed that management expectation is positively related to hotel frontline employees’ intention to provide quality services to homosexual guests (H5). Drawing upon person-organization fit theory (Chatman, 1991) that originated from person–environment fit theory, organizational norms directly affect behavioral intention along with the relationship between attitude and behavioral intention (H6). 
Perceived behavioral control reflects an individual's perceptions of factors that promote or hinder behavioral execution (Ajzen, 2006). The more resources and opportunities an individual has, the fewer obstacles he/she anticipates, and the stronger his/her perceived control over behavior. Therefore, we conjecture that gaydar will be positively associated with perceived behavioral control (H7). Finally, the hypotheses related to the extended TPB model in this study are proposed in figure 1.
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Figure1. Hypothesized model of frontline staff’s service intentions toward homosexuals

Methodology
Frontline employees in Chinese hotels comprised the research population for this study. Seventeen hotels in Chengdu and Hangzhou, two major cities respectively located in the southwest and eastern China, were chosen as sites for data collection. The selected hotels ranged from budget (under 3-star) to luxury (5-star) establishments and covered various forms of hotel ownership and management styles including state-owned, private, and internationally franchised firms. With a particular interest in hotel frontline staff who interacted directly with guests in day-to-day work, the sampling frame of this study targeted hotel employees working in one of the following departments or units: front desk, concierge, house-keeping/room service, and food and beverage.
A pilot study was conducted in January 2019 with 80 employees at a 4-star hotel in Chengdu to elicit feedback and commentary on the survey instrument under development. With hotel managers’ assistance, a self-report questionnaire was distributed to the target sample afterhours at selected hotels in March 2019. A total of 728 survey questionnaires were sent, and 599 usable copies were returned (response rate: 82.3%).
Kan, et al.’s (2009) 40-item Likert-type scale of Homophobia (with minor adjustment) was adopted to assess hotel frontline employees’ attitude towards homosexuals. One major component of the questionnaire measured the four theoretical constructs- attitudes, subjective norms, perceived controls, and behavioral intention - of a TPB model on providing quality services to homosexual hotel guests. A 7-point Likert-type scale with four items was used to measure the organizational norms. Respondents’ ‘Gaydar’ was measured using three items on a 7-point Likert-type scale. And the socio-demographic profile of the respondents was included in the questionnaire.
Results
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted using Maximum Likelihood estimation (ML) in the software of AMOS 20.0. The factor loading of all items fell in the range of 0.52-0.98 while the AVE values were all larger than or close to 0.5, suggesting acceptable convergent validity. AVE estimates are all greater than the corresponding squared inter-construct correlations, indicating satisfactory discriminant validity. As expected, homophobia was identified as a negative predictor of attitudes among hotel employees toward serving homosexual customers (β = -0.718, p < 0.001); in other words, a general fear of homosexuals was associated with a negative attitude toward serving guests with a minority sexual orientation. By examining standardized path coefficients among the variables, an employee’s attitude toward serving homosexual guests (β = 0.335, p < 0.001) and perceived behavioral control (β = 0.635, p < 0.001) predicted his/her behavioral intention of serving homosexual customers. However, the effect of subjective social norms on behavioral intention was not statistically significant (β = 0.081, p > 0.05). Gaydar positively impact the employees’ perceived behavioral control (β = 0.218, p < 0.001).
Table 1 Structural parameter estimates and good-of-fit indices
	Hypothesized path
	Standardized path coefficients

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Homophobia→ attitudes
	-0.718***

	Attitudes → behavioral intention
	0.335***

	Social norms→ behavioral intention
	0.081

	PBC→ behavioral intention
	0.635***

	Gaydar→ PBC
	0.218***

	Goodness-of-fit indices: CFI = 0.872, RMSEA = 0.054, χ2/df = 2.713


A 3-step regression was conducted to investigate the proposed moderating effect of organizational norms. Table 5 presents the results of multiple regression tests, taking behavioral intention as the dependent variable. Demographic information (i.e., age, gender, educational background, marital status, overseas study/living experience, annual income, hotel ranking, working department/unit, and prior work experience) was introduced into regression models as the first step to form the base model (i.e., Model 1) for subsequent analyses, the coefficients of which revealed statistically insignificant influences. Models 2 and 3 considered the moderating effect of organizational norms. Findings indicate that after including organizational norms, the explanatory power of the regression models (e.g., Model 2) increased by 51.4% (∆F = 276.913, p ≤ 0.001). Organizational norms had a positive impact on behavioral intention (β = 0.477, p ≤ 0.001). The sign and significance of ß coefficients were used to test the proposed moderating effects of organizational norms. A positive interaction effect was observed when examining the direction of the coefficient of attitudes × organizational norms; therefore, H5 and H6 were supported.
VIFs examine the extent to which nonorthogonality between the independent and moderator variables inflates standard errors. The VIF estimates in this study ranged from 1.045 to 1.773, well below the recommended threshold of 10 (Neter, Wasserman, and Kutner, 1985).
Table 2. Results of the Multiple Regression Tests (N=599)
	
	Behavioral Intention
	
	VIF

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	
	

	Constant
	-0.714
	-0.052
	-0.075
	
	

	Gender 
	-0.199
	-0.075
	-0.080
	
	1.613

	Age 
	-0.068
	0.106
	0.105
	
	1.254

	Education 
	0.102
	0.035
	0.036
	
	1.512

	Marital status 
	-0.032
	-0.086
	-0.082
	
	1.509

	Overseas study/living experience
	0.082
	0.019
	0.022
	
	1.233

	Annual income 
	0.202
	0.095
	0.085
	
	1.419

	Hotel ranking 
	0.031
	-0.029
	-0.031
	
	1.137

	Hotel ownership
	0.132
	0.009
	0.011
	
	1.078

	Working department/unit 
	-0.025
	-0.014
	-0.012
	
	1.046

	Prior work experience 
	-0.021
	-0.040
	-0.041
	
	1.773

	Attitudes
	
	0.390***
	0.387***
	
	1.120

	Organizational norm
	
	0.477***
	0.485***
	
	1.109

	Attitude x Organizational norm
	
	
	0.050*
	
	1.045

	R2
	0.053
	0.514
	0.517
	
	Durbin–Watson

	∆F
	3.310***
	276.913***
	3.861*
	
	1.933


Note: * p ≤ 0.05, *** p ≤ 0.001

Conclusion and Discussion
Several interesting conclusions can be generated through the data analysis. First, this paper finds that employees' discrimination against customers does affect their willingness to serve. Specifically, homophobia can jeopardize the staff’s attitude and further reduce their intention to provide fair and quality service to LGBT guests. Sexual discrimination is a common topic of interest in academia and industry. However, the service unfairness caused by employees' discrimination against customers is ignored. A few studies have investigated service workers’ or employees’ homophobia (e.g., Kan et al., 2009), assuming it would influence service behavior. The findings of this study confirm this association between homophobia and fair service behavior.
This paper highlights the impact of organizational norms on employee attitudes and behavioral intentions, which shows that employee discrimination can be regulated through organizations.  Subjective social norms have arguably the weakest predictive power for intentions (Armitage & Conner, 2001). Terry and Hogg (1996) deliberately removed subjective norms from analysis while adding group norms to TPB. The findings of our study align with theirs, suggesting that in professional contexts, organizational norms have a more salient effect on employees’ work-related behavioral intentions.
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